
BEFORE THE rLORIOA PUBLIC SERVICF. COMMISSION 

In re : Determination of the cost 
of basic local 
telecommunications serv1cc, 
pursuant to Section 364 . 075 , 
Florida Statute s . 

DOCKET NO . 98069&-TP 
ORDER tiO . PSC-99-0068-rDf-Tf' 
ISSUED: January 7 , 1999 

The f ollowing Co~m~issioners participat.ed in t.he dlsposiL ion 
of this matter : 

APPEARANCES: 

JULIA L. JOHNSON, Chairman 
J . TERRY DEASON 
SUSAN F. CLARK 

JOE GARCIA 
&. LEOti JACOBS, JR. 

LAURA GALLAGHER, ESQUIRE, 
Telecommunications Association , Inc. , 
Street , Tallahassee , Florida 32301. 
On behalf of flooda Cab! e 
Associaqon. 

Flonda 
310 North Monroe 

T<:l £•COOJ!Dun l cat 1 ons 

TRACY HATCH, ESQUIRE, AT&T Communl=atlons ot the Southern 
Stlltes, Inc. , 101 North Monroe St:eet, ;\lite 700, 
Tallahas:see, Florida 32301-1!>4<;, ; .J!t~ LAMOUI\EUX , J::SOU!RE: , 
and GENE COKER, ESQUIRE, 1700 Peachtree Street N.E. , Room 
81 SO . Atlanta, Georg 1 a 30309. and STEPI!Et< RUSCUS , 
ESQUIRE, McKenna & Cuneo, 1900 •K• Stre~t , Wash•ngton, 
D.C. 20006. 
On behalf of AT&T Commyoic!luoos of th<> Southern Sts~t .. s . 
~ 

PHILIP CARVER, ESQUIRE , MIIRY r.EYER, E:SQU!R!:., .md IIMICY 
WHITE, ESQUIRE, 150 South MonroQ St.reet , Suit<" ~00 , 
Tallahassee , Florida 32301. 
On behalf of BellSoyth Tel~~oremynl~attoos . lor. 

OOCUHE" T NI ,Mflfll-DATE 

0 0 2 7 8 JAN -7 g: 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET tiO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 2 

WILLI~~ H. HOLLIMAN, ESQU!Rf., JOHU P. FONS, E50UIRf., dOd 
JEFFRY WAHLEN, ESQUIRE, Ausley t. Mc:l~ullcn, Post rlfi !c.­
Box 3,1, Tallahassee, F'lorid3 32302 . 
On behalf of 1\LLTEL. Northeast flortda Telephone r, r>(':i!oy . 
Spciot-flodda. Incorpprated . and Yisp-llnited 
Telecpmmyoicatipns. 

CHARLES J. BECK, ESQUIRE, Deputy Public Counsul , O!!lc~ 
of Public Counsel, 111 West Madi son Street , Room 81;> , 
Tallahassee, florida 37399-1400 . 
On behalf of the Citizens pf the State pf flpr1oa. 

CHARLES R£f!WTNKEL , ESQUIRE, P.O. Box 2:>14, Tallu~o:!:wco, 

Florida. 
On behalf of Spriot,-florida . !ncpcpprated, 

NORMAN H. HORTON, JR., £SQUIRt::, 11esser, Capill'(•lJ .1, b 

Self, 215 South Monroe Street, Post orrice Box !87G, 
Tallahassee, ~lorid4 32302. 
On beMlf of Amencan Communlcatjoos Scryle<::J. Inc, -
Jaclssooyille. d/b/A e.spir(! Cpuvnun1cations , Inc. 

JOSEPH A. McGLOTHLIN, ESQUIRE, and VICKI GORDO!~ Y.AUfMAN, 
ESQUIRE, McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin, O.svld!IOD , Rlcf 
and Bakas, 117 South Gadsden Street , Tallahassc<!, florid.:> 
32301. 
On beholC of Flouda Cornpeqtiye Carriers /\s3oc1al1orL 

DAVID B. ERWIN, ESQUIRL, 127 P.tverstnk Road , 
Crawfordville, florida 32327. 
On behalf of frontl!g Comrnynicaoons Int.-roatiooal. lor·.; 
GIC. Inc.; ITS TPlecorornyniclltions Syat!::ms . Inc.; ·lr!d IDS 
Telecom - Oyincy Telephoo~ Company. 

KIMBERLY CASWELL, ESQUIRE, One Tampa C1ty Cent<·r , Post 
Office Box 110, fLICOOOI, Tampa, florida 33601-0ll u , .;nd 
LEWIS f. POWELL, III, ESQUIRf., Hunton & Wlll1ams, 
Riverfront Plazil , East: Tower, 9~1 E.;sL !lyrd ;.;uect , 
Richmond, VIrginia 23219-4014. 
On behalf of GTE flprldo IncoroorAted. 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 3 

RICHARD D. MELSON, ESQUIRE and MICHAEl. J . HEURY, £SQUIRE, 
Hopping Green Sams and Smlth, Post O!!lcc Bo>: 652G, 
Taltahassee , florida 32314. 
On oehalf of MCI Teleccwnyn!catioos Coroor.HI•m .wd 
MCimet ro Access Transmission Services . Inc. 
lcollectlyely. NCI!. 

MICHAEl. A. GROSS , ESQUIRE, ~sslstant Attorney G~neral, 
Of{ice of the Attorney General, PL-01 The Capitol, 
Tallahassee , florida 32399-1050. 
On behalf of the Office of tb~ Attorney General. 

BARBARA AUGER, ESQUIRE:, Pennington , Mooro, Wllki nt~on , 
Bell & Dunbar, P. A., rost Office Box 10095 , Tallaha~sce . 
Florida 32302-2095 . 
On behalf of Time-Warner Axs or florjda . I..P. 

FLOYD R. SELF, ESQUIRE , Messer , Caparello & Self, 21S 
South Monroe Street, Suite 701. Post Of!1ce Box 1876, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1876 . 
On behalf of Worldcom. Inc . 

WILLTAH COX, ESQUIRE, florida Publlc Serv1ce Co~~is~lon, 
Division of Legal Services, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulcv3rd, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870. 
On behalf of tho Comro1ssion Staff. 

fiNAL ORDER 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

IABI.E Of CONTENT:; 

APPEARANCES 

TABLE Of CONTENTS ... ......... . .....•....•. - . . . . . . • . . . • . . • . . . . • :! 

LIST Of ACROtlYMS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ 

I . BACKGROUND liND INTBOQUCI!ON ... , ... , ................. . .... 'I 

II. QEf'INITION Of BASIC LOr:A!, TELECOMMUNICATIONS SE:fWICE . . .. l l 
A. Introduction ....... ... . .. .. . ... . ............. . . . ... II 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696- TP 
PAGE 4 

B. 
c . 

Discussion 
Conclusion 

• • . • • . . • • . • • • • . • • • • • • • • • . • • . . • . . • . • • • • . • • 1 1 
17 

III. COST PROXY MOQEL TO QETE:BMINE THE TOTAL f'OBWARQ-LOOK!N(j COST 
Of PROVIQING BASIC LQCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE ..... 20 
A. Introduction and Overview .•..........•........•...• 20 
B. FCC Criteria for forward-Looking Cost Studles ...... ?.1 
C. Cus t omer Location and Network Design ............... ?3 
D. Key Modeling Issues ... . .•...........•..•.....•.... 29 

1. Housing Unit:s v . ::ouseholds .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . 28 
2. Forward-Looking Technology ......•.....•• . ..... 31 
3. Grids v . Clustering Mcthoas ...........•. . ..... 33 
4. Internal Consistency of the Models : 

MST Analyses • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 
5. Size of Carrler Se rving Area . .......... ... ... . 45 
6. Switching ...... . •... . ....... . .. . . .......... ... 55 
7. S~gnaling and Transport ................. • ... . . 58 

E. Conclus i on ..•...................... •.. ...... ••••. .. 60 

IV . GEOGRAPHIC BASIS fOB CQ~ PROXY MODEL RESULTS .....•..... 62 
a. Introduction and Overview . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67. 
B. Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . b2 
C . Conclusion . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . G·l 

V. COST PROXY HOQEL INPUTS . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . li4 
A. Depreciation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .,:; 

1 . Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . 65 
2 . Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . 65 
3 . Conclusion . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . '1,) 

B. Cost. of Money . .... ..•..•..•.•... . . . ..•... ... ... .... 81, 
1 . Overview ....•.•.......•• •.. . . .... .. ....... . . . . 86 
2. Discussion and Conc lusions . ...... ••. .. ...• .. . . 86 

c . Taxes •. ..•..... .......... .. ............•. . .....•.. 103 

OVERviEW; SECTIONS y-p throyah Y-T ... .. ........ ... . ..... .... 105 
D. Support Structures ................................ Ill 
£ . Structure Sharing Factors ......................... 116 
F . f ill Factors • . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . 126 
G. Manholes and Handholes ..... ... . . .........•... . . • .. 131 
H. and I. Fiber Cable Cost and Copper Cab!~ Co~t ....... I lu 
J. Dropo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I ~o 
K. Network Int.erf,lce D•>vlcu ....•.... . ..•...........•. 163 
L. Outside Plant Mix . • ................. . .. .• ......... 166 
M. Digital Loop Carr1er .. .. .. .. . . .. ................ 1'16 
N. 1'erminal Costs ..•....••••••...•............•....•. 183 



ORDER NO . PSC- 99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO . 980696-TP 
PAGE 5 

0 . and P. Switchina CosLs and Associated Varlubles and 
Traffic Llata . ..... ...... . .. .......... . . ... ... 191 

Q . Siqnaling System Costs .. . ..... ........ . . . . . ....... 202 
R. Tr anspo r t System Costs and Associated Variables ... 203 
s . Expenses ... . . . ... ... ....... ....... . . ... .. .. .. . . . .. 215 
T . Other Inputs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... ... 230 

VT . COST PROXX MODEL RESULTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 232 
A. LECS With Grea t er Than 100, 000 Access Lines ..... .. 232 
B. LECS With 100 , 000 Or Fewe r Ac~ess Lines ... ... . ... . 232 

VII. CONCLUSIQN . . ........ ...... . . . . .. .. . . ....... .... . ..... •. 241 

QISSENT .. . .... . .... . .. .. .• . .•.. ....... ..... ... . .. . . ... ....• . 243 

NQTICE Of fURIH ER PRQCEEQINGS OR JUDICIAL REYIEW . ... ....... . 244 

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED IllPUT VALUt.S ....... . ..•.•. 24~ 

APPENDIX 8 - BCPM RESULTS WITB COMMISSION-ORDERED 
INPUTS AND MODiriCATWNS . .... . .... .. ......... f.<oO 

LIST OF ACRONXt~S 

AOSL As ymme t rica 1 Digital Subscriber Llnu 

AfUOC Allowance !or funds Used Dur1nq Constcuction 

AG Office of the Attorney General 

ALEC Alternative I.oca 1 EKChdnge Co:np.tny 

ALL TEL ALLTEL florid<!, Inc. 

ALS!~ Audited LEC Switching MOd!! I 

AT&T AT'I Communications of th!' Southern St.l LOS, 

Inc. 

Bl Business Access Line 

BCPM Benchmark Cost ProKy Model 

BellSouth BellSouth Telecommunica t I rm", lnr:. 

BR Brief o! Evidence 

CAPM Capita 1 Asset Pricing Model 



ORDER NO . PSC- 99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO . 990696- TP 
PAGE 6 

LIST OF I•CROUYMS 

CATV Cable Television 

CB Census Block 

CBG Census Block Group 

cc Common Carrier 

CE:V Controlled Environment Vault 

CLEC Compoti ti ve Loca 1 E:xchanqo Corr.pany 

CLLI Common Language Locat 1on ldenti!ier 

co Cent ra l Off:1ce 

COLR Carrie r o ! Last Resort 

COT Central O! fice Term1nal 

CSA Carrier Serving Are<> 

cu Channel Unit 

0 .'1 Dia~:ribut:ion Arc<J 

DCF Discounted Cash Flow 

DDM Div~dend Discount Models 

OEM Dial Equipment Minutes 

DLC Digital Loop Car ri" r 

OLCRT Digital Loop Carder Remote Termlnill 

e . splre e.spire Communicat1ono , l nc . 

EAS Extended Area Service 

ECS Extended calling Scope 

ECV Envi r onmentally Controlled Voults 

EF&l Engi neered, Furnished and Installed 

E:RLC Extended Range Line Card 

E.XIl Exhibit -

·-



ORDER NO. PSC- 99-0068-FOF- TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 1 

LIST OF ACRONYMS 

FCC Federal Communications Comm1ssion 

FCCA Florida CompetJ.tive Carders Association 

FCTA Florida Cable Telecommuntcations Associ<~tlon , 
Inc . 

FDI Feeder/Distribution Interface 

FDW Facilities Data Wa rehouse 

FLEC Forward-Looking Economic Cost 

FPSC Florida Public Service Commission 

Frontier Frontier Communlcat1ons lntcrnatlonal. Inc. 

GAAP Generally AccP.pted Accounting Principle~ 

GTC GTC, Inc. 

GTEFL GTE Florida, Inc. 

HAl Hat!iPld Model S.Oa 

HMS.Oa Hatfield Model S.Oa -
rP HAl Inputs Portfolio 

!Li C Incumbent Loc<tl £xchan~" Company 

ro·, 
r--

Interof!J.ce Transport 

IT, ITS Tclecommun1catlons Systems, In'. 

.xc lnterexchange CarrJcr 

LEC Local £xchange Company 

LE:RG Local £xchanqP Rou•lnq Cul<l" 

M/B Market-To-Book 

MCI MCI Telecommunications Corp. 

MPIP Hechani2.ed Plant In Plol .,. 

tlGDLr Next Generation Digital Loop C.aLrier 

tiiO Network Interface Device 

··-



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOf"-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 8 

LIST Of' ACRONYMS 

Northeast Northeast Florida Telephone Company, lnc . 

OPC Office of Public Counsel 

OSP Outside Plont 

POTS Plain Old Telephone Service 

Rl Residential Access L1ne 

RSOC Regional Bell Operating Company 

RT Remote Terminal 

RUS Rural Utility Service 

S&P Standard & Poor ' s Rat.ing Service 

SAl Serving Area Interface 

SCIS Switching Cost In !ormation Syst.,m 

SCM Switchinc:; Cost Hodel 

SCPH Signaling Cost Proxy Module 

SM£ Subject l~a t ter Expert 

SONET Synchronous Optical Network 

Sprint Sprint-f'lor ida , Incorporated 

TA 96 Teleconununications Act o! 1996 

TCPM Transport. Cost. Pr oxy l~odel 

TOS TOS Telecom/Quincy Telephone 

TELRIC Total Element Long Run Incremental .:osL 

TPI Telephone Plant Index 

TR Transcript 

TSLRIC Total Service Long Run lncremental Coat 

UN£ Unbundled Network Element 

us Universal Service 



ORDE:R NO . PSC- 99-0068-FOr-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE: 9 

LIST Or ACRONYMS 

V~sta I Vista-United Telecommunications 

I. BACKGROUND ANP INTROPUCTION 

Section 364 . 025(4) (b), Florida Statutes , requires this 
Commission to determine and report to the Legislature the total 
forward-looking cost o f providing basic local telecommunications 
services on a geographic basis no larger than a u irc center . using 
a cost proxy model to be selected by the Commission after notice 
and opportunity for hearing. As stated in the 1a w, the purpose of 
this study is t o assist the Legislature in establishing a permanent 
universal service mechanism. For small local e~changc companie~ 
that serve fewer than 100,000 access lines, Section 364 . 02~14) (cl, 
Florida Statuces , allows the CoiMiission in its discretion to select 
a di He rent proxy model or a Cully distributed embedded ._ost 
.d location. 

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 wcr:c many 
issues addressed at t he hear ing, including the fundamental issue of 
defining •basic loca l service" for the purpose o! establishing a 
permanent universal service mechanism. ln Section li or thi!l 
Order, we discuss our decision to define "basic loc.11 
telecommunications service" as it is defined in Sect.ion 364.02 , 
florida Statutes . 

The principal point of contention between the parties was 
which cost proxy model should we select !or the three major 
incumbent local e xchange companies C I.E:Cs) : Be i1 South 
Telecommunications, Inc. (BellSc.uth) , CTE florida, Inc. (GTF.fl.), 
and Sprint-Flor ida, Incorporated (Sprint) . BcllSoulh , GTEFL. and 
Sprint either sponsored or supported the BCPM 3 . 1 cost proxy model. 
AT&T Communications of the Southern S~ates , Inc. IATLT) .-.nd MCI 
Telecommunications Corp. (MCI) sponsored th<> HAT 5 . Ot\ cost proxy 
model. Both models contain highly complex algorithms .:Jnd ccquin• 
thousands of discrete input values. Proponents of both models 
argued that while neicher model was pertcct , their model was 
superior and best 111et t he rcquircment5 of Section 364 .02~(al. 
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E'lorida Statutes. In Section Ill of this Order we provld" .1 

detailed discussion of both models and a full explanation of our 
decision to adopt the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1. We alS(> 
discuss our decisir n to require the BCPM sponsors to make certa in 
model revisions and submit a revised version o ! the model no later 
than January 12, 1999 . In Section tV o f this Order, we explain our 
dec~sion to require the aggregating of costs at the wire centPr 
level. 

In Section v o f this Order , we determine the numerous 1npur 
values for the model, including such items as fill factors, polee, 
taxes , expenses , digital loop carriers, and cable costs, and we 
explain our decision that for all inputs not speciftcally addressed 
in this Order, each LEe's proposed inputs are reasonable surrogate~ 
for an efficient provider's inputs . The specific values that we 
adopt are found in Appendix A. 

As we explain in Sect~on vr o! thls Order, BellSouth, GTEFL, 
and Sprint are the only three local exchange companies that must 
use the cost proxy model ""l P.cted l n Sect ion 1 t . Due t <l tha 
required structural changes to the model , we are unable to provid~ 
final cost proxy model results . Appendix B to this Order shall be 
filed W.lth the repo.rt to the Legislature and will contain tho final 
cost proxy model results. 

As •,;e explain in Sect ion Vll, we support the use o f the 
embedded cost methodology proposed by the small LEC~ wJ.th seve ral 
required adjustments. The emJ;;.edded cost methodology produces a 
lower cost for basic local service than the outputs of the models , 
and we believe that i t is appropriate to use the lower costs. In 
addition, we also pr ovide forward- looking cost data so that the 
Legislature has the entirety of tho Information available for the 
small LECs . The seven small LECs advocated an embedded cost study 
methodology f or determining their costs. No party oppc>sed the 
small LEC cost methodology. One commissioner dt:.sented on thts 
issue. He does not believe that tho Commission should endorse and 
submit to t he Legislature embedded cost data tor the small LECs. 
Instead, he believes that forward-looking data resulting from a 
cost proxy model should be used consJ.stently for small and larqe 
LECs in any effort to facilitate c~mpetitton thrnnth t hu ~ r •.ot lon 
o( a permanent, intrOIStftt~ un.ivcroul .:~orvic• muc..·h.udum. 

Set forth below is our Order in compliance with the statutory 
mandate of Section 364 . 025(4)(bJ and (c) , f'l>rida St.ltut.es. 
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11. DEfiNITION OF BJ\SIC LOCAL TELECOMMUtHCATIONS SERVICE 

A. Introduction 

This issue asks the fir~l. !und.:~montal question with r<)CJurd to 
our sel ection of a cost pro xy model "o determine the coal of b~slc 
local teleC011'111unications service for "h" purpose of establishing ,, 
permanent universal service mechan1sm. That queat~on Is how should 
we define -basic local telecommunicati~n~ serviceH as it !s used in 
Section 364.025(4) (b) , Florida Statutes . 

B. Oiscu3sion 

The FCCA arque:o tt:at we should o~dopc a definition of bi19lc 
local telecommunications service that accounts for t.t.c Cull rdllCJI' 
oC p r ofita ble exchange services, not merely .. dial to11eH snrvlcC!. 
The FCCA contends that the Leqisldturc I'IUSt have this lnform ... uon 
on the typical family o ! servicl''! that comprise bo1sl.c local 
"eloconununications service so that it can accurat~>ly .HlSess lh<> 
prof itabi lity of residenLlal service and the need , if any , lur 
s tate universal service support . The t~CA argues that the cost ol 
the typical family of serv1ces should include the cost o l dial ton•• 
service as well os the costs assocluted wtth a typical spending 
pat.lern of optional calling, acces:J ~~~rv ice and vertic' 1 serv! ct•:J. 
The FCCA believes that this dof1n1tion should be used In choosing 
the appropriate proxy mod~l so that the model will r~cogn1ze thal 
the network facllitles which provide local exchange service prc•ndl' 
o ther services as ~ell . 

The FOCA also argues that, as a practical matter, a cost study 
tor basic local telccOIM\unications ser·:ice will necesBartly :nclu<t•• 
other services and cannot ~ simply l1m1 ·.ed to d!al tor.!! :JervlC:e. 
The FCCA contends that a large portion of the facll it !e:J U3,·d In 
providing basic local t e leconununlcat tons services oltf' used to 
provide various other services, inclucHnq swllch<>d accesn, v11Jt lc.d 
:services and other JntraLATA servl<•·~. A" ,, •e:sult, 1t"' H:rA 
twlievos, this Commission c annot d•.ott rmtne the cost o r didl ton.­
~urvico without including In that cost t~e functionality which 
undorlie:s numerous other services, l t we were to do othrrwis•'• thr 
FCC!\ believes, the Legislature might. c·nd up eomp.s inq ~he lull cou1 
o! the loop and the avitch to only th•• pric., c.! dial t.m• sorvic•·. 
lluch an inappropriate cornpltrison IMY result ~n an error.eous 
conclusion that a government subsldy Is needed. The FCCA does not 
bt:lieve that it would be wisl' to utlf•mpt to alloC•>t•' ,, port !on ol 
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the cost of the loop and the switch to d1al tone serv1ce, ~s tt 
contends that thls not easily accomplished and is an lnher~r.tly 
arbitrary approach. According to the FCCA, such an allocation runs 
counter to the realit ies of the telecoMmunications ~~rketplace. A 
customer cannot order basic dial tone service !rom one carrier and 
vertical services trom another carrier . These services must all be 
ordered from a single carr i er, wh~ther it b~ the incumbent or a nrw 
entrant. Further, the revenues from all o! these services arP. the 
revenues any company serving an in1ividual residential customer 
would expect to receive to offset the cost of serving that customer 
and therefore represent the t r ue revenues that a carr! er e xpects L<> 
recei ve from a customer for basic local service. Tho fCCA argues 
Lhat a subsidy is necessary only when the total revenues a company 
expects to receive from customers for a service are inadequ~te to 
recover the costs of the service . The fCCA then reaches the FCC's 
conclusion that •failure to include all revenues reraived by tho 
carrier could result in substanticol overpaym.,nt of t.ne car. H:r." 
~ fCC Report and Order on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45 , 
FCC 97-157 , t200 (Uni.ersal Service Order). 

The FCCA further supports its position throu<Jh o1n an .. lysls o t 
the distribution o! BellSouth's residential locul revenues. Tho 
FCCA claims that 91\ of BellSouth' s residential customers purchase 
more than dial tone local service from BellSouth . Th~ ~CA argues 
that this figure provides a truer picture of the actual costs and 
revenues and thereby the need or lack thereof !or " qovetnment 
subsidy (state universal service !undingl. The fCCA also contends 
that SellSouth's argument that only the cost of dial tone serv1cc 
should be included since a customer can order the local loop by 
itself through BellSouth is a theoretical .ugwr.unt n<>t bas<'d or the 
reality that the 91\ figure above dcmonstrcH.Cil. The FCCI\ bel !eves 
it completely unnecessary to subsidiz~ BellSouth and GTEfL's very 
profitable residential service because o! their "distorted 'd1al 
tone ' analysis." 

The FCCA contends that we havt.o adequate st.! tutory author! ty t ..> 
employ the definition that the f'CCA advocates. The f'CCA argues 
that Section 364.025(4) (b), florida Statutes , does not limit us t o 
consideration of only Mdial tone~ servic~> 1n our co!\t 
dete~;mination. Instead, the f'CCA bel !eves t h.Jt u,.,, "t..otutory 
provi.sion requires ua to pr~pare .a co8t study to a!Jslst thl~ 

~egislature in establishing a permanent universal service 
mechanism. The FCCA no~cs that Section 364.025{11, flor1da 
Statutes, defines unlversol service as an "'cvolv>nq Jov<•l nt oli"CO:J~ 
to telecommunications ae~;vlccs ... " Th!! I'CCA then ar<Juct• 'hdt 1t 
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is clear the Legislature intended that we arc to determine the cost 
.:>( universal ser vi-:e in this proceeding. 1\ccordi nq !y, the FCCA 
believes that thh specific de!ini don ot universal scrv ice in the 
statute 9ives us adequate opportunity and discretion to adopt the 
rCCA' s typical family of exchange services definition. The rCCA 
argues ~hat it would be inr.onsistent with the legislative intent o! 
the sta tut e in this universal s ervice proceeding to llm!t the scope 
of the definition o L basic local tele<'onvnunlcation!l service to that 
f ound in Sect ion 364.02(2), f lorida Std tutes . The fCCA contends 
that this mor e limited definition was intended t o govern the rates 
an LEC must freeze when choosing price cap regul at ion, not to 
govern a universal service proceedi ng. 

The FCCA argues that even if we do not adopt ·h~ fCCA' s !amlly 
of services definition f or basic l ocal telecommunications letv•c~s , 
we should nill calculate the family of services cost in Adhtion 
co the dial tone cost. The FCCA states that we should repo.ct both 
cost figures so that the Legislature has the information ncc-.ssa ry 
to make an inforllled decision on t he subsidy (univ..:rsa! ser .ice 
funding) issue . AT&T, e . splre . MCI , and WorldCon <~dopt th<? 
arguments made by the FCCA with reg~rd LO this lnsuP. 

On a similar not e , the Attorney General argues that if the 
cost proxy mode l selected includes the entirP cost o! the loop dnd 
non-traffic-sensitive central office equipment WTS-COEJ 
facilitie s, the applicable .cevenu..:s to be us~d as a comparison 
(benchmark) to those costs must be the revenues trom all services 
which use, share and benefit from the use ol the loop and NTS-COE 
facil~ties. ':'he Attorney General notes that the fCC-St<>te Joln• 
Board and the FCC agree with this pos1Lion. ~ fCC '11-1!>7 , 1 200 . 
The OPC makes a similar argument with rog<>rd to th<: ut•nchm~rk 
compar ison . 

In cont.cast to Lhe FCCA, BellSouth bel !eves that the cms;wr to 
what constitutes ~basic local telecommunications servicew 1n 

Section 364 .025( 4) (b) , florida St<ilUt<'s , is clcll.-ly provid••ti by 
Section 364.02(2) , Florida Statutes. BellSouth essentially argue9 
that the same term found in one section ot Chapter 364 1s 
speci fically defined in another P•Ht of th•- same statulP. As •' 
result, tho interpretation is simple .>nd r<'qulr(•~ only •• •• •dl11q ot 
1 hr- t.nr n. o:~ it 1:.s dufinod by tnu pla.in lnt\qu~qc ot t.h ... • :Jtdtut.c . 

ALLTEL, the Attorney Gene.cal, Northeast, the OPC, and Vista make " 
similar argument t o .c use of the de!lnitlon ot ba51C local 
telecommunications servi ce !ound in Soctlon 16~. 0:?(2) , fiottd·• 
Statut"" · 
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The fCTA also makes an olrgumcnt similar to BellSouth' s, but 
with t wo additional points. f1rst, the FCTA stresses that th" 
appropriate definition of ~univer!l41 setvicQ" is <'I sepo~rate 1ssue 
not specifically addressed lr• this proceeding . Second , the FCTA 
argues that universal service support should not apply to business 
line secvices but only the Cirst rcsidentiill line. Time Warner 
adopts the FCTA's position on this ond all other 1ssues before us 
in this proceeding . 

Boll South does not agree th&t. Section 364.025 , Florid,, 
Statutes, is ambiguous on this issue, as the FCCA and AT'T argu~d. 
BellSouth does not believe that tho statute' s definitions of basic; 
local telecommunication service (Section 361.02!2)) and universal 
service (Section 364.025(1)) are in conflict. BoliSouth contends 
that the first statutory provision clearly defines the term, while 
the latter recognizes that there may be a need in the fu tu re 1.0 

redefine basic service based on changes in technolugy , o••rv•c"''· 
and market demand. 

BellSouth argues that the FCCA and AT&T'S agenda underlying 
their position on this issue is obvious. BellSouth bel !eves that 
these parties are ignoring the pl<~in meaning o! the stotLUt'> LO 

ensure that any universal service fund th~t may arise is as small 
as possible . BellSouth argues that these parties desire such an 
outcome because they do not serve loca! residential customers in 
rur"l high cost areas, the customers who stand to beneflt lht> most 
from a universal service fund. 

BellSouth believes that. the fCCA and AT&T hdve pur:~ued the 
goJ~ o! making a universal service lund as small as possible in two 
distinct ways. First, Bell South <lrgues that through uat• of the 
fam~ly of services definition these parties seck to artlflc1aliy 
raise the level of revenue avai l<1ble to support. ba:li- local 
telecommunications service in order to reduce the s1:e of any 
subsequently created universal service fund. BellSouth contends 
that the use o! such a definiuon would only :~ervo to maint.ain the 
implicit subsidies that an explicit universal !lt.>rvlce tund 1s 
designed to eliminate. Second, BcllSouth bel ieves that AT&T and 
the fCCA's position that high and low cost areas should be averaged 
statew ide clearly seeks to eliminate the need for any universal 
service subsidy to high cost areas o( the state. 

Jn addition , BellSoulh orguos that t1~ fCCA and AT,T's 
proposal would move the Commission beyond the rulat1vely narrow 
legislative mandate tor this proceeding , which 1s to deturrr•ne tho 
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cost of basic local telecommunications service . BellSouth believes 
that it is inappropriate to consider larger poltcy decisions 
involved with setting thP si~e of a universal service 1und 1n the 
context of this proceedi11g. 

Finally, BellSouth believes that this issue boils down to a 
determination of what servlce(s) constitute "univers.11 service.H 
In other wo r ds, 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 rev<>nues should be 
taken into account when any future universal service fund is 
considereo, they do not argue that every residential service must 
be offered as a part of universal service . Be!!South argues that 
this observation supports its conclusion that these parties are not 
arguing for an expanded definition of universal service or basic 
local telecoanunications service but instead are trying to 
interject policy and e conomic issues not w1thin the scope of this 
proceeding . 

GTEf"L also supports the definition o! basic local 
telcCOIMlunications service found in Sect ion 364.02, florida 
Statutes . GT£fL points out that Section 364 . 0? defines sp~clfic 
t.erm:s , such as ~basic local telecommun1cat.lons :1orvlcc~, for .tll ot 
the provisions o! 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 muBt be road 
in relation to one another. Accordingly, GTEfL conl~nds that we 
cannot accept the arguments of the f"CCA and AT&T to c reate a new 
defin~tion for the purpose o! th1s proceeding . CTEfL believes that 
this is an attempt to include as many servic<'s ,,s possible in the 
revenue be~chmark that will likely be part of the universal service 
funding scheme . GTEf"L stresses that th19 lundinq tssue 1!1 not 
be!ore us in thia proceeding. 

ln slight contrast to BellSouth and GTEfL, Sprint supports the 
definition o! basic local teleconununicatlons service provld"d by 
the f"CC in Paragraph 56 of its Universal Serv.lcu Order. ln this 
order , the fCC defines the level of service tor universal service 
support as single party service; voice grade access to the public 
~wi~chcd network; dual-tone multi-frequency 3iqn~llnq or jt3 
functional equivalent; access to emorqoncy services; .. ccess to 
operator services; access to 1nterexch.1nge serv1c~> : dCCess to 
directory assistance; and toll limitation S'>rvice for certain 
customers. Sprint contends that th1D dctinltlon dons not d1!fer 
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siqnif>cantly from the deftnltton tound ln Sectton 364.0~. rlor1dd 
Statutes , advocated by the other <lorida L£Cs 1n t his proceeding . 
Sprint notes that it has provided cost information for the speci!ic 
costs that are not included in the tee de!inttion but included 1n 
the rlorida statutor y definition: the cosL o! addinq white page~ 
and the cost of access to relay services . 

Sprint strongly disagrees wi th the ~typical family of 
servicesH definition advocated by the rxcs in this proceeding. 
Sprint be!ieves that this proposal , which would roquire a 
determination of the average revenues per residential customer tor 
all services provided by the LEC, 1s inconsistent with the 
requirements of rlorida and federal law. Sprint further odds that 
the proposal is not responsive to any issu~ !or which the 
Legislature requested a study and report by the C~ission. Sprint 
agrees with GTEFL and BellSouth that Section 364.025(4) uses th~ 
phrase ~basic local telecommunicdtions serviceH tn the ~1nner in 
which the Legislature de tined the term in Section 364. 0?., flor id·• 
Statutes. 

Sprint supports this conclusion with the ~taLutory 

constr•Jction maxl.m found in Vocelle y. Kniaht Broq. Paper Co. , 118 
So.2d 664 !Fla . 1st DCA 1960), when• thf' Court stated th.n wh,.n a 
St4tute contains a definition of a word or phrase. thc•l mt:cJning 
must be ascribed to the word o r phrase whenever ccpeat~d in the 
same statute unless a contrary intent clearly appears. Sptlnt 
contends that a contrary tntent does not appear; moreover, :hi' 
orher vertical services that the IXC.s wish to include tn their 
proposal are expressly inclug,.g within the definition of th•• :No 
•non-basic serviceH in Section 36~.0.<81, rlor1da Statut~s. and 
•network access services~ in Section 364.163, tlorida Statutf>s. 
With regard to the federal definition, Sprint s1mplv ar1ues tha• 
ltke flonda's definition of b.1s1c loc"l l~l..,co"""'"'lc•Hions 

!J<•rvice, the F'CC'a definition doe11 not include the IXCs' "t .. rr.lly or 
.Sflrvicos" such as toll, vertical features or access service. 

Sprint argues that. use o! t.he typical family of sot vtct. 
definition, in conjunction wl.th the proposal to usc ,,v, rago 
revenues from all sources, is clearly incon!HStf'nt with the 
To 1 econununications Act of 1996. The irtent of the Act w11s '" 
promote locol exchange competl.Uon and make impllc't oubz ldHta 

(universal service support) •xpl~cit through •' untvt•nul '"'' n ., 
lund. The> reason !or this chc>nqn In policy Is lh·H l •mJwl ll1<•1• 

""'rlcJ driv• prices cloaer to co•c, ond thus lmpllctt "ubslJi<•s 
Jt.:rtve<J from non-basic •ervices would not be susta1nable 1n " 



ORDER llO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCK[T NO. 980696-TP 
i'AGE 17 

competitive market. A universal service fund would ta~e the place 
o! implicit subsl.di<>s and l!eek to preserve the pol1cy go" I of 
universal service in a competitive environment. The Act did no~ 
intend Cor the lmpl!cit subsidies to continue In a compet It 1ve 
local exchange market. 

Sprint also states that use o! average revenues also serves t o 
disrogard the wide variance in revenues and profit.abllity o f 
individual customers based on the mix of serv1ces used by th~> 

customer. f'or exllr.lple, customers that only subscribe to 1:-•\SIC 
serv ic,. wo~Jld be less profitable to an LEC or a r.ew entrant. 
Bocause o! competition, the pr1ces !or the more profitable customPr 
who uses a significant amount of vertical serv1ces should be drlv~n 

down, thus eroding the source of subsidtes for the less pro! 1 to~bl•• 
customers . Sprint points out that a survey of the highest ancl 
lowest revenue categorieS of its own customers Indicate~ " r<1ngc In 
revenues from services other than local service from S51. 12 to 
$.70. Sprint believes that these figures underscore its position 
that implicit universal service funding wj 11 not be su~t.ol noblo In 
.; competitive market. In conclusion, Sprint argues thill tlw IXCn' 
proposal will only serve to prolong tht! implicit subs!diull dcrivod 
II' om cutttorrera who purchase significant quantities of toll lltH v icc:J 
and vertical features. 

F'rontier, GTC, ITS, and Quincy did not take a poslllon on this 
ill !IUtL 

c. Conclusion 

We recognize that the parties ha•Je presented pcslt tons .m!.l 
drquments on various issues involving un1versal serv1ce un~~r tho 
wr.brclla of this issue. Those issues include whether thor" llhould 
be a state universal service fund and to what revPnue benchmdrk 
should we compare the cost to determ1ne the funding all'ount. Thc~u 

other issues are not a part of this hearing process and, moreovor, 
drO not relevant to our decision on determining d d• finitlon tor 
basic local telecommunications service. This Hsuc ?I tJ.,IIuln'l 
1M:IiC local telecommunications service is a qut·stt.>n of 9t •tutory 
lnt~>rpre tation. 

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

7o assist the Legislature 1n establlshu•'l ,, 
permanent universal service mechanism, t'e 
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Commission by February 15, 1999 , sh .. ll 
detenuine and report to the President of tne 
Senate and the Speaker or the House of 
Representatives the total !orward looking 
cost , based upon the most recent commercially 
available technology and equipment and 
generally accepted design and placeme:~t 
principles, of providing basic loc~l 

telecommunications service on a basis no 
greater than a wire center bas1s using a cost 
proxy model to be selected by the comm!ss1on 
after notice and opportunity !or hearing. 

The part1es note t wo principles of statutory construct 1on thut 
provide guidance in our 1nterpretat1on of the term "basic local 
telecommunications service~ in this statutory provision. The first 
principle, as cited by Sprint in the vocelle decision and 
previously discussed, is that when c1 statute contains a definition 
ol a term, that meaning must be ascribed to the term whenever it 
I~ repeated in the same statute unless a contrary intent cluarl) 
appears. The other useful principle, as argued by GT£f'L, ls the 
m.•xlm that statutory provialono must be read in relation to one 
•nollwr. 

The first question then is whether the statutory provision 
itself deflnes the term. As stated above, Section 364.02514) (bl, 
Florida Statutes , doe~ not de!ine "basic local telec~~unications 
service.- Next, we should examine the ent1re section, Lhnt is, 
Sect1on 364.025, Florida Statutes. Upon cxaminat1o~ o! the ent1re 
section, it appears that there is no de!inttion to be found. 

A~ described above, several parties, particularly th~ f'CCA, 
urgu•• that Section 364.025, florida Statutes , does provl<:Je ,, 
definition for basic local telecommunications scrvlco or, ill a 
mlnlmu~ . gives us the discretion to determ1ne or create a 
definition of basic local telecommunications scrvlcP !or this 
proceeding. The f'CCJ\ relies on Socuon 364 . 025 (I l, f'lor •d·l 
Statutes . Section 364.025(1), florida Statutes, stalo!l ln 
perttnent part: 

(1) f"or the purpoec.n o! !:hJ!!i .ooct.ion, tho 

ter:n "uni vorsal aervicff" rncan11 "n evol v tnq 
level of access to telecomrn'Jnicauons sC'rvl<••s 
:hat, takinq into account advances in 
:echnologies, services, and ~rket dem~nd Cor 
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essential services, the commission determines 
should be provided at just , reasonable. dnd 
affordable rates to customers, including those 
in rural, econ~mically disadvantaged , and htqh 
cost areas . 

The FCCA argues that because we arc to determine the cost of basic 
local telecommunica t ions service for the purpose o f establishing a 
permanent universal service mechanism, we can equate basic local 
telecommunications service with universal servtce ar.d create an 
"evo lving" level or definition of basic service . 

We disagree with the rCCA' s interpretaLion of Choiptur 36•1, 
Florida Statutes, in this instance . As BellSouth and many o f the 
parties arque, Section 364.02(2), Florida Statutes . speci f i cally 
defines "basic local telecommunications services .. as fo llows: 

{21 ~aasic local tclecommunice~tions service" 
means voice-grade, flat-rate residenti~l. and 
flat-rate single-line business local exchange 
services which provide dial tone, local usage 
necessary to place unllmlled calls within a 
local exchange area, dual tone multlfrequency 
dialing, and access to the followin9: 
emergency services such as "911 ," all locally 
available interexchange comp.ln I es, directory 
assistance, operat or services, rel<>y service~ . 
and an alphabetiCal dir~ctory listing. 

Not only does Section 364. 02 , Florida Statu tes , detine the term 1n 
question, but ic also begins with the prefac~: ~As used in this 
chapter : ... H Thus, throughout Chapter 364, Florida St<>tutes, the 
Legislature clearly and specifically intended that whenever the 
term "basic local telecommunicauons serv ice.. 1:1 used, the 
definition found in Section 364. 02 (2) is to be otpplied. Snch an 
interpre t ation also agreen with the statutu•y c~nntructlon 

principles cited above by the p<>ctlO!L l1 the Ltlgl:Jlaturo had 
intended that we determine the cost of "universal service" as the 
FCCA suggests, it could have done so, but lt did not . Instead, the 
Legislature used the term ftbasic local telecOITVI\unic.lt10ns serv1ce, ·· 
a term clearly defined i n Section l64. 02, Florjda Statu t e3 . 
Accordingly, we find that, for purposes 01 this proceeding, we 
shall define basic local telecommunications serv1ce referred to in 
Sect ion 364.025 ( 4) (b), Florida Statutes, as lt 1s de flned in 
Section 364. 02, Florida Statutes. 
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Ill. COST PROXY MOQEL TO PEIERN!N£ THE TOTAL fQRWARP-LQQKING ~ 
OF PROVIDI>~G BASIC LOCAL IE:!.ECOMMUtiiCAI!ONS S£RV rq; 

A. Introduction and Overview 

This issue concerns which of the two c •St. proxy modrls ftered 
in t his proceeding, the HAl Model Release !> . Oa sponsort'd by AT4T 
and MCI (hereafter, HAI or HAl !>.Oal , or the Benchmark Cost Pr?~'l 

Model Version 3.1 endorsed by BellSouth, Sprint , dnd GTr.FL 
(hereafter, BCPH o r BCPM 3 .1 ) , should we 9eloct. as the platform f o r 
est.imatinq the forward-looking cost o f providing basic l ocal 
te lecorrununications service. Both models contain high! y complex 
algorithms and requi re thousands o! discrete Input value5. 
Originally developed and subml tted to the Feder a 1 Commun1··auous 
Commiss i on (FCC) and the federal-State Jo!nt BOc>!"d on Universal 
Service, both models have continued to evolve over r~uqhly the pa't. 
t wo years. 

At the outset, it is important to note th.tt the• '''Vl:Jion• to 
Section 364 . 025 , Florida Stdtut•·~ , p1ovldR th~t tho cost of bdsic 
local telecorrrnunlc<~tions serv1c" is to bP determined using ,, -cost 
proxy model ," a torm that arose ln the FCC' s universal !lcrvicu 
proceedinq . As used by the FCC, a cost proxy mode 1 l o•·~ not u~e 
any entity's embedded costs, nor doe!: 1t .nternpt t ' m1 r roz any 
Cirm's network architecture and unlerlying cost structure. Rather , 
Since the FCC was attempt ing to revamp Its high-cost support 
proqrao t:o 1!14ke it competitively neutral , they sough~ " surrc~ate 

measure o f the cost o! providing bdslc loc ol servlcP; t •·roc., , - --.st 
proxy. • The surrogate or proxy cn~t 1" lntrnund to 1 ··~·t~•s••nt the 
forward-looking cost thot .ony tel.,commun1cat1ons provider , 
req.,rdtess o! Ldontity, would incur In off,.ring basic loc,tl ~•·rv1ce 

in a givon geographic area (on" qo!ng-forward basb). 

While the concept of a c"~t proxy .-.odcl 1S rl'lauvely 
straightforward, evaluating what con!ltit.utc~ .,n "appropriate" ll'.odel 
ls not , due t:o the complex ity int.ert:nt In .tny such mldel. Wn hav" 
divided our discussion o! this 1ssue 1nto :ever,>! •• ·u ,, '- A!t<>t 
this initial section, Section B provl~es a brlnt dl!l.~~~~lon ~nd 

sU~m~ary o f the FCC's 10 cost modnl crllcrw contalnt•d in Hs May 7, 
1997, Universal Service Order. $ect1on C consists o! an overview 
of each model's approach to customer location and nrtw· d. deslQn. 
Section 0 Cocuses on key modeling inatH!S where HAl olnd 1\Cf'M II.JV<· 

different approaches, and this snctlon in turn ·:on11sts or 
subsections doalino with apecill<' topics. Section D·l concerns 
whether a coat proxy model sho•Jld build plant to households or to 
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housing units. Sec• ion o-2 pertains to whether ellher model ' s 
network design reflects the deployment ot r orwa rd-lool:~ng 
technology. Section 0-3 deals with grid versus clustering method~. 
Section D-3 discusses the internal model consistency tests os 
represented by minimum spanning tree analyses submttted by partles 
to this proceeding. Section o-5 assesses var1ous dit!ercnccs in 
mcthodoloqy that a!!ect the size o! carrier scrvl"lg areas to wh1ch, 
and in which, outside plant facilities arc built. Differences 
include analog copper loop length, size of digital loop carr~er 
units deployed, whether the provision o! advanced services 1s 
impeded, and other assLLmptions regarding distribution plant design 
(including lot shape, drop lengths, etc.) . Sections D-6 and D-7 
evaluate each model's treatment o! s witching costs , and transport 
and signaling, respectively. Finally , our conclu,non regard1ng 
the selectlon of a cost proxy model is contained in Section D-8. 

B. fCC Criteria fo r Forward-Looking Cost Studies 

The FCC' s Universal Service Order contains 10 criteria that a 
!orward-looking economlc cost (rL£Cl ~tudy must satisfy in order to 
be considered for use in determining tederal universal service 
support . The FCC concluded th<lt thesf' criteria must be met whether 
the FLEC study was sponsored by Lhe industry (such ag t'le HAl or 
BCPH models) , or proposed by a sL~t~ ~3 the bdsis ! o r computing its 
required ir.tcr:Jtate h.lgh-cost support. Whil" a state is not bound 
by these standards for purposes of determir.ing the appropriate 
costs for an intrastate universal servic~ mechanism, they 
nevertheless can provide insight an<l qeneral guidance Lnto >.cy 
issues associated with selecting a FLEC cost proxy model. 
Accordingly, the following summary of the fCC' s requlrem~nts lays 
the groundwork for much o! the discussion in thls anj sub~equent 
sections of this Order. 

I . The cost model should incorporate the least-cost, most 
efficient technology currently providing the supported 
services . Outside plant constructed by the model must 
ccrminate at the LECs ' existing wire center locat lon:L Th<> 
loop design in tho model should not lmpcde thu provi&ion or 
advanced services; the model's w1re center l1ne counts should 
equal actuol LEC wire center lino counro ; and the model or 
study ~should reflect the 1ncumbent Cdrrier's actual average 
loop lenQth. " 
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2 . The model or study must include a cost Cor edch function 
necessary to provide the supported services . 

3 . Only long-run forward-looking costs, where 
treated as avoidable and variable, should be 
study should reflect the current cost 
telecommunications facilities and equip~ent. 

al 1 costs ar,. 
included. The 
o! obtaining 

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

5. Economic lives and net salvage percentages used in tne model 
to compute depreciatiofl expense must be within the FCC­
authorized rang~. 

6. The model or study must estim<~le the cost ot ~erving all 
households and businesses within a geographic area. The ,.odel 
should derive the cost of s~rving all lines (il . .;luding multi­
line business and residences, special access. and private 
lines) . 

7. The model should assign a reasonable portion of )oint dnd 
common costs to the supported services . 

8. The model and its calculations and all support lnq data should 
be available for review by olll inteteSLCd parti"S . nAll 
underlying data should be verifiable, engineerlnq assumptions 
reasonable, and outputs plausible." 

9 . The model must allow tor key inputs and enginecrin9 pduciplcs 
to be modified. Some key inputs and principles include: cost 
of capital ; depreciation rates; fill factors; input costs ; 
overheads; retail prices; nLructure sharing !actors; fiber­
copper crossover points; and terr•ln v~r!ables. 

10 . Support calculated 
deaveraqed at least 
disagqregated levels 

<CC 97-157, 1250 

by 
to 
if 

the model or C'>st study must b" 
the wire cente! level , and to more 
feasibh'. 
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C. Customer Location and Network Design 

HA!; Cystgmer Location 

According to AT,T/MCI witness Wood, the HAl customer location 
process first develops a database of cu~tomer address r• cords. Data 
for residence locations are provided by Metrornail, Inc . The data 
on business customers are from Dunn & Bradstreet. The dddrcsses 
are then geocoded (assigned latitude and longitude coordinates). 
PNR and Associates actually performs the geocoding on behal! of th•• 
HAI ~ponsors . 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, whtch is the most 
stringent standard. Customer locations that cannot be successfully 
geocoded are placed at surrogate locattons . Surrogate po1nts are 
placed uniformly a!ong the census block (CB) boundaries. 

Once the customer locations at·e establl shed, PNR employs an 
alg(.rithm that identifies all customer locations wttn1n ~ wire 
cAntPr ' s boundaries that are close enouQh to be efficiently 
engtneered as a single telephon~ plant serving area. This process 
is called Mclustering." Clustering identities actual groups o( 
customers, and also identifies those customer locations that arc 
not part of such groups. Engineering constraints are applied during 
th~ clustering process. Clusters that contain ( Jve o: more 
customer locations are class1tied as "main" clust!!rL Clusters 
that contain from one to !c.ur customer:~ are called "outlier" 
clusters. The clustering algorithm then determines to which main 
cluster the various outlier clusters will be ~chained" or "homed ." 
f'inally , the clustering algorithm computes the area ot a rectangle 
equal to that of tho convex hull covering each cluster, a~ well as 
the aspect ratio (ratio of height to width) o( this rect.lngle. 
Each main c luster and the outlier clusters that home on it are 
considered a serving area. 

Hb!; Network Design 

According to the HAI Model Descr1ption, for main clusters, the 
model lays d~stribution plant directly over the rec·anqular areas 
where customer clusters are located. This pldnl ..:xtcnds ftom the 
~ervin9 oreo intorfoec (SAI) t..o the cu&t..omel" pccmioc::t .Ln t.hc 
cluster. The basic distribution conf~guration !or the main cluster 
is a "grid'' topology, in which tapering b~;:kbme cables run north 
and south from the SAl, while branch cables I'XLend "••tt ,1nd wcut 
!rom the backbone ~bles pl!Sl the individual subsctlbur luc.ll. l nn:J . 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PACE 24 

The back.bone cables terminate one lot width ! rom the e~st .l!'l<l """~ 

aides of the rectangle. 

The HAI distribution module per! om:~ a test to ensure t.h.tt tt,.. 
longest combined backbone and distribut.ion c"ble run dOI'!II ne t 
e xceed a user-adjustable maximum copper distance.. The d•• f ''" l t 
value of this cable run is 18,000 feet.. 

Main clusters with total areas o! less than 0.03 squ<~r<l mll!''l 
and line densities greater than 10 , 000 lines per square mi 1 .. 
consist o f high-rise buildings. When these criteria arc met and 
the model assumes a high-rise, the modf'l !urther assumt'!s th" 
distribution cable ~s riser cable dnd tha~ tho= SAl lS locdtl!ll 1r. 
the basement o ( the building. 

Ou tlier clust~rs are served by the neare~t ma~n cluster . A 
ma1n cluster and any subtend1ng oot. licr clusters toQether 
constitute a servin9 arec~. Outlier clusters lire connected · o m.lln 
clusters by copper road cables extending !rom the centroid o t tho 
main cluster to the centroJd of the outlier . No matter wheLtlr>r .. 
customer is located in a main or outlier cluster , the distribul ion 
arrangement at the customer ' s premises Is simila r. At a point 
close to the customer's l ocation , a splice and block te<mlnal is 
Hostalled to connect a drop cable. Drop lengths dre prcd<>tPrmined 
dnd range ! r om 50- lSO feet. 

fiber feeder !.• extended to .my r.ain cluster tl' • .st has dt l••dst 
one outlier cluster. The road cable carries an analog vo1cc signal 
! t the ri~ht-angle route diStance !rom the main cluster to t h•t 
farthest custOCJer location is less th.:~n a user ad)ustablc dlst.mc•· 
parameter. I f the furthest customPr is more tho~n thl' do•t.nllt 
distance (18, 000 feet) from thP. main clu~tcr , the cable in dSIIumo•d 
to curry a digital T-1 signal lO <1 lf'mote T-1 termllliJl ·ll. the 
c<~ntroid of t he outlier .Jnd is served by T-1 road cable . ftom th t• 
T-1 terminal , copper cables carryinq an.1log signals uxt.••nd th•• 
remainder o f the wa y to the customer lnc:.ltion:• Jlthln th•• outlier. 

In most cases , copper distribution cablu is used to link SAis 
to customer premises. Fiber is used when dny ot thP. !ollowln'J 
conditions are met: 11 total feeder and sub! !oder is gredtt•r th11n ,, 
u:>cr-.>djuat.>.blc valuc1 21 a lifo-eye!" co•~ analysh show" olo.ll 
t iber is rrore economical; 31 the lon<Jnst dlstrtbutlon c.thlt• run 
trom thl' wtre center to the farthest cotner ot the main clustnr Is 
l)rtt.Hor than a user-adjustable maximur.'. analog coppt•r ::ll:~t.:mco•; 41 
t.hote is at least one outlier< luster subtondlng the m3tn clust••r: 
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or 5) the wireless investment cap is invoked and leads to the 
~onclusion that on~ of two wireless systems is assumed to be the 
least-cost solution for tho s~rving area. 

Although the def~tult feeder architecture in the HJ\I model 
assumes rectilineilr routing (i.e ., North-South and East-West) , the 
model does allow the user to "steer" feeder at a different angle 
t oward a cluster of customers. In addltion, 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 .. md) . Further, the r:>odel 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) , dnd adjusting the 
structure oix. 

finally, regar~ing switching, the HAl Model sizes each s witch 
in each central office based on the office's line counts .. nd 
traffic characteristics. The user c11r1 al:so idonU fy the tvpe of 
switch for e.1ch office location , lnput it to the model, su:e it 
appropriately, and determine the switching investment. 

BCrM: Customer L9cakion 

To locate customers, the BCrM first determines where roads are 
present in a census block. A key assumption oC BCPM Is that 
customers are located on or near roads. tlext, " "! tsh netH of 
microgrids is placed over each census block . A microgrid is an 
orea l/200th of a degree of longl~ude ~nd la~itudo, or eypicdlly 
about 1,500 feet by 1, 100 feet . Census Bureau data on hous1ng units 
and business line data obtained from PN° and Associates are 
aggregat.ed at tho census block (CB) le'Jel. tA CB lJS th<' ol!lilllest 
level for which Census data are avoilable. A Census Block Group 
(CBG) , which is a collection o! CBs, generally conta1ns between ~SO 
and 550 housing units; on average, a CBG consists of 31 CBs . ) 

The Census block housing unlt number~ and bu,.ln<'ss llne:! .or€l 
then allocated to each of the mlcrogr ld:< in th•• CNtuus uloc:k, b.wed 
on the percentage of the cen~us block's total • ~ad m1les that occur 
in a given microgrid. The result is " statistical dist rlbutioro of 
customer loc.1tions across tho microgrlds of" wir" ccmu·r. 

According to BellSouth w1tness Duffy-Dono, the next step 1> to 
aggregate tho microgr!ds (along with the estimdted locatlons wlthir. 
each microgridl into Carrier Serving Areas (CSAsl . BCPM' s CSAs are 
known as ultimate grids. 
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BCPH; Network Qe3ign 

According to tl "! BCPM Model Hothodology, the enqtn••enn'l 
protocol most central to the BCPM network de~iqn 15 limiting th• 
maximum covper loop length wl. thin each CSI\ to 1 ess than 12. 000 
feet. To max imize attainment of thil'l standard , the m.•ximum C"SA 
(equivalently, ultimate grid) st ze is typically const r n ined to 
!/25th of a degree latitude and longitude (approxi~tcly 12 , 000 
feet by 14, 000 feet). 

The f l rst stdp in designing t •• c n~twork In BCfM 1~ to crcat~ 
tho feeder cable routes. Th1!1 is actually dotH' In the 
preprocesstng stage, rather than by the model . Beqtnn1r•q dt the 
w1re centdr, a ew~ximum o! ! out main feeder routes run dtrcct!y 
nvrth, south, east, and west from the wire center to sorvc f ou< 
feeder quadrants. 

If the line count in the center 1/3 of a fP.eder quadrant Is 
greater than 30\ of the total feeder quadrant ltnos, thls feeder 
r<-mains a single feeder and potentially points 11, "stt:f'rod"'l to 
the population centroid of the entire f eeder quadrdnt. The 30t 
fiqure is used to determine whether there is sufficient llno demdnd 
ln the middle of a quadrant to support the economics o{ a single 
feeder. If the line count in the. center 1/3 of a feeder 'IU•ldrant 
is l.,ss than 30l o! the total feeder qu.:~drant llne,., thl' lel'dl•r 
spltt" into two mAin feeders, eilch potentially potntt•d .n the 
population centroid in one halt of the feeder quadr.lnt. E.ach 
portion of the split main !eeder 1s bited accord:ng to th~ number 
of customers that it serves. Thr Jenqth f the main tendcrlsJ I~ 

limit ed to the mlnlmum distance no essary to reach tile ldst 
subfeoder of an ult1mate grid. 

Any time the model loqlc indtcalc9 that the main ff'Oder should 
be redirected, or split, at the point 10,000 !oct from thf' crntral 
o!Cice, a test is run to determine U the des1gn produces tho least 
cost network. Total feeder Cdblc length (includtng feeder, 
.. ubfecdcr and subfeeder part two) 1or the redtrected or ~plit 

feeder system is compared with the totdl feeder cable lenqth 101 il 

di'Sit;~n where the main feeder ie cont tnued ln tl.e original c.•rtllnul 
direction , i.e., due north , south, colst or west, .tnd wlllt 
aubfaeder5 ot riqht onqloa to the ~In fecdo>r. The dcalqn wHh th .. 
shortest total feeder cable length Is selected. LHe tht• HAl 
Model, the BCPM can also tilt or s•c<-r fr•ed<'r towo~rd cust om••r 
I oca t1 on a. 
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from the main feeder , subfecders brdnch out toward the 
individual ultimate grids. Subfeeder is potentidlly shared by more 
than one ultimate grid . A digit.:~l loop carrier (OLCl sne is 
established (where l oop lengths exceed the coppet/fiber br~al<poltll) 
within each CSA at the road centroid of the ultlmate grid . If a 
CSA is served by copper feeder , the cross connect where coppl.'r 
feeder facilities are connected wi t h copper dist r ibution facilities 
(the feeder/distribution interface (FOil site) iu established at 
the road centroid for tha t ultimate grid . 

Right and left connec~ing cables extend ftom the OLC location 
to the road centroid o f each occupied distribution quadrant. These 
connecting cables consist o! hor i :zonta l connecl:i nq cab lcs that 
e xt. end cast and wes . (rom the O!.C si tc and vertical connecting 
cables that vertically connect the horizontal connecting cable to 
the road centroid of each of the occupied distribut!~n quadrants. 

The type of cable used in the feed«H system ls detcrnined 
based on the specifi ed copper/fiuer br eakpoint . The copper/f iber 
breakpoint i s a user adjustable input . The default input for the 
copper/fiber breakpoint is 12,000 (eet . A copper/fiber br~akpolnt 
o f 12,000 feet requires placing copper in the !eeder if the maximum 
loup length from the wire center to all customers within an 
ultimate grid lS less than 12,000 feet. I ( the loop lenqt h for .1ny 
customer in the ulti mate grid exc~eds 12,000 feet, fiber is placed 
ln the feeder to serve all customers in the ul timate grid. for all 
loops, cable beyond the O!.C sit~ ln copper. 

With the exception o f the ultimate qtid9 thdt r~main 
microgrids in size (due to their line density) , elch ultimate gr1d, 
or CSA, is divided int o !our potential distribut ion quadrants . Th~ 
ultimate grid is divided into four distribution quddtan•s at the 
road centroid of the ultimate qrid which corresponds t.o the O!.C 
site. Once the d ist ribution quadrants are formed. data on t.he road 
network is used to determine the lengths of horizontal dnd vertical 
connecting cable and bac kbone and branch cable . For model1ng 
purposes, a r oad-reduced area is dev~iopect as the ·•red encom~a3llCd 
by a 500 root buffer along each side of the li v.lble roads (e.q. , 
excluding limited access freeways and underpasses). 

In determininq the number ot fDis to install 1n .. n ultlmate 
<Jrid, the BCPM reviews the cablt! sizing utJt•d In tlw <Jrld. Wl>en tho 
distribution cable sizing exceeds 1, 200 paus, the BCPM pl.1ces .tn 
fDI at the road centroid within each populated d.urribution 
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unit:s, and six are filled and !our are empty, there are s1x 
households but 10 housing units. 

According to BcllSouth witness Ou!fy-Oeno, by locating 3nd 
building t o an area that encompasses housing unlls rather than 
households, BCPM would build more plant than 1! it simply built to 
areas based on households. Witn~ss Ouf!y-Oeno also observed that 
although tile BCPM default is bL ling to housing units, the U!.°C 

can change the module so that it ou.lds instead to households. The 
user does not have t:O go to the ~ ·r -p• ·c'lssing stage to effect Lhi:: 
change . 

Sponsors of Hhl _Jpport: their cla.m .nat plant should be buill 
to households by a very strict reading or Paragraph 250 of the 
FCC's May 1, 1997 Universal Servi e Order. Criterion 6 states : 

"!'he cos t: nudy or model must est !mate the cost 
oC providing service to all businesses and 
households within a geographic region. 

Not surprisingly, BellSouth wi tness Duf!y-Oeno asserts that " ... 
there is a difference of opinion as to whcthct the n:c truly mf•<Hil 
households o r did it mean housing units, vr did it mean houeeholds 
with current telephone service. Obviously the sponsors of BCPH 
interpreted that as housing units." The FCC to date has not 
clarified 11hat: it intended by Mhousehold," although both the HAl 
and BCPM sponsors have maintain•·d t.hl'ir respective lntl!rprctations 
since the May 7, 1997 , Universal Service Order was 1ssucd. 

Witness Ouffy-Oeno further asserted tha~ the dppropriate cost 
proxy model should be costing what it wvuld take to build plant to 
housing units because o! the incumbent ' s obligt~tlon L O serve. 
Presumably, the witness is r eferring to an LEC' s responsibillty to 
provide service to nev customers on demand, In a reletiv~ly short 
period of time . Ho11ever, when as ked, w i Lncss Duf fy-Deno did not 
know how much of a difference in the BCPM results it would ~~ke af 
ono constructed plant to households rather than housinq un1ts. 

AT&T/MCI witness Wood states that the Hhl ~~el accounts tor 
more than just households with a telephone. HAl includes all 
locations with a telephone ~o9ardless of whether anybody was homo 
when the cens~:s was taken. Accordin9 to witness Wood, any place 
that const:itutes a household, the HAl model buiids to lt, whether 
lt has a telephone or not. AT,T/MCI wttness Pitkin defines a 
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housing unit as what he believes the c~nsus bure~u deltnes as a 
housing unit, which is a livable structure . 

AT&-T/MCI witness Wood contend9 that there are structures 
defined as hous1ng units that would not require telephone service . 
Moreover, witness Wood alleges that the debate over households .. nd 
houstng unlts relates more to the line count process than Jl 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 implle~ that AT&T/MCI witness Wood was 
trying to mislead us into believing that vacant housing units o~re 
things like dilapidated buildings and barns. Witness Murphy 
doubted that this would be the case. Further, he po1nted out that 
the Census Bureau data reflect, at any given point in time, that 
just over 10 percent o! the living units are going to be vacant . 
He bc1icve8 Florida, in particular, would have significant turnov~r 
and significant seasonal vacancies . 

On balance, we believe that a cost proxy model tor intrastate 
purpos es should build plant to housing units , not just occupleo 
households or households with telephone service. Our conclusion is 
based on two reasons. First, as alluded t o by BrllSouth witness 
Ouffy-Oeno, Florida imposes on lncumbl'nt LECs . 111 "t ( irmative 
ca r rier of last resort responsibility to provide service to thos~ 
who request it , subject to our mandated timetableq. (While a CLEC 
1" not subject to the same requirements, it is conceivable that 
something similar might be i.nposed in the .ue.:a in which tht! CL£C 
chose to serve -- if the CLEC wished to be designated an eligible 
telecommunications ~rrier . ) Consequently, an LEC would of 
nerassity be constructing plant to serve some !presently) unserved 
locations prior to demand materializing. 

Second, whilo we have been unable to discern lro~ the record 
what t he prcci se impact of this modeling a8sumpt lon would be on the 
respective proxy models, we believe the eCfect on a model's results 
likely is not insigni f icant . At tho outset It Is ovid.,llt llhJt 

there are more housing units th<>n households, leading one to 
conclude more plant is needed to 9urvc the foLmcr chan tho 1~tter. 
Next, HAl builds plant to clusters consisting of households and 
bu<1ino"" locations, while BCPM construces plant to qrlds populatad 
with housing units and business locat ions . However . once HAl h~~ 
developed its clusters and BCPM Its grids , both models assume thar 
the1r customer locationll are uniformly diStributed with.ln the 
clusters and grids, respectively. The numbor or llne! associated 
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with these serving areas may be trued up to match tho ovcral' wl1o 
center line counts . Howe ver, contrary LO witness Woods' lnforonc<> . 
this adjustment has no effect on Lhe assumed dispersion of customer 
locations wi t hin a =luster or grid, but only on the nuwbcr of lines 
pe r location . 

2. Forward-L<'oking Technology 

Criterion No. 1 in Paragraph 250 of the FCC' s May 1 , 1997 , 
Universal Service Orde r speci f ies that the forward-looking cost 
proxy model should reflect the least-cost , most effici~-, 
technologi es currently being de~loyed to provide supported 
services. MCI witness Wells acknowledged that the HAI model's use 
of T-1 technology to serve outliec clusters is not forward­
looking . lie believes , however, that the cost proxy is nol itlw.tyl' 
required to incorporate forward-looking technology. ~ccordlng to 
witness Wells, the FCC only requires that the technology ausumed ir. 
the model be least-cost, most efficient , and reasonable t~chnology 
for pr oviding t he 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-~o-dau• 
t echnology than is cur rently in place in many areas. Witnes'' 
Staihr cont ends that forward-looking , economic cost should reflect 
the forwa rd- l.ook1ng, currently available technology ~o provid•· 
basic service in the most el!icient way possible. In order to 
build the network, the P.CPM model ~ssumes st.tte-o!-the-art 
technology. Furthermor e , ~C'c-?rd~ng to witness SLaihr, the reat~on 
the network is const ructeel .n such a way 1 s because "th<· FCC Sdid 
do it th~s way.H As a reuult of ~hi:. decision, thf• BCI•M ".l•·ploys 
fiber- based digital loop carrier sy:sr.em~ equally Jn urll.ln •• nd rural 
areas , but these DLCs are more expensi•:e than T-! on copp••r. 
According to wi t ness Staihr , the BCPM ensures that bo~h urban <lnd 
rural customers receive the same quality of service ~y deployln~ 
t he same forward-looking technology in urb<ln and ru ro.~l .ucas. 

According to GTEFL witness Murphy, the HAl model uses obsolete 
technol ogy, and i ts use o! a Cew large OLC terminals is 
inappropriate for many reasons. F'i est , HAl does not adheto to the 
)?. #000 Coot cuot.omec ~~:cv.inq "n;:~l ~:tt.dndtHtJ. St""conrJ, thf" HJ\1 mod,..l 
deploys outdated T- 1 on copper-basod OLC. Wlth rt•gdfd tu T-1 on 
copper , witne ss Murphy states "thal is a 25 year old technology 
that essentially nobody in this country ls deploying ·>l thi:J time." 
rn support of his stalement , witness Murphy refers to Lhe comments 
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filed by the Rural Utility Services with the fCC. In a til ing made 
on September 24 , 1997, on page 3, the Rural UUllly Sarvices 
states, Mf'lore 'mportant , no one is installing new copper T-1 
systems in rural America today except in a few casPs un existing 
plant ." 

Sprint witness Laemmli echoed the comments o[ other LEC 
Wltnesses and pointed out that deploying T-1 on copper iacilities 
significantly restricts the bandwidth that can be delivered to a 
customer. The total bandwidth wh>ch must be shared to serve a 
ma ximum o f 2 ~ cust omers over a T-1 carrier is only 1. 544 mb/s, 
ra:her than the ent ire 1.544 mb/s which each customer may receJ.Je 
from a network using fiber optics and DLC~. 

Rather than installing copper-based T-1 taci 11 t les, GTEFL 
w.itness Murphy opined that a more reasonable design would be a 
small fiber-fed remote DLC terminal. With such an <>rchl.tecture, if 
demand !or advanced services materializes, satisfylng that demand 
would be a matter o! replac1ng the electronics on the other end of 
the fiber tacility. In contrast , lf T- 1 on copper were 1nltlally 
installed, additional cable facilities would be required to meet 
any new demo~~nd. 

In defense ot the HAI model design, MCI witness Wells asserted 
that based on his many years of experience in outside plant 
engineerinq, he believes the HAl Model most cloBc ly conlorm!S to ~he: 
guidelines for a narrowband lucal .>ccess network l11dt 1!1 least 
co~t , mo3t e!!icicnt , and ba~ed on curren~ly ~Vdilabl~ technolo9y. 

Durinq his deposition witness Wells acknowledged that corper 
T-1 is not a forward-looking technology. However, he wds qu1ck to 
add that he does not believe that the cr1ter1on oC torwdrd-looklnq 
technology is applicable to these models. He asserted: 

The FCC criteria - - the technology assumed ln 
the cost study or model must be least co!ll . 
most efficient and reasonable technoloqy lor 
providinq the supported service" that 1s 
currently boinq deployed. Providing broud 
band services is not a requJ rcmcnt o t th<l 
model. A requirement of tho modol Ia leaol 
cost , most efficient , cu rrcntly I!Vdllclblc 
technology and is designed to pro\ide specific 
services such as plain , o1<1 telephon<: s<'rvicl' 
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(POTSJ and not to provide, you know, any kind 
of Corward-lookinq service. 

Upon co~aideration , we conclude thdt, except lor HAI's 
constructing ·r-1 facilities on copper to out lier clusu~rs, both 
models deploy reasonable t •rward-looklng technologies. As 
reflected by MCl witness Wells' statements, the HAl sponsor9 adm1t 
tha t while T-l on copper is not a forward-looking technology, lt is 
nevertheless appropriate on the basis o! Lhe "least cost" standa rd 
in those limited areas whe r e lL is deployed. We agree that 11~.1 ' s 
use of T-1 on copper to serve outlier clusters , which contain at 
most four locations , should yield the lcdst cost option for serving 
such remote, low-density areas . However, florida is and has been 
for some t ime a high growth state. We f1nd it unlikely that ,Jn 
outside plant engineer familiar with florida's demand growth trends 
would choose a technology that could not accommodate such 
demographics in a tjmely manner. Second, as discuss~d ar greater 
length in Section 0-5, while the network constructed by a cost 
proxy model need not be able to pronde advanced sl'r vl ccs , rHnthcr 
should it inhibit their eventual drployment. Accordlnyly, we find 
that a cost proxy model approprl<~te !or florida :~houLI not assumf· 
a network that builds T-l on copper facili~ies . 

3. Grids v. ClusterinCJ Mrthods 

An acceptable cost. proxy mod<'! must be able to construct 
facilities sufficient to providl' bas1c local teleconvnunlcalions 
sorv!co to customer locations. Givt>n an exhaustive source wh1 cl' 
specifically identified all customer locatIons , ~his would bP only 
a moderately difficult task. Unfonundt<·ly, no such single source 
exists. Consequently, each of the models must posit a m••thodoloqy 
to estimate where customers are likely to be loc.•tcd, , ud th•·n 
propose an approach to estimate the amllun~ and typl':s ol : .. .-U itius 
neces:sary to serve those locations. l<••cdlt>s" to ~"Y , th 1 s becomes 
a dauntin9 took. 

As described in Section C, the two compe tinq mo<Jelll t.;lw very 
<JI!Cercnt approaches to customer locallons. Th•· l:lCPM lll•Hts with 
Census Bureau data on the number of households at thu cen~us block 
level and intonnation on the loca~ion o! the road network wi~hln 
each census block (CB) , and overlays each CB with a miltrix of 
m•cro9r1ds. Based on an assumption that most customer~ !(•rtd~ near 
roads , BCPM estimates a probable physical dlstrlbution t cu9tomers 
within a census block by allocatlnq th£> uumbcr or houstnq un1ts 
within u census block accordlnq to the percenta9e of the CB' s road 
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network that exis':.s within each of the microgrids. The BCPH •·qriu"" 
approach thus first disaggregates available data ~o microgrids , and 
then designs its network faciliti es by reaggr cgating ~he microgrids 
into "ultimate grids," which is its su rrogate for a c;Jrrier serving 
area (CSA) . for both models , the CSA represents the area served by 
a single digital loop carrier (OLC) tacility. 

In contrast to BCE'M' s allocative approach , the HAl mod<•l 
identifies by census block ac tual customer locations, by longitude 
and latitude, as derived by geocoding customer addresses . However, 
not all households known to exist within a census block can be 
geocoded . Where there is a discrepancy between the nurr .er known lo 
exist and the number which can be geocoded, the remaining 
households are assumed to be distributed uniformly around th•~ 
particular CB' s geographic boundary. Next , like the BCE'M, subject 
to certain specified constraints , HAI reaggregates its location~ 
into "clusters ." this process is accomplished by starting with a 

given point and adding to it lls "nearest neighbor,'" wllh the 
process continuing iteratively until no more points can be addeo 
without violating the cluster design constraJnts . Clusters wit~ 
five or more locations are "main clusters ," HAI's surrogate fol" a 
CSA . 

In the next section, we evaludte the various atguments for and 
against qridding versus clu~tering approaches lo customer 
locations. 

BCPM Grids 

According to Sprint wltness St.aihr, a gl"id in the BCPM is JUSt 
an area of land that represents a earner serving area. Telephone 
engineers build plant to certain groups of peopl•J they decide •He 
going to be served together. Thete are about 23 , 000 grids ln 
florida. All grids must fit within a w1re center boundary, because 
the network will be bui lt based on the wire cenler. After 
reviewing where the roads are i n a CB, the e~tire CB ts overlaid 
with micro-grids . Each microgrid ls about 1500 f~et on~ side. On 
overage a microgrid is approximately 58 . 5 acres. 

If a particular microgrid has lO't o! the roads for a given CB, 
lt i~ a~~igned 10\ of the houoing unit3 for the CO . ~ccordlng to 
BellSouth witness Outfy-Oeno, microgrids have a ~pattal orientation 
and the BCPH spatially locates customers to thosP mlcrogrtds. BCPM 
does not assign a different latitude and longitude to each housing 
unit . However, witness Ouffy-Deno argues 8CPf1 does locate hous l nq 

l 
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units to a mlcroqrid. According ~o w1tr".:~s Ou!fy-Oeno, Mll \.e tool: 
a map of Fl~rida and ove~lay -- we would overl~y the m1cr grids , 
those microgrids aren ' t random. They ha•1c a 3patlal c;cientadon. 
Their perimeters are defined by latitude o.~nd longltud<>." 

The BCPM overlays the entire stat~ Wl lh m1cr~~rids. Cu~tome~s 
are assigned to microgrids, and then they arc aggrt:gated into 
serving areas . BCPM aggregates microgrids to form what ls called a~ 
ultimate grid. In a rura .l area 1n the intcrio~ ot a wire center, 
an ultimate grid will have 64 microgrlds 1n 1t . An ultimate qrld is 
simply a collection o! microgrids. tlot all m1crognds are 
populated . The model also divides ~he area 1nro quadrants based on 
the road centroid of the ultimate grid. By doing so, it 1dentif1cs 
whether each of these quadrants 1s populated. 

AT,T/HCl rebuttal witncsse~ Wood and Pitkln le'y several 
criticisms against the grid technique employed 1n the ocr:~ . rast , 
they note that because BCPW s s ystem of grid aggregation and 
disaggregation is arbitrary and disregards actual customer 
locations, 1t can split up 1n a random manner natural Qroup~nQs of 
cust.omers that could and perhaps should be served together. 
Because BCPM' s grid approach essentially allocates customers to 
portl.ons of a census block bilsed on road m1le.:~ge, this problem can 
ar~se in at least. two ways. rlrst, BCPM dlvides an ultimate grid 
into four quadrant.s. Depending upon where, for example, a <Jroup1119 
of four customers actually arc sit.uat.ed relat1ve to i.l qu,>drant 
boundary, t hese four customer locations could be sc~ved 1n as f~w 
as one to as many as four different quadrants. Second, gCO\lpJnqs 
of customers that straddle census block "oundarle!l '"ould not b·~ 
served by BCPM as a single group1ng. 

AT&T/MCI witnesses Wood and Pltkln level a second CrltlClSffi 
which they assert is a serious flaw that renders BCPM 1ncapablc ot 
being adopted as the basis for computing the cost ot bas1c local 
teleconmunlcat.ions service tor purposes of un1versal servtc<>. Ttwy 
note the BCPM allocates census block hownn<J ur·•t data to 
individual microgrids, with th<>se mtcroqr ld" :.c;bsoquently be1nq 
aggregated 1:0 ultimate grids. As a rt>sult ot this alloc<ltlon 
process, mlcrogrids will be assigned tractional customer locations. 
Because ot r ounding, 1t. is cv~dent ,hat some cu::tom~r loc.Jtlor•" 
will be dropped and oufficient pion' '>O' oulll to :>rnc lh<'m. 

Sprint witness St.a~hr odm1tted t.hat when mlcrc 1rid!l 11r•• 
dC)gr:egated back up to form quadrCJnts o{ u.tim•ll<.l 9rid~, 1 cerL.dn 
number of persons are served in each qu.JdrllnL or Lht! ull1m..otu <ltld. 
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When one reaggregates what were assigned to the microgrids, if 
there were some tractions , the result may include a "part o l a 
person . " Generally, a part of a person 1s rounded up or down, .md 
that rounding tends to offset itself. 

While acknowledging that under certain condition~ BCPM w1 ll 
drop housing units , or ~qulvalently customers , whe11 lL aggregates 
microgrids to 9enerate ultimate grids , witness Staihr stated thal 
the impact was quite small. Specifically, witness Staihr testified 
that t he lines left out due to rounding amounted to 6/1000 o r onP 
percent , or 373 out of 6.6 million llnes. He further contended that 
HAI would not have built plant to these locations either, because 
the HAl model does not build to housing unlts but only to houses 
that have telephones. 

AT&T/MCI witnesses Wood and Pitkln <1lso b••l ie·11: that there ~s 
a serious problem wlth BCPM's defin ition ot a grid. aecaus~ they 
are defined by degrees of longitude and ldtltude , the gc1ds are 
different sizes in different parts 01 the country due to the 
curva~ure of tho earth. ThP RCPM creates CSAs that are 
substan t i ally larqor in the south than thoy are in the north. 
According to Wood and Pitkin , BCPM ultimate grids in f'l oridd vory 
by more than 6\. 

HAl Cluss;eriog 

During the input development proces~ HAl lden~1l1es ull 
customer locations within a wire cen· ~r · s boundaries ~hat are close 
enough to be e!f1ciently enqineerea as a single t~lephone plant 
serv1ng area . This process is called clustering . Customer 
locations must meet certain criterta 1n ord•'r to be cons1d<•rf'd 
members of a particular cluster. tlo potnt In " chwter ll'ay be moce 
than 18 , 000 feet in distance (based on right angle rouung) !rom 
the cluster' s centroid . No cluster may exceed 1, 800 lines in size. 
No point in a cluster may be further than two miJes trom Hs 
nearest neighbor in the cluster . 

The customer locations "clustered• by HAl ~re of two types: 
address- geocoded locations and surrogate location~ . As d1scussed 
in Section C, address-geocoded data points are q~n<>rated us11"~ ,, 
C(.Jrtmt=.t~idl aUd.~:·esa m.ctlliuq l1.St. in cvnjunctton with C\ r rO(lC'~'m C h·' l 
yields the longitude ond latl tude of tl • .ou Jr~s!l. f'Or kno"'n 
locations that cannot be geocoded in Florida , HAl aGsumes that such 
locations will occur uniformly around the perimeter of the censu~ 
block that contains them. 
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The success rate for geocoding customer locations var1es by 
density zone . In the lowest two density zones, o-s and 5-100 lines 
per square mile, 34\ and 62\ , respectively, of customer ~ddres~es 
in Florida were suc<.assfully geocodod. The highest percentage, 
85\ , occurred in the 100-200 lines per square nule zone; on 
average , 70\ of addresses in Florida were geocoded. 

Unlike BCPH's grids, clusters can cross census block 
boundaries. In eadier versions of the HAl model census blocks 
(CBs)and census block groups (groups of census blocks; CBGsl were 
used as boundaries. According to AT&T/MCI witness Wood, customer 
clust:er s were found actually to ex111t on both sides of those 
boundaries . 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 t:o w_t:nuss Wood, computers do not like irregular 
shapes. HAI c r eates 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 ~rea is thus 
developed based on rectangles that overlay the actual clusccrs. 
The dimensions o! these rectangles are ultimately lnsert<•d into the 
HAl model, and plant is actually constructed to them. 

Sprint witness Staihr disagrees with the ide" that it would be 
nearly impossible !or a model t o use .u1 trcoqul<.~r shap•>d po lygon. 
He contends that this is ex<~ctly wh<.~t the> f'CC is dotng In il s 
hybrid cost proxy model. Accotding to Wl.lnes!$ St<.~lhr , the FCC is 
using a grid laid over a cluster, "a grid very similar to the 
BCPM ' s grid.n He explains that the FCC first constructs clusters 
using the technique that BCPM uses to cluster qrids. Witness 
Staihr concludes that che FCC's clus toring approach is different 
from the HAl clustering approach . 

BellSouth' s witness Duffy-Ocno testified that the !u;.d~mental 
unit in the HAI model for customer clustering Is th<> irrequlat 
polygon cluster developed by PNR. Tht!se irregular polygo11 c. lusters 
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 ~erving drca 1n 
the Hatfield Hodel is a cluster, while the local serving area ln 
BCPH is the ultimate grid. A cluster and a gcid are not comparable 
to one another . Often the HAT clusters are significantly Jarqer. 

J 
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Accordingly, there will be more BCPI1 ultlnwtc grids th.1n thot•• will 
be Hill clusters. 

ACtor an ex~minatlon o! PNR polygon clusters .snd their 
corresponding HAl rectangles, Sprint witness Staihr noted various 
anomalies. first, he stat~d that there is a disparity between the 
shape and orientation of the underlying PNR polygon cluster~ and 
the equivalent rectangle Cillculated by IIAI. Second, tho PNR 
clust ering algorithm ignores geographic bar<iers. for example, some 
cluster s extend beyond the borders of the wi r e center. Third, :1om•· 
PNR clusters ove rlap, suggeslinq the potontlal to ovcrhui ld 
distribution plant in some areas. 

The HAl customer location methodology tnvolves the use of an 
algorithm to cluster customers. Once custorrers are clustet,•d lr.to 
main and outlier clusters, FNR cons~ru~ts a c~nvex hull "rou~d the 
set of address-qeoc>ded and surrogate points associated with that 
cluster. The PNR polygon cluster is transformed into a r~ctangle 

that may have little resemblance to the original undurlyl·1q PNR 
polygon. Since the HAl rectangle is used as the b~sis Cor mod1•llng 
distribution plant, distortions betw<•!•n the shape "nd oril•nlulion 
of the PNR polygon cluster and the resu 1 L l ng HAl n•ctnnq lc cun 
result in an understatement of the di5persion of customP.r~ ln the 
locations identified by HAI via tt. · PNR polygon clust<•r:.. Th1s 
can , in turn, result in a subst.u,titll under<'H un.sr.lon of 
dls~ribution plant. 

Conclu:tion 

As noted above, lt oppears th<Jt both models ' constructn <~nd 

their implementation -- IIIli's clu~tt·r• and BCPM's grids -- have 
their flaws. A vlrt.ue of BCPW" gr1ds 1s a stdll•u;ll:ed 
definition, but since it is based ,,. drqrees or lor.qllude and 
latitude, the resulting grids will v .. ry in size do•ptmd.nQ upon 
where they are located. tlonethel•• , BCfM does not •JC'~att>~ 

customers; rather , starting from housinq unit and :-oad mtlt·.•'1•' d·Jta 
at the census block level, it generiltt•:t 11 probable distr tlHJtlon of 
where customers most likely will be located. 

In contrast, while IIIli 11l:lO ll•lleu on essenttally ltw :1<1m•' 
Cl:llliUII dola, it goes a Stf'p furthl't and eonploys address-c,~eocodt!d 
information to detennine the actual physical location:~ o t many 
custom~rs. However, it does not build plant to thrs•• actu~l 

locations. As a modeling convenience, it ut:srerJ;,rds • r .. • <H.'tu.d 
location:~ ! points w thin 1lll clus• ,.,s, as we:! a:> the ~ll<tpe and 
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orient.ation of th cluster, and converts lts mall\ clusters to 
equivalent rectangles. Thus, while HAl inltii>lly uses <.~ctuill 
locations of some customers, ultimately like BCPM, iL assumes a 
uniform distribution o! custocoor locations within a given cluster. 

Moreover , because the HAl model converts its clusters to 
standardized rectangles, there are instances where the HAl model 
understates the dispersion of customer locations and thus tends to 
underestimate the amount or outsioe plant f<~cl Uties requl red. 
This topic, which concerns the internal consistency o! a given 
model, is discussed at length 1n Section o-4. 

In principle, use of geocoded data on actual customer 
locations should e~hance the accuracy of a cost proxy model. ~t d 

minimum we would suggest that .1 cost prox y model 01hould us(• 
available geocoded data as a ~sanity check" on the model's 
dispersion o! 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 !s no 
clear basis to endorse one approach over the other . Each model 
distribute~ locations throughout its surrogate for ;:; CSA, and th;,n 
constructs plant to these assumed locations. What Is more tellinq 
i:. which model does a better job building plant to wher"' ll 
estimates customers reside. 

4. Internal Consistency of the 11odcls: MST l\n.llyses 

In April 1998 , Spri-t representatlves met wi th ml'mbers of the 
FCC's Universal Service Branch (now purl ot the Accounting Pol icy 
Division) to convey certain in(orm.lt ion that they h<.~d obtainc>d 
during a proc.:!eding before the NevadiJ commisolon. The substance of 
this meeting was subsequently made public Jn an ex parto. !tl!nq in 
CC Docket No. 96-4S and provided on this proce<>dlnq ,,, dn o•xhlblt 
BKS-2 by Sprint witness Stalhr . Specilically , Sprint httd qaln"d 
access to Nevada data tha t had been geocoded by PIIR Associates for 
the HAl sponsors for certain HAI main clusters. Sprint conducted 
minimum spanning tree (MST) analyses on a sa~r.ple o! th'!se clu,.tel!;. 
A minimum spanning tree, a concc>pt from qraph theory, r<.>pr••s<'nts 
the ~hortcst possible path to connect " set ot (JOint:>. The 
results of Sprint's review o! the Nevada PNR data led Sprint to 
conclude that the amount of di!Stributi<"n cable bu>lt. t.o serve 
certain clusters vas significantly IC'ss th.:tn thl' MST to connec·t tlw 
o riginal geocoded customer locations . 
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According to Sprint ' s ex p.Jrte ftllng . this r<>sult, whtch 
would likely be n,re prevalent In low density, rur.Jl ar~.1s, hds 
three causes . first, once a m.'in cluster 1s defined, a polygon i~ 

logically constructed -- referred t.o as a convex hull -- th<ll 
surrounds and contains the points oC the cluster, and the area ol 
this polygon calculated. Second, HAl logically cons 1ruct.s <~round 

the polygon a ~minimum bounding rectangle" orlent.ed noah­
south/east-west, and computes this rectangle ' s aspect rdtio (r.lLio 
ol its height to width). Third, the data from the !irst t.wo st.cps . 
by cluster, is actually input into the HAl model . where a rectangle 
wi th an aspect ratio equal to step 2 and area equal to the polygon 
in step 1, is computed. Where the initial convex hull that. o~as 

constructed is irregular in shape, th..: HAl process causes the 
modeled rectangle t o understate the dispersion that. was present In 
the original underlying customer locations . The ex part.~ filing 
indicates that thi s phenomenon is exacerbated by t wo HAl modeling 
assumptions : (a) that drops arc a fixed length, with a maximum o! 
150 feet in length, and (b) that the backbone and branch cable to 
which the drops connect only c xlends to within one lot d••prh dnd 
width in the areas modeled. 

In this proceeding numerous parties submitted Lhe ru~ulLs ot 
MST analyses conducted on the modPl Lhcy tavor and tho model they 
oppose . There was significant dispute as to whose MST study wu s 
mO,t appropriate and the relative importance t.O be att,JC"ht•d lO .1 

MST analysis, but general agre~mcnt as to its relevan=c. 

llccording to 1\T,T/MCI l.lit.noaG Wood , thG MST .,naly•.tll car. b" 
used as an internal predictor o! a mod'!l' s reasonabll''l<':l!l .and to 
validate what it has done internally. llowever, it c.nnot b~ us<~d 

to validate whether the model performs well in a real world 
setting . One can compare geocoded and non-geocoded total ·ustcmct 
locations as predicted by the model to a I~ST analysts. .1nd lh., 
t?tal route miles of cable that would be requir<·d und••r "Hht·r 
scenario, but one cannot use such ,,n analy:li" to dctf"rmlnt· or 
validate how well a model would perform in terms of produclnq 
enough cable to serve actual customer locat1ons. Witm·~s Wood 
agreed wi th BellSouth witness Ou!fy-Dcno• s description that t t11• MST 
i~ purely an internal validation check, and not an dOdlynln thdt 
will tell whether a model produces :~u!l!cient cable to serve an 
olClU.Jl IICQil. 

BellSouth witness Ouf!y-Deno t~stlficd that th~ Mln1mum 
Spanning Tree Analysis simply est IIMt"" the min1mum c~mount ol r..ahl•• 
needed to connect customers in thc1r c~ssumed serv1ng arca:s ilnd 
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compares thot minimum connect ing dlsldnce , as the crow fll~·• · w1th 
the dmount o f cab le estimated by th~ model . The kcy qut'sttor• 1, 
whether the mode l e st-.Mtes enough cable to connect cus· >:t~er- :n 
t he l ocation s ide nt ified b y the monel , not. 1n the! r ac:tu<ll 
locat.ions . When the tost is applied to the SCPM it was !lhOr l In 
24\ o C BellSouth' s s ervi ng areas. When the t~>St wa~ applted to 
HAl , it was s hort in 68 \ of So llSout h ' s ser ving areas. Witness 
Duffy-Dono t hus concluded that BCI'M is much morE' lntrrndl ly 
consistent . 

Witne s s Duffy- Deno sta ted further that the MST analy~ts is a 
test o! t he minLmum amount of cable needed to connect customers in 
ident H l ed locations . That t he r..odel m1ght bu- !d r:ore than the 
minimum quanti t y dete rmined by a MST analysis in one •• red 1s 
I rrelevant . It is not proper ~o o!fset any shortage tdcnti!ll'd 
elsewher e with such s•·rp!•Jses , because It Is unlcnc.m whdt th<' 
<1pp r opriate a mount of cab le needed to servr t hos•: cu~ tomo•r!l 
actually is . Rather, one just knows lhoJt one needs ut J , • .,,t. tho• 
mtnlmum spanning t ree amount , which is a luw- e nd benchmark. A ~out 
proxy model needs to reach to that. benchmark ; how much hlqher th.Jn 
t.hl.' benchmark is not known. Thc witno!l!l emphasi zcd th<ll c11ble 
longt.h!l estitMted by a minimum spanning tree analysis rept<'Sf'nt the 
low end, t he min imum amount of C1lblu needl.'d t.o connect. cu9tomers In 
a serving area . This h because tho 11ST analysi!l docs not .1ccounl 
lor t.h" !act t ha t cable has t o qo dt •und natural or mltnm<l'fe 
obstacles . 

Sprint '"'itneas St~ihr alao '"'(JC4!t.-d t.hat. it l~ irr:prO('H .. t •o 
oi!set e xcess cable lengths 1n one area with de(ect.:s t:tat occur 1n 
another area . Witness Staihr asser ted that when one attempt!! to 
~net~, the places where one butld~ 1110re with the plac•~s whnro• one 
bullds less , as AT,T/MCI witness Pitktn <lid 1n h!s tcs~:mouy, the 
rt•sult is a misleading and incorroct <~nalysl!l. 

According to BellSouth witness Dulty-Ocno, thPre ·•re twr 
reasons why t he HAI mode l falls short 1n connccunq cu:Hom••r:• 
wl thin the underlylnq PNR clusteru. The f 1 rst n•a!lon t>l the 
tr.ms!orm.ltion of an irregularly 11haped polyqon !n•o a roctanqlu. 
This transformation tends to compress dJSper!lion . The d111perslon 
of customers that actual l y occurs in the PNP cluster is Qr<'<~L•~r 

tholn the dispersion within the modoll'd re L~nqular ar"·'· 1'1111 <'·IIIII(' 

I· r this contraction is not. only the chdll<l~' 111 th< llh·•fl"• tout .l!:u.J 
till' pJ .• co•mcnt of unitorm lots within the modellnq area . Tho second 
reason is that when the IIIOdel estimates the aJToount o! branch and 
backbone cable, it will extend the cables to only one lot's "1t11h 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-t~f-TP 

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAG£ 42 

and depth from the perimeter . Thl!l problem predomlnantl y anacs 1 n 
rural areas. In ru. al areas the default drop length value is on! ~ 
150 feet , so that the c ustomers are compressed oven further into 
the i<1terior of this modeled area ln order to be connected 1.0 the 
branch and backbone cable. A comparison nt the amount o! branch, 
backbone and drop cable for this modeled area to the amount o! 
distance needed to connect the customers in the underlying PNFI 
cluster indicated that the model come~ up short. 

Wi t ness Duffy-Deno acknowledged thal the results o! the BCPM 
!'Sl' analysis shown in his rebuttal testi.mony dtd not 1. reat the road 
centroid i.n BCPM's ultimate grids as a node to which planl must b~ 
built. In addition, he noted that his MST !or the HAl model otd 
not treat the centroid of the main cluster as a node. When these 
adjustments to includ~ the respective centroids as nodes are made, 
the HAt would be short in 88\ of its main clusters !11 Lh•: low<>:lt 
density zone, while BCPM is short in 43l o( 1ts grids In the low•>:lt 
density zone. 

Sprint witness Stai.hr presented in his rebutt.al testimony th<: 
results of MST analyses conducted on BCP~~ ,, d HAI for Spd nt' s 
serving cerritorie~ in florida. His MST analysis indicated that 1n 
the 0-5 lines per square mile zone, 90.8l oC HAI ' s ma1n clusters in 
Sprint-United's territory had insui!iclent plant, whllr the 
anal'lgous result for Sprint-Centel was '4.2'\ . Although he did not 
have results separated between the (!ormer) United and Co•nt<.J 
territori.es, witness Staihr' s rebuttal test.imouy shows tht1l 111 t.lle 
0-S linea per square mile zono, 28.8\ o! BCPM's ultimat~ ~rid~ hAn 
insufficient plant. 

During c r oss-examination witness Stalhr o'ldrn1tted thai h·" 11ST 
analyses for t he BCPM did not includt• " point ropresent:••g the 
location of the digital loop catrier site within the ultimate gr1d. 
When this adjustment is made, 39.9\ of Sprint-florida's ulttmate 
grids are under built in the 0-5 lines p<>r square mil~ zone. 

AT&T/HCI witness Wood docs not believe the MST analystb i~ 
valid Cor estim4ting tho 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 anythinq about whether 
either model builds enough plant to reacr aclloal customeo 
locations. Accc•ding to wlcneu~ Wood, thu teat Is oooly uaQlul to 
compdre the results. 
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AT,T/HCI witness Pitkin contends that the HST test ts utlu .. lly 
pertormed on a serving area basis . The lVli model does not <>•ttm,•t•• 
cost at any l evel smaller than a servtnq area, J.c.-:ordlrl<l to 
wi tness Pitkin, a problem wtth the MST analysis that UCPM 
proponents performed on the HJ\1 model 1s that they attempt to bct•ilk 
out tho serving area .:1nd sepa r ate the m.;un clustcr1 t rom thf· 
outlier clusters. 

Witness Pitkin furthe r contends that the MST ls .. n 
inappr opriate benchmarking tool bec.ause the distancf' bllsed on 
surroqate l ocations is exaggerated . He believc:o that spacing 
custon:era as far apart from one another oro a roo\d n••twork as 
possible Qaxi=izes the dispersion ol those customers; s!ncr the MST 
is a measure o f dispersion, thu spacing will exagge:.n<· th<• MST 
distance. Witness Pitkin telievcs this was estllbllshcd In hill 
rebuttal test imony, that by substituting a percentage of surrO<Jolle 
locations wi th actual locations , the MST dtstdncP 1"monstr n.,s 
proving thllt actual customers are not spaced as !ar aparl frc .. one 
another as possible. Furthermore, witness Pitktn b••li<~VIls, c~n 

e xhibit fill'd by BellSouth witness Du!!y-Oeno (an MST ano\ly~lu on 
satol litc location data uslnq only surrogate points) shows ttwt the 
MST dlstonco usinq the surrogate points is 26\ greater thdn th•· MST 
distance using actual or observed locations. 

According to witness Pitkin, the BCPM sponsor'! u:~ed their 
scn..!ng area (t:he ultimate grid) as ~heir uni• of an.•lysts tor t t•c 
MST analys.:J on the BCPM, but they ·J~~d only m.Hn -.lu•uu~ tr, the 
HAt model. In other words, ~h~ BCPM model sponsors used 
distribution areas !or the HAl model, and serving an•as tor the 
BCPM, thereby e xcluding cable in the HAl model that thny Include in 
the BCPM model . In add1t1on, by elt~tnattng specl!tc dts•ttbution 
areas from their analysis 1n the HAl model , they el !nan otcll those 
distribution areas thllt they ienew sat1s!1ed the MST cra•:rld. 
Therefore, according to witness Pitkin any conclusion that the I!Al 
model only meets the MST analystS 1n a ceruun pcrc .. ntaqe o: 
dist r ibution areas is biased because th(• analysis doc~ not tnclu,t•• 
the !ull sample o f distribution a roils. Jn the ll< f'M, hownv•'r , the 
full sample o! distribution areas 1!1 includeo, even the ·•re"s 
qudrontood to meet the MST, thereby lower1ng the pcrccntd9" of UCPM 
dilltribut ion areas that do not meet the MST standard. 

AT,T/HCI wi tness Pitkin contends that •he r~!IJ!te In Ills 
E)(hiblt DJW/BFP-19, entitled "Compadson of Hili Model dnd UCI'M 
Model distances to the Minimum Stand1nq Tree Distance by l~'nslty 
Zone," are different than results In othor comparioono, t"'c'"'~" ht:t 



ORDER NO . PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO . 980696-TP 
I' AGE: 4 4 

MST test is applied consistently to both models . While neithl'r 
model actually matches the MST in the lowest density zone 1n 
witness Pitkin's compocison, the BCPM falls tart her short:. ln tne 
lo:Je«t two density zones where USE' support 1s most lJ.kely to be 
requ red, the HAl Model places 25\ more route miles than the liST, 
while the BCPM places only 8' more route miles than the MST. 

Witne ss Pitkin asserts that the HAl Model places more 
distribution cable than the BCPM in the lowesL two density zones 
and 3 , 900 more miles o! distribution cable than the BCPM foe the 
state of Florida . According to witness Pitkin, since both models 
use overl y conservative surrogate placement assumptions , the MST 
analysis is known to be overstated. For this reason, the MST 1s 
not a valid comparison !or either the HAl Model or the BCPM. 

Conclusion 

At the outset , we note that our sta!l and the parties wuce 
limited in performing exhaustive, independent review and 
verification of much ot the data underlying these MST analyses, in 
part d ue t o 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 lhe PNR geocoded data 
underlying HAl's clusters, and the obstacles that existed ln 
gainin~ access to it. In fact, the HAl sponsors in this pcocecdlnq 
were subject to the same impediments as othel part1es, and thus 
relied on PNR to perform analyses for them. Given these caveats, 
we must rely heavily on the representations ot the parttes. 

Upon consideration, we believe that several conclusions can b~ 
drawn regar ding the minimum spanning Lree analyses subrnittod 1n 
this docket . First, a MST analysis ls an internal reasonabJPnoss 
check on a cost proxy model , but the analys1s does not provide the 
amount of facilities required to serve actual customer locatlons. 
BellSouth witness Dufty-Deno stated this most succinctly: 

What the models are do1nq i~ -- and what thts 
test is doing is determining whether the model 
estimates enough cable to serve customers in 
the locations identified by the model .... It 
has no bearing on whatsoever, or 1t hos no -­
it is not related in any way t~ where 
customers are actually located. We don • t have 
a comprehensive database on that. Thls ls an 
internal model consistency tel!lt. Docs th" 
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model estimllte enough cable to serve customers 
in the loc•tions identified by the model7 

Second, we believe that a !1ST represents the min1mum route 
length , because it assumes rout1ng as "the crow flies , " and thus 
ignores geographic barriers such as lakes and swamps . Thi1·d, we 
bel ieve averaging shortfall~ and excesses relative to a MST 
analysis so that , on average , a model "passes" misses the point 
entirely . The !act that a cost proxy model installed cable 
facilities in Northeast Tallahassee well in excess of the cable 
length~ 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 reasonably accurate is estlmatlnq 
plant to built. A model that estimlltes averdge plant to build 
cannot adequately disaggregate costs to target ne~ded support tor 
universal service. 

fourth , while the record is somewh<1t inconclusive, we tlnd 
that neither model adequately satisfies a mln1mum spanning tree 
test. We believe that cert:ain modi (ications should be made to tho 
cost proxy model selected. Sprint wi tnc:Js S tlllhr enumerated 
certain modifications that could be m~tlc to the BCPM model. The 
BCPM has a constraint that restricts the amount oi 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 tho low-density zone~. would reduce any short!all. 
We will require that the sponsors relax thi, constra1nt 1n order 
for BCPM's modeled route miles to equal those of the MST analysis. 

A second adjustment menccioned by wlt.ness Staihr, as well c>s 
BellSouth witness Ou((y-Oeno, pertuinn to extending backbone and 
branch cable not 'ust beccween Jocs but to the perimeter c f the 
Jot. Witness Staihr stated that this step could be applied to the 
BCPM model. We agree and hereby require that this modification be 
incorporated by the sponsors of the BCI'I1 model. 

5. Size of Carrier Servln<J r,rc" 

In this seccclon we consider vari ous outs1tlc plant dos1qn 
issues thacc relate, directly or indirectly, to tho opt1mum s1zo ol 
a Cdrrier serving area. rn general, thr altn 01 a carr~cr scrv1ng 
~tea (!or HAl, main clusters pl~s any subtendln~ outlter cluster~; 
for BCPM, ultimate qrida) is a functi on of the mdxlmum copp"r loor' 
length allowed, the siz.e (capacity! and number of diqtt.ll loop 
car r1er remote terminols insta 11 ed, and l h•• numb<>r of 11 nes '"' ' vc:d. 
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Topics that are indirectly related include whether the CSf, 1mpedes 
the deployoent of advanc~d scrv1ces, lot shlpe, and deployment of 
cable across lots. 

12 v. 18 Kllofoot Copoer Loop l.eMtD 

According to AT&T/MCI witness Wood, the HAl model will allow 
loops up to 18,000 Ceet. He claims , however, that there are no 
18 , 000 foot copper l oops in the model runs done for Flor1da and 
submitted i n this proceeding tor any o r the comp.ln1es. Less than 
1\ of the total copper loops in either model ore more than 12, 000 
feet. 

BellSouth witness Bowman testified that the geographic s1r.e of 
BCPM' s ultimate grid (ap!Jroximatcly 12,000 by 14,000 foet) ls used 
to limit the design of copper loops so that they generally do not 
exceed more than 12 , 000 f eet. Witness BOwlll<)n stated that loops 
thAt are 12,000 feet or less can easily provide quality vo1ce-grarfe 
service i! the proper design crite:ia are used. 

Witness Bowman asserted tha t the Hatfield model In thls 
proceeding has constructed in excess 01 4?, 000 l ines greater than 
12,000 feet in length . In contrast , BCPM has ~bout 4, 000 l 1ncs 
that are in excess of 12 , 000 feet . When witness Bowman was asked 
how there could be loops in excess of 12,000 feet 1 f th') BCPt~ has 
a model i ng criterion of 12 , 000 kilofeet, he expl.llned : "It's a 
general design constraint , and we use the 12 , 000-toot lf'ncvh as 
nominal. If you recall. these servJnq <1reas Jre> iipproxlmatcly 
12,000 feet by 14,000 foet at thelr maximum . So with1n that , you 
could find some loops as long as about 13, 000 teet under those 
criteria . 0 

To ensure quality voice-qradc servtce for i ls long l0ops, 
those between 11,100 feet and 13 , 600 feet , the BCPM uses 24-gauge 
cable instead o! 26 gauge. If a loop 1s qrcater •han 13, 600 feel , 
BCPM also uses extended range line card5 instead ol less expenSlVe 
standard POTS line cards. The Hatfield model docs not use extended 
range line cards on loops beyond 13. 600 feel. According to witness 
Bowman , HAI inst alls extended range l1ne cards on loops 1n exc~ss 
of 1?,600 feet for the large OLC systems. For the smaller systPm~ . 
HAt uttea extended range line card!' on a! 1. nt th• lint')tl' in th,.• 

sy:otem. 

According to Sprint witness Staih r, a copper loop longer thdn 
12,000 feet requires a larger g uge cuble -- lor ••x<1mple , 24-q.ouq<-
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cable 1n:stead of 26-gauge c<tblc. In o~dd1t1on, he bl'lll:vt•s th.;t 11 

loop extt'nding beyond 12,000 teet I rom the DU: requues dn extend••d 
ranye llne card based ?n hts otscus:ston w1th the enqtnt'rrs. 

Sprint ~o~itness Staihr'!! analysis Indicated t:.hat ln nortd,, the 
BCPM does not have any loops that arc over 18 , 000 teet, althouqh 
AT,T/MCI wnness Pitkin testified th.•t he knew ot one. Accordinq 
to AT,T/MCl witness Pitkin, HAI models 84,838 loops 1n l'xcess oC 
12,000 feet i n rlorida. 

GTErL wi t ness Murphy agrees th11L BCPM generally const raJ ns 
copper luops from the DLC to the customer to 12,000 teet, whtlc the 
HAl deliberately designs loops out to 18,000 Cee·. He 11grees ~hdt 
a copper loop beyond 12,000 feet requires a l .. rqer qaug<> c.ti.Jle. In 
addltion, a loop extending ~yond 13,400 !eet rrom the DLC requtres 
''" extended range line card. 

Witness Murphy testi!1ed th<Jt tt the only consld!!r•ltlOr• In 
this proceeding h cost and the only servtce that on .. w~n· o 
provide to the consumers in f'lorld., 111 1 voice qraoe servlc••, llwn 
lw be I love~ it ~o~ould be acceptable to U1H! an 18, 000 (oot s tand.:~rd. 
aut i! consumers in florida want to be able to use Lh~lr modems 
<.!!ectively and to have a network thllt wlll be able to offer th,. 
advanced ServiceS that the f'CC say19 tho network should olt"COITI!l l•ll"• 
then the 12,000 toot :~tand&cd should Ill' "'quire<!. Th<• 17,000 toot 
· 1 ilndiP'I.I is the current standard that GTEF'L and all of tho l.t:cs use 
across the country. 

The ATiT/Lucent OUtside Plant £nqlneenn<J H.;ndOOOk :ot ates ~h~~~ 
copper loops extending t rom a DLC 'JCnerd 11 y should not exce•·d 
12,000 feet. HCl witness Wells noted, however , that 18,000 feet Is 
established as the distance over wha·h a copper paar c~n tran~mlt 
without load coils. He notes that thl!! .:1 also the standoHrl in tho 
outside plant engineer1n9 handbr. ·k o~nrt """"'"' Oltot•t courco11, 
including the BO<; Notes on the !letwork. Waness W•• lls also 
identifies other standards rogardinq declbel loss. liP st.Jte~: 

Loss in terms o! decibel to on a loop c.>onot 
exceed eiqht and a halt. lncludJn<J the central 
of!lce. And for next qen•H••t1on dlqlt<ll loop 
carrier, the ch•nnol unl t. c.ard becomes an 
extension o! the CO. So you've qot eiqht oHld 
• hall db loss budgl!'t and th•!n you qo to I )D!I 

chart:! and so f crth and you can deturmtn•· th~ 
distance that you can tJO I rom the OLCRT on 
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certain gauges of copper and whether or not 
it ' s aerial burled, so forth aud so on , to qct 
so fa r out . 

Witness Wells cla ims the HAl model is designed to this sr-and~rd. 

Witness Wells agrees that Section 12 , on page 5 under 12.1 . 4, 
Carrier Serv i ng Area, of the BQC Notes on the Network ~ays the 
ma ximum lopp length in a CSA is 12 kilofeet: Cor 19-, 22- , or 
24-gauge cables and 9 kilofeet Cor 26-~auge cables. 

AT&T cont:ends that the only real disa')r~ement. between the 
parties is what cost the model s should include for the extended 
range card electronics necessa r y to permit quality servic., in the 
very small per centage of loops over 12 , 000 feet. 

According to t he t:estimony of MCI witness Wells , the HAl 5.0a 
already includes the cost oC extended range cards for all lines 
longer than 12,000 feet served b; small DLC terminals , as well dS 

the cost of extended range cards (ERC) for copper loops over 17,600 
!eet served by large DLC units . 

The BCPM cost input values for extended range line cards used 
by BellSouth and GTEF!. are twice as much as a standard card for dll 
lines served by large DLC unit:.! for copper loops q1r.a1 er th.•n 
13 , 600 feet. 

BellSouth witness Bowman ~llcged that. tho HA! engin~er:~ copper 
loops beyond the OLC up to 18,000 feet without ext~nd••d range 
channel unit cards. HA! does pl.sc~ !ltandard channel unit ca1ds 
(plug-ins) in its OLCs . According to Wltness Bowman , t~~ use of 
standard channel unit cards combined with the length of HAl's loops 
results in an unacceptable decibel loss. 

Standard carrier serving are" engineering rules limit Lh<• 
length of the standard 26-gauge copper w1ro that m"y extend from 
the DLC to the customer' s premises to 12 , 000 !oct. The 12,000 toot 
range may be exceeded only i! an extended ra!.CJ'-' lin<' card, olnd 
larger, 24-gauge cable is used in the loop. 

Conclysioo 

We agree in large part with AT&T that the disput~ betwel'n thP 
parties is about the cost of the ••XL<'n<lood range line Cdtd<J roqu1red 
!or certain long loops. Tho AT&T/Luccnt Hoindbook relerred to abov" 
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indicates that the norm for copper loo•- is 12 Kit. On the othor 
hand, it then proceeds to specify how to engineer copper loops 
extending f r om a DLC remote terminal greater than 12 Kft. 
Similarly, Bell South .,itness Bowman's Rebuttal Exhibit RMB-3, "" 
excerpt from an engineering and planning doc~~ent pertaining to the 
DSC Litespan DLC te~~nal, describes the basic CSA design for this 
remote terminal, as well as an extended csr, design !or sorvlnq 
longer copper loops. 

Viewed in isolation, we believe that the choice of maxim11m 
allowable copper loop length (12 v. 18 Kftl is likely a cost 
minimiz~tion issue, not an either/or decision. Eve~ assuming that 
12 Kft is the r~le of thumb, devLationa from this standard would be 
based primarily on what yields the least cost a•rangement overall, 
considering all relevant cost components . Accordingly, we will not 
place a limit on the maximum allowable copper loop length. 

Maximym Size oC PLC Units peoloyed 

The HJ\I 5.0a models two types of DLCs : d "high density" and 
"low density." Like HAl, BCPM models two different DLCs: a small 
and~ large unit. 

;.ccording to BellSouth witness Bowman. U th<> ultimatl! grid ot" 
CSA exceeds the limit o f 999 housing units, lhe algorithm 
determines whether that ultimate gt"ld should be broken down into 
additional carrier serving areas. The 999 housing unit criterion 
is an engineering criterion. The factor used for CS1\ development 
in the BCPM is a ratio of about 1.2 (dpproximately 1,200 lines (or 
every 1, 000 housing units) . The maximum size of the BCPM OLC 
equipment that can serve a CSA is 1,344 lines. With a fill factor 
of 90t on that equipment, that brings the 1, 344-1 ine capacity down 
to approximately 1,200. 

Witness Staihr testified thdt 999 housing units is not the 
max imum numbet" of housing units that BCPM allows to be servt!d pc~ 
CSA. He explained: ~when an ultimate• qrid is cr<tatcd , and thcr., •s 
a littl<> bit ot another ulLimate gclu h•ft over in .., wire c•"ntcr 
wilh luen than 100 lines, which woul<i bu somethlng less than 100 
housing units as well, that will be added into that ultimate qrade 
(sic]. so they're all served off of the same electronics. IL's 
more efficient to do it that way. So you ccttainly c;ould nnd up 
with more.-~ 
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BCI't4 rnodeh two ~ ae~ ot DLC~, om l.1rqe and one s=ll: I. J4 •: 
line~ maximum on the large and 240 llnes on the srn.1ll. BC£·:~ places 
18 , 897 OLCs statewide, while HAT installs 10,785. Accord In<; to the 
testimony o! AT&T/MCI witne:ss1·s Wood and Pnkin, BCPM pl<lC•'ll 223 
DLCs that serve only a single household. 

According to the HAl model docl..nentalion, when tiber i<'t.•d!•r 1;; 
used one of t wo types o! DLC equipment is selected. The fl1 st l:> 
"high densityN OLC. The second 15 "low density." Th~ chotec 
between these two types 1s determined for each serving area. !! 
the number of lines is below the user-adjustable threshold df'l.tult 
value, the "low densltYN m.c 1s used; above that threshold the 
"high densityN OLC is usud. Both OI.Cs are equtpped by the eJOd••l 
with line cards to provide the "appropri<lte" grade of :serv1c •• en 
the analog and digital T-1 pairs fed fr~m the DI.C. 

AT0oT/MCI witnesses Wood ,, n:J I'Hklu <~rgut.: ll'ldt BCPM places too 
many small DLC r emote terminals. They assert that th1s is due to 
two assumptions in the BCPM: d 12 K!t copper loop length extcnn1ng 
trom a OI.C RT, and a maximum sited OI.C su!Cicient to serve 
approximately 1000 households. As <1 result o! these ansumptions, 
they assert, in florida BCPM' s <lver<lga serving area cont.lino only 
493 lines. Wood an,d Pitkin argue that 1t 1.s possible to avoid 
placing so many small, expensive DI.C RTs if the maximum copper loop 
length is increased to 18 , 000 feet (thus <lllo,!nn mort'! loop" to be 
served by a single OLC, all thln•Js •·qual) and assumint] ,, ~l<lt<J<'~ 

OI.C capable of serving 1800 llroe!l (:?011> at a 90t fill tac t ) :). 

We note that BCPM allow~ for a DLC t o Install a sec •nd Labtnt'!t 
1n order serve up to a 2016-llne syster.~ . However, this li).ely 
w<>uld only occur in a very dense o1rea (e .q., " :s1nqlc ott 1ce 
complex with many lines). 

This subissue hinges on which configuration vields the least­
cost choice: a greater number oC sn~o~ller OI.Cs ~oupled with less 
distrlbutlon plant and regular POTS l in•· card~ . '.'ersus !cwt•r but 
larger OI.Cs , more dis~ribut ion cable plant, and extended ranqe l1nc 
cards . The only record information on this issue, provided as 1 

l.ne-liled hearing exhibil, consists of the r<sults of two RCPM 
runs -- one at 12 K!t, one at 18 Ktt -- orlqinally prt'!p.•r••d ,., p.ort 
oC a !ive-state analys.u requelltt'd by tht> fCC In Its Un ivursal 
Service doc kat. The ro:sult.s 1lled in this pcoceed1 ng arl' llUml"•Cd 

t o r all florida LECs. As noted by BellSouth witness BowtMn, thr 
acPM results yield a total investment per llne of Sl.:'f•.l .. \l 18 Kit 
•;ersu! Sl,248 per line at 12 Klt. Witness Bowman ob:serves tl<dl t.tu· 
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"apparent savings from having larger extended earner servtng areas 
in t he Hatf ield networ k is more than offset by the extra cost of 
needing e >C tended range line cards and larger size and length 
catle . H We note that the speci fic input values used 1n these two 
model runs are unknown; it is q+>ite li kely that they differ from 
those tiled in t his proceeding. , "Sent any contrary data, we find 
that constraining t he copper looo 1• oath to 12 kilofeet yields the 
least- cost choice . Moreover , a~ It ~ <sed in the next section , a 
12 Kft limit on cop~~r loops ens-re • advanced services will 
not be impeded . 

Provision of Adyanced Seryices 

The HAl p r oponents contend that as a result o! changes in 
r elease 5 . 0a o f the HAI Model , they believe that its longest loops 
(those over 18 , 000 feet) can fully accommodate advanced serv1ccs . 
Similarly, the BCPM advocates claim its network provides the 
capability for advanc.ed services when addilional equipment l.S 
added . 

According to 1\T&T/MCI witness Wood, release !>.Oa of the: Hill 
Model replaces the coarse-gauge cable and load coils present in 
previous versions with T-1 technology . As a result o! this change, 
he believes that its longest loops (over 18,000 feet) can fully 
accolll!DOdate advanced !!ervices including ISDII. 

The HAl Model 
!Acilitios ~ha~ i~ 

parameters necessar y 
are not exceeded . 

5 . 0a conducts tests ol the outside plant 
models to en~ure :hAt th~ trAn~mission 

to permit accommodution of adv~nced services 

Witness Wood notes that the FCC's defin~tion of basic serv1ces 
includes the p rovision of advanced services . ADSL ill available on 
copper facilities only up to about 18,000 feet. Accord~nq to 
·.-itness Wood, with copper facilit~es longer than 18,000 feel "the 
service isn ' t good and tho -- the quall&y isn't good, and the 
service doesn• t workN. Witness Wood, however, does not believe 
that the fCC's May 7 , 1997, Universal Service order meant to 
specify cert ain bit r ates . Criterion No. 1 1n Paragraph 250 of the 
FCC's Order states in par t that «, •• The loop desiqn in the model 
should not impede the provision of advanced serv1ccs; ... ," 

According to BellSouth witness Bowman, the Telecommunications 
Act of 1996 speci f ies that rural customers should have accc!l:o to 
scrv1ceo comparable to those of urb<Jn cu:~tomcts . Wit ness Bowmdn 
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contends that the H~t!ield model ' u m1nimol1st network design wtll 
not allow even modClllll to work for many customers. In c:mtr.lst , ttw 
BCPM network meets design st~ndards whi ch will allow q~ality mo1en 
connections over the network f o r must customers . lle concludes that 
"the BCPM ls the best model Cor universal service costing because 
it follows industry accepted design standards used by all telephone 
companies vhen they build actual networks, it allow~ for advanced 
servi ces when additional equipment is added to the network, and lt 
builds a high quality network over which the people o f florid~ c~n 
actually talk. • 

The BCPH uses eKtended range line cards on those l oops beyond 
13 , 600 feet. According to witness Bowman, these 1 cps will 
probably wor~ for voice uervices . It is uncle~r whether or not th~ 
loops will work well !or data services and other advanced services. 
Witness Bowman believes that in most cases modems wuuld wor• on 
loops out t o 18,000 !eet, but h" ls concrrned wnh how wtdl they 
work and the connection rate. 

Tho fCC and the Telecommunications Act requJ re .tcccso to 
comparable advanced services in rural and urban areas. Th11 longer 
the loop, the more difficult It is to ~~Icc lt work for a modem, and 
the more difficult lt is to make it work tor any advt~nced 9ervtcc. 
HAI routinely engineers longer loops than does the BCPM. 

GTEfL witness Murphy agreed that the fCC requires tllitt lit<· 
network not be designed in ., m .• nnt-r that wi 11 lmpNic the 
impl~ntation of advanced services. Witness Murphy beltcves that 
1l is important to rel'l41n within the qutdelines th.H tht> fCC has 
set reqarding the network that is modeled, 1n order to provtllc 
un I versa! services and not imped,. the depl oyrr.ent of .uJv.mced 
servi~"s . In addition, he bell<•V•~s that 9'"r.er<llly iJCCeptcd 
rnqincoring practices should be (ollowcd. 

Witness Murphy testified that one would h.Jv<> to ddd dddlltono'll 
Investment to the BCPM network In ordur to <"Cl u•ll y prov ld•• 
advanced services, but BCPM has po5ltlon••d the n•H.wock so th<lt Jt 
could occept and be co111patible with that additional equlpm<!nt. 
According to witness Murphy, the 12, 000 foot standnrd shDuld ~o 
cldherod to I! ~you want your consumers here in rlondcl to h" •ble 
to usc their moderns effectively and to h.wc a ne · wor k lh"t will l>fl 

ahlt: to of!nr the advanced services that the fCC sdy:s tho network 
:~hou hJ not impede the provision of." 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 53 

Sprint rebuUil witness Laemmli contend~ thilt the HAl 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 f rom accessing advanced services . He believ<:s that !c-rward­
looking design standards call for the use o! flb~r !e~der for loop 
lengths in e xcess of 12 , 000 feet . 

BellSouth wi tnes~ Bowman stated that BCPH :J. 1 designs a 
network that has the capability to provide customers in rural and 
other high cost areas access to a'vanced services comparable to 
those provided in urban areas. The BCPM network provides the 
capability Cor advanced services when addi Lional cqu I pment is 
added . 

Because the HAI 5.0a only models one T-1 carrier pau JW'r 
outlier cluster, rhc model does not have any ~dditional capacity 
available tor requirements such as ISDN, video, or gr:'lphics. 
Witness Bowman asserted that this practice would be ineff'cient, 
contending : 

Conclusion 

For advanced services , the HAl 5.0d network 
would have to be overlaid with ddditioMl 
copper cable and repeaters, as wPll .1s DLC 
electronics. This would requl re digging 
trenches again, possibly J.n exl.!~tlrg 

neighborhoods, which 1 s not only el<pens i ve, 
but also very disruptive to existing homes ~nd 
landscaping. The BCPH 3.1 's choicP of f il>!!r 
DLC technolo\l;' eq~ires only that ..oddltional 
electronics be a l.J ·.1 at: ~;he DLC s!t('. 

We note that Section 254 (b) (2) of the /let cleacly stat"'~ that 
"Access to advanced tolecommunica t ions and 1 n Corma tion scrv lees 
should be provided in all regions of Lhc Nil lion . " Deploying 
technology that would constitute an !mpcdim<!nt to J.lt'Ov!dlng accos:J 
to advanced services is unaccept .. ble. Wt• flmJ • ""' Jill!'" tre<~tmcnt 
o( outlier clusters omount!l to such " b.urlur. 

Lgt Shape tad peploympnt o( Bpckbon£ and Broneb Cable 

The HAl models rectangular lots that dlC ol:ISUmt•d to be tWlCC 
as deep as they ere wide. It places backbone dlStribut~on cable 
vertically <1nd branch cable honzontally. BCPM models square lots. 
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The road reduced distribution area is created and used as a 
modeltng tool to estimate bacY~ne and branch and drop cable ~n the 
BCPM . Like the HAl model , the BCPM model builds cable between the 
lots , but BCPM does not go t o the end of a lot. lt stops at the 
perimeter because o ne can place Lhe drop from that location . 

According to Sprint witness Staihr, HAl clusters have 
rectangulllr lots, and the model always builds the distributton 
along the short side of the lot . He believes that i! HAl made 1ts 
lots square, it would build more dist r ibution plant. Wltnesu Sta lhr 
stated that HAl produces a reduced r ectanqle by ta king the poln~J 
farthest nor th, south, east, and west, making a btg rectangle, and 
then convert ing l t to a smaller rectangle. GTEfL witness Murphy 
alleged that one of HAl's engineering flaws is that its drop 
lengths links arc understa t ed . In other words , the d r op will not 
reach the houses that they are supposed to be servinq . 

Accordlng to MCl witness Wells, the BCPM models customer 
locations as square lots. He believes this is unrealistic ana very 
inefficient compared to the rectangular lot modelinq ~ssumption of 
the HAl Model. 

According to BellSouth witness Duf(y- Oeno, one reason the HAI 
model falls the HST test is because when the model esttmates the 
amount o! branch and backbone cable, it ~xLcnds the cables t o only 
one lot ' s width a nd depth f rom the perimeter. In rural a r eas the 
HAl default drop value is only 150 Lect, so thes~ customers have to 
be compressed e ven further into the interior o! the modeled area Lo 
be connected to the branch and backbone. 

Cooclu slon 

As d iscussed briefly in Sect1on D-4, Sprint witness Sta1hr and 
BellSouth witness Duf!y-Oeno indicated that o1 possible wuy to 
increase the total amount of distr~bution plant , and thus come 
closer to matching the length in a m1n1mum spanning tree analys1s, 
was to assume that lots were square rather than rect~nqular . We 
agree with MCI witness Wells that a local distribution n~twork 
architecture based on rectangular lots whose depth is qrcort•r 1han 
the1r width .is inherently more etficlent and requires le:uo c ttbl,. 
than BCPM' s assumption of square lots . However , we do not find lt 
appropr1ate to require the use of rectangular l o ts because it is 
necessary to model square lots to meet the minimum HST 
requirements . 

I 
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6 . Switching 

The HAl model construe'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 
!or administ rative fi ll, and comparing Lhe result to a maxll!'um 
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 t wo 50,000 line switches. In sizing a switch, 
the model does two additional capacity tests : (1) a comparison of 
the number o! busy hour call attempts produce~ by all lines in the 
wire cent er serving area, relative to the default processor call 
capacity; and !2) a comparison o! the total offered load (in busy 
hour CCS) , rela t ive to tho switch default traffic capacity . If 
either of these capacity constraints is exceeded, the model builds 
additi~nal switches, wi th each s witch con~' ructed to serve an equal 
nurr.be c.f lines . 

Consistent with the FCC's switching guidelines on cost models 
IDA 97-1912, Gu1dance to Proponenls of Cost Models in Universal 
Service Proceeding: Switching, Interoftice Trunking . Slgnalinq , and 
Local Tandem Investment) , the HAl is capable of explicitly modcl1ng 
~ombinations of host, remote, and standalone switches . ln 
addit1on , where such detailed switching cost. dat,· 1s unavailable. 
t:he HAl !>Witching module can compute s wltching using a default 
"blended" average per line investment that represenls an efficient 
composite mixture of hoot, remote and standalone switches. The 
blended cost curve, which has a fixed and a per line component , was 
developed based on cost. data !rom a Northern Bus• ness Infocmat.ior> 
publication , "U.S. Central Office Equipment M~r~et.: 1995 Odtabase ." 
The HAl model runs submitted by AT&T and MCI 1n this proceed1nq 
were based on the default blended cost curves . 

l-ccordinq to AT&T/MCI witness Wood, the IIAI model will sue 
each switch in each central office uased on l1ne counts and traftlc 
information for that office. He states that theoretically there are 
at. least two ways to exhe~ust the capac1ty o! a switch. One is 
through the total number of lines H can !l(!rvc , and one 1s throuqh 
its central processor that processes calls and processes features. 
As e1 practical matter, switch exhaustion LS almost always on l1ncs 
rather the~n features . but HAl does test both we~ys to make sure that 
tho sw1tch is sized properly. !f the test 1!1 clo:Je lo the 
threshold for either one o! lho:.c r••ramcters. IIAI pldc•·n t'"O 
switches in that central office. 
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Like the HAl, the BCPM model sizes end o(!lce switches sub ject 
to three different limiting factors (lines , busy hour calls , ~nd 
busy hour CCS) . If one of these constraints is exceeded, Lh~ model 
builds an additional switch. 

According to the BCPM model documentation, there arc Ll1rc~ 
stages in determining switching costs !or universal sc rv 1cc . 
First , BCPM compiles the swilc:h- speci Uc data Inputs to he u:lf.OcJ lot 
investment development. se ond, BCPM generates total s~ltch 
investments by functional categorr (feAT) for each switch . Third , 
BCPM uses these f'CAT investments to generate a Busy Hour unit 
investment for each basic switch function, based on the subscriber 
calling and usage rates input 1nto the model. 

BCPM first allows for the assembly of various Input 
characteristics t>y Common Language Location Identifier (CLLI) , such 
as whether the switch is a host or remote , numbe r of switched 
lines, subtending relationships, and calls and minutes per line by 
r esidence versus bus1ness . Alternatlvely, If data at this level of 
disaggregation is not available, ~tato level dofaults Cdn be used . 
The BC PM also allows for the user to irentify a switch vendor type 
to be used . 

Next, functional switch investments ror six functional 
categor ies are developed . These categories arc : processor relat~d 
cost ; line termination -- MDF and protector; line P' rt cost; line 
CCS usage; t runk CCS usage; and 557. Three methods dre available 
to develop these i nves t ment items. The first approo~ch, ·h,. llCI'M 
method , employs default vcJlues contollncd In the; model. Tht>"e 
default values consist o ! s witch curves by switch lype (hollt , 
remote , and standalone) that were derived by pPrtorming statiSli Cd J 
regressions on nondiscounted switch investment data provided ny the 
BCPM sponsor companies . (This ddla was developed using LE~ 
s witching cos t models such a~ Aellcore's SCIS dnd US WE ST' s SCM . ) 

The second approach is the 1\LSM (Audited LEC Switching Model ' 
method. Khere available, this method employs LEC-speci f ic, swltcn­
speci f ic data derived using LEC cost modeh Crouch ~" SetS or ;rMl 
which is inoerted into tho BCPM . Tho lhlrd option dllows !or u!\lng 
wi thin BCPM swi t ch investments from o ther sources , dS long as tht 
data is presented in a compa •ible tocma t (e. q.. sep.1 rcH ed bet w1·en 
host , remote, and standalone). The BCPM uses thP lnt tll'-ltlon In th•' 
LERG to identify which s witch is ., host , ~ r<!mot••, o r ,, stand,, 1 or.e . 
Given a choice of approach, the unlr investments arc .. pplied to the 
respective cost drivers (such as lines or busy hour CCS) , to yield 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 57 

total functional investments . f1nally, the per unit switt:h!ng 
investments !or universal service arc derived, and tf1e ~OLul 
investment por switch that is attributable to universal service is 
determined, w~ tch is later combined with Investments for l rdn·;pc 11 
and signaling. In this proceeding GTEfL Cil'ld Lhc BCf'M usl11g sCim<> 
ALSM inputs , while Bell South and Spr! nt us•·d the DCPM method ( • . e., 
the default BCPM switch curves) . 

According to ATGT witness Petzlnger, t.here are "seaous 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 (SCIS or 
SCM). The witness noted a few modehng •>rror5 in BCPM that snc 
testified should be corrected. first, she stat~d that the form1la 
that computed the required nLlmber of trunks incorrectly utJed 
engineered lines, rather than work1ng lines . Second, she observed 
that there was An apparent incorrect formula assoc1ated with ho·" 
engineering and installat1on costs foe switching ace dcvLioped 1n 
BCPI~. Third, witness PetZlnqer asserted that there wa s a 
discr;epancy between the CO:!t per line artd ttle <~m<;>unt o! usage 
assigned on a per line basis to universal service, and the total 
amount of universal service-related swltChlng investment ln another 
place in t.he model. Upon conSldOc<ltion, we believe that thes·~ 
revisions are reasonable and appropriate, and thus we s hall rcquiru 
that the BCPM sponsors make the necessary correcrior.s associ,ted 
with witness Petzinger's recommendations. 

Subject to the above cecommended corrections , on balance, we 
find that there are no apparent major structural d1 (ferences 
between the two models ' switching cost modules , though then• .:~re 
differences in input values and how they an· employed. Wah 
respect to the latter aspect, the BCPM uses the L~RG to 1dentity 
the type of switch (host, remote or standalone) currently located 
in each wire center, and then uses the appropriate type o! cost 
curve to build the same type o! switch . AT&T witness l'elzinqct· 
criticized the BCPM model for assuming th<lt •l forwdrd-looklnq 
technology would assume that then· would be thll same kl nds ot 
switches in the s11me locations, dnd thus r.o optimu:ation .1nd 
redesign of the network would occur. we d<Jree with wit~<'ss 
Petz1nger that the BCPM does not reoptimize the deployment ot 
switch1ng facilities, but neither does the HAl model. further , as 
noted above, the HAl model ~uns filed in this proceedtng did not 
differentiate by switch typo, but insteild 11sed HA!' s "blended" 
switch curve. 
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? . Signa l1ng and Transport 

The HAI model e xplicitly computes the ir.·1estment in stgnali:tq 
links Cor "A" links (which connect a S i gnal Transfer Point (STP) to 
end office oc tandem) , ~cH links (connections between the s·rPs in 
a mated pair) , and MOH links (connections between STPs of different 
carrier's networks) . It is as:~umed that these links ar" all 
carried on the interoffice transport rings. A minimum ol two 
signaling links are equi pped per switch. 

The HAI model also computes the costs associated with SS1 
traffic by call type . User i; puts may be made to :~pecify the 
number and length o f ISDN User PllrL (ISUl') mes:sages. The Model 
defaults assume six ISUP messages per interoffice call for set-up, 
dnd 25 octe ts per message. The user may also indicate the number 
and length of Transaction Capabillties Apphcation P<1rt (TCAP) 
messages needed for database queries, as well as t h e percent of 
calls that requi re generating TCAP messages . Addi uona 1 s I gnall ng 
links are added based on message traffic load. 

The STP capacity Is stated on the b~sls of total signaling 
links that can t erminate at each STP mated pair, with default 
values o! 120 at an 80\ fill, with a maximum STP investment per 
pair o f $5 mill ion . The Switching Control Point (SC 0 1 ~nvestment 
is stated as a function of investment dollars per transaction per 
second, and reflects the proportion of a ll calls neeJ1ng TCAP 
message generation. 

In contrast to the HAl model , the BCPM htiS " hlghly slmpllfied 
calculation . According to th~ model documen tation, the model has 
a user modifiable input table that retle~ts the cost o! 
const ructing a SS7 network . Th1s table has values p~r residence 
and business lines , f or small, medium and large comp<~nies. The 
default values were derived by runn.;lg a beta version ol the BCP!1 
Signaling Coat Proxy Model (SCPNl using intor:ncllton !rom US WEST. 

AT&T/MCI witnesses Wood/Pitkin cri ticu~e th<· BCPM t rolnopor l 
and signaling modules as being based on ._.mb•:tid<•d network 
configurations. They state in thelr testimony: "While the BCPI-1 
s ignaling module uses t he e x isting SS7 Slgnallng network a!l the 
basis for the SCPM network (based on embedded data) , review o! the 
BCPM signaling calculations i ndicates that no explicit modeling or 
signaling cost is per!onned at t~is rime , whl'"'' ccnfll c ls with one 
of the FCC's requirement s for cost proxy mo< <'1" and t'.S. JG4 . 025 
~ ~) (b) .H 
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While we 11gree that the SCPH currently docs not UX!Jitcltly 
model an SS7 signaling network and th.Jt the HAl rrodo 1 ti<>•!S a 
superior job here, we believe ~ few clarifications arc in order . 
first , witnesse.s Wood and Pilkl n .-.sscrt that the SCPM !lome how uses 
~embedded datil," where ~embcddcd data" is implied to have a 
negative connotation . While the BCPM documentation ls not clear, 
it appears t:hat the BCPM may have developed th<' SCPM mooul<', 
populated it with unit: cost data on SS7 ner;work components, Mld run 
the module based on the Membedd~jH characteristics reflecting US 
WEST' s SS7 network. Notwithstanding whether US WEST ' s ddt<~ is 
representative of florida operations, IC our description is 
cor rect, it would not be accurate to rcfet to the cost result as 
'"embedded. • Second, witnesses Wood <tnd PH k1n a11\!ge that o~>ca..ase 
t he BCPM does not explicitly model a sign .. l ing network, it ill in 
conflict wll:h the ret:• s cdterjn for proxy models. We believe tloat 
this allegation 1s without merit. The fCC's criterion nn. 2 from 
Paragr11ph 250 o f the May 7, !997, Universal Service Order <~Ctually 
states : ~Any network (unction or clement, such as loop, sw1tch!ng , 
transport , or sJ gnaling, nea essa ry to produce supported scrv I c••s 
must have an associated cost." Both models produce an "assoclattJd 
costH for signaling ; they differ in the details. Third , the BCl'M 
documentation indicates that siqnaling comprises less th.m on•·-hal f 
of one percent of the tot:al inveotment per llrte. 

According to the BCPM model documentation , the Transport Cost 
Proxy Model (TCPM) module uses information on cxistinQ lnceroftice 
traffic routing relationships b~>tw•~en host, tt~mot •', .Jnd tandem 
switches to develop forward loolcnq tr.ln5porl co,t.• usinq Smii'T 
technology. Using actual data on homing relationships, V&H 
coordinates, the number of working !ln~s . and line to trunk rat ios , 
optimization formulae are employed to yield the most .J(ftd•·nt 
SOIIET ring topology for a given <~rca. Tht' output ol tt !!l module b 
a cost per l1ne for a given SONET rlnq. 

Similarly, the HAt modl!l also dSSumes all lnroroff!c .. 
transport facilitiee are provisioned on SOtlf.T rlnqn. IIIII' 
.interoffice network consists of rill<)· ! <>~ two ··Ia~~··~: IN!Il·remot" 
and tandem/host/:~tandnlono. Thu model Lnclude1.1 on optimization 
cllqorlthm, whereby a given central office (CO) Is pl.:~c<>d on ·• 
purticular SON£T ring based on the difterence bet"""" scrvinq the 
CO as a node on the ring, os oppos~<d to dir<' :t ittv••:Jtment. 

We note that there is very little 1nformation 4V.,ilaule in 
this procecdinljj reqardlng the mode>ling 01 1nterotllce transport, 
other t:han that contained in the respoctive models ' document.Ht<>n. 
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B.lsed on our review, we dtd not d1scern .Jny qlartn9 113" u ...... u, .. r 
model' :s treatment of t ranupor t, doll thus cone I ud•• th·• t ••, tho•r 
appeors reaaont~le. 

E:. Conclusion 

Both models submitted in this proceedin9, the HAl 5.0a ·•nd the 
BCPM 3.1, suffer from various deficiencies. This :should como .t•• no 
:surprise, since, by definition, " model docs not repllcatl' n•.tl lty 
with complete accuracy. but r1thor •lltempts 10 q<>nero~lf •l 
rca:sonable estimate of s •l!lt' st H t..llc. In th1s pr~··• d1n9, 
llm1tations are imposed on both model proponents itt the outs••t . 
Flrst , •lthough their ass19n"'ent 1s to e:stuna•e th•• cos• ot 
providing basic local servlc<•. they mu~t d1sreqard the curr••nt 
pl<~cement of !aci h tie~ :rrodel 1'\USt reflect ( rwcH<J-Ioolo nq 
technology and design and plact•ment princlplo;,:s) . Second. whtl•r the 
networ k to be constructed by a m•>del must bt> ddeq·Mte to prov1de 
service to all cu:stomcrs, thcrt• 111 no comprchcns1vu .Jatclb·•'~e 

dVailablc that identifies thl' lo···•ttons of the custo11ers to wh.,m 
sl.'rvice must be provided. 

Nevertheless, we are requin•d to choose between tho lt/11 S.o .. 
and the BCPM 3.1, in order to <amply with Section lC.4.015(4) (h), 
tlorlda Statutes. We beli.,ve th.tt, on balance, ,, modr•l that 
incorporateu a clustering appro,, ·h In conJunctio:t wtth q••ocoue.1 
dLta can better reflect the a c t.,.d custor:er groupln<JS to whi ch ,, 
network engineer would design out slrh.• plant f.trllll i~::1. Tho_• UCI'M' s 
qriddinq 3ppro,ach c•n .\rt1 r lCl ... : ly iipllt. UlJ- nat.urdl .elusu,ra nf 
customers, and may in some .·.tse" ~~·~ult in an inefficient layouc ot 
1 •cal d1strlbut1on Cacilitles. H~rcover. thP &CPM's grid, while 
representing a standardizf'd unit of an.1lysis, Vdrt•·s 1n si:.•• 
according to lat1tude. While It yields "" estlrr.a''" ot tt.t> prob<Jhle 
distrlbution of customers, th" !ICI'M dot>!l not t.Jk<" .tdv<~ntu·J•• ot 
avail tble qeocoded data on actual cust .mer locatH•ns; It thus 
builds plant to likely cust omer lo'".Jllons, not actual lo·-•tton~. 

In contrast, the HAT !LOit lncorpotdtt:!l a • lu••t•:rsng tl!<:hniquc 
that USe8 o)S itS St.Srtlnq point JO'(I(; IUCd IJatd )0 a 'lUdl -.1 lOmCf 
loc;nlone , and attempts to design a lorward-look.lnr), r•lficlrmt, 
coat-effective network !or the provt:•lon of locoJl b., lc :u•rvlc•·· 
WP find, however, that the HAl 5.0a """' ccll.lllo do•h• 'ttl aucJ wt• 

oJnnot recommend rel iance on It· cost e:ttii'".H£'!1. WldltJ tht' HA: 
"' dt•l starts out with data on dctual custom<'r locatiOns, J t 
dl•reJdrds mucn meaningtul in!or1!14llon and chaos,.,. ~or to loull«J 
pl.snt t.o any of these known sltes. ln:ttead, tor rnoolellll'l 
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convenience, what began as irregular pol yqons ret lecunq n<~ttH.11 
customer groupings were transformed into requl<1r rect .. ngles. 
Unfortunately, this st.ep appears t.o have introduced 11 downward b!.1" 
in the model. Th~1 , in low-density, rural areas, those areas where 
concerrus about SUlltaining universal service should be focu:~cd, t.hc 
normalized rectangles understate t.he dispersion that was present n 
the original points that compnsed the irregular-shaped polygor•. 
We acknowledge the vigorous debate in thi:1 proceeding over tt.e 
relevance of MST ana 1 yses and the p roper <~ay they shou !d 1'-e 
conducted. Nevertheless , we t ind the ana 1 yses and testimony 
provided by witnesses Staihr and r:.~ffy-Deno on this issue most 
compelling as to the internal inconsistency with in the HAl model . 

We wish to emphasize that the BCPM also has its defects. A~ 
discussed in prior sections of this Order , the llCPM also has 
shortfalls in the route miles of plant bullt , rclat.lve to ,, MST 
analysis, albeit ml•ch less t.hen the HAl model. Witnesses Staiht 
and Duffy-Den o , however, provided diagnoses of prob~ble cduses of 
these gaps between the BCPH and the MSTs, dnd ot Cered v~r~ous 
remedies. 

Another aspect o! the BCPH that we ftnd troubl<•sor;e "' th.IL 1l 
installs many more digital loop car: 1<•r sy:oncuns th.Jn does filii. As 
discussed earlier, this result is due pr.Lmadly to BCPM 
constraining copper loop lengths to 12 Kft and, to a lesser extent , 
not installing the large~t D!Cs a'lailable . One anoma'y that occurs 
is that the model may bu ild a DLC to serve only a ie<~ customers ; 
since this is undoubtedly not the least-cost option, care should be 
exercised in '.lmploying the model's results. We observe, ho<~ever , 
that such oddities are v irtually inevitable when dealing with co, • 
models , since they must employ global conditions that dic:tat.•• 
specifically when a given type o! plant is to bt• installt•d. On 
balance, we find that. 12 Kf t is a CI'<Pionable st<Jnd.Htl tor a max1mum 
copper loop length based on evidence presented that this was ,, 
lower cost option and chat longer loops miqht 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. I. We 
shall require that the BCPM sponsors make the model r"v!sions 
discussed in prior sections of thi~ Order ao a mcanu co corr~ct MST 
shortfalls . The BCPM sponsors shall submlL a revised version ot 
the model (on CO-ROM and results in hard cc-pyl with associated 
minimum spanning trees analyses (with all supportin9 documenLationJ 
in conjunction wit:h the compliance filing discussed in Sccuon VI 
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later in this Order, to be filed no later than January 12, 1999. 
By way of clarification, these revisions shall be applied to th~ 
"ersion of BCPM 1.1 referred to by ·•itness Staihr as th·~ 
September 24 , 1998, vez:sion, which corz:ected the model so that th•' 
overall cost derived by the model is identical under both a wir~ 
center and density zone run. 

IV . GEQGRAPHIC BASIS FOR COST PROXY !10DE:L oESULTS 

A. Introduction and Ove!.'View 

This issue asks a simple question: at what geographic level 
should the cost proxy model detecmine and repLrt the cost results? 
Both models calculate costs below the wire center level. BCPM 
calculates costs at the "grid" level, which is approximately 1,!>00 
feet by 1 , 700 feet, while HAI calculates costs at the "cluster" 
level . The models then aggregate their costs [or reporting 
purposes by averaging the costs of lower-cost "grids" or ''clu~ters" 
with higher- cost "grids" or "clusters.• 

At this time, al.l of the parties agree that the wire center l!l 
the appropriate geographic level to determine costs, although 
differences exist regarding the time period over which thl9 level 
of aggregation will be appropriate. AT&T, FCCA, fCTA , 11Cl. Time 
Warner, and WorldCom have fully endorsed a wire center aqgregation 
for estimating costs. Similarly, BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint 
propose that a wire center level of aggregation would be acceptable 
initially, due to existing operational and adminisLrativc 
constraints . They recommend that this level of aggregation be used 
on an interim basis only, and advocate that the goal should be to 
move t owards a smaller geographic area , such as a censo.:" bloc~ 
group (CBGI . 

B. Discussion 

AT&T witness Guepe states thilt "the total forw,Hd-lookinq cosL 
of universal se!.'Vice should be determined on " wire center bas1s.H 
AT&T contends that costs should be aggregated t o a smaller 
geographic area, such as a CBG, only if retail rates are d~averaged 
and the application of the test for funding (i.e., benchmark) were 
both at t:he CBG level. Both 11CI and WocldCom adopt AT,T' s 
position. 
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BellSouth wi tness Martln com~s to a slmllJr conclusion , but 
tor a different reoJon. Witness Martin note~ that LECs curr~ntly 
gather data at the wire center level. There!ore , tho wlte ccntet 
level of aggregation approach would be less burdensome than 
estimating costs at a level Sl!llllleJ: than a wire c<mt~r, such <IS the 
CBG . Witness Martin clarifies BellSouth's position that the w1re 
center level of aggregation should only be an int tlrim policy, 
noting t wo reasons. first, costs can vary significantly within a 
wire center. By estimating costs at s . .aller geoqraphlc .ueas, such 
as CBGs , high cost areas can be ~re accurately tdrget•·d. Second, 
the use of smaller geograph1c areas to est1mdte costs , des1gna'e 
serv1ce areas, and prov1de support are conduc1ve to co~pet!tion . 

It allows ~titers to enter a market w1thout having to serve an 
extended service area, such as a wire center. 

fCTA witness Will1.am Barta also concludes that wtre center 
cost aggregation is the most suitable approach. Witness ;\art,\ 
concedes that using smaller geographic areas could l ncrc.1sc' the 
accuracy of customer location and n~twor k des! qn. It•• notes , 
however, that by continually moving to ·l smullcr <woqr,aphic .He<.~ to 
aggregate costs , economics 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 w1tness Scam~n stated 
that costs should be determined on a basis sJMllcr than a wire 
ceater. His specific concern was that averaoinq costs at a w1rc 
center level would d1sregard the varian~es that exist w1th1n a 
particular w1re center. Witness SPaiMn clar1!1cs that ~he 

appropriate de:narcatton !or the base rate area !s 
approximately 12,000 !eet from the w1re center.H The 12,000 !ee~ 
boundary that witness Seaman re:ers to, however, 1s not av.11lablc 
as a reporting option w1thln BCPM. BCfM c.tn rcpon CO!Its oH ~hf• 

lelfel o! a grid, census block group, w;r•' <"•mtet, ,,. d•·n~tty ~one. 

furthermore , this 12,000 !cet boundt~ry is not based on emp1r1cal 
dtlta. Both GTEfL witnesses Seaman and Tucek wen~ unnbl e to spcci f y 
a geographic level that BCPM docs rPport con:tiAtont wJth th•Hr 
proposed 12,000 feet boundary position. OJ the m••Lttudn tor which 
BCI'M con r·cport eoets, it appears thtll GTEFL pre!ers the grid 
lev••!. GTEF"L does state in its po.Jt-hcilring briel that it " does 
not oppose calculation of costs at a wire center level, but the 
Commission should resolve to move t owo1rd " ~.,.,,Iter unl t ut 
calculation.H 
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Sprint witness Sichter states that a CBG 1s the 3ppropr1ate 
long-term basis t<> estimate cost:~. His ruasoning 1s that co~t:J 

within the geoqraphic level :~elected should not vary signlflc.lntly . 
Costs estioated at the wire center level , howe~er, do not display 
t hese characteristics within Sprint' o service territory in r1or1du . 
Witness Sichter offers an exampl!! uuing BCPH with Sprint-spucif ic 
Inputs that show that the average cost Ln the Tallahassee wite 
center is $28.45. When this same model is processed at thu CBG 
level, the costs in the Tallahassee wire center range from S17 . 99 
to $1 44. 

Nevertheless, witness Sichter does not advocate that unlvrrsa! 
service costs be calculated ell thf' CBG level ell this ti.mo , l:••t 
instead recommends, f o r admlnist r at I ve reasons, th4t the wl re 
center level is a~ropriate. He suggt!:ltS that lo w11l ~·• ··~ 
approximately two to three years to ,Jllow both u:c. and the 
universal service administrdtor to implcm<.Jot a universdl '"'rv1ce 
plan at the CBG level. 

c. Conc lusion 

Upon consideration, we shall require aggregating costs ••t the 
wirf' center level at this timo. Both models calculate cast~ bPlow 
thb wire center level. This information is then used to aggrcqdte 
costs into larger areas such as CBG' and Wire Centers. rurthez~~r~. 
LECs currently gather data at th•• wire center levl'l; lwnce, 
calculating costs at a smaller lrwol would be burden90!TI<' clt1f' to 
operational and adl!linistratlve con:~tralnts. Y••t, ,,s d.n.t !s 
gathered at smaller geoqraphi C lt•vcl", we may nt:ed ~o rc-f'x.tnlne 
tho geographic level at which costs are calculated In crdt•r to 
tdrget high cost areas with more prt•Cision. 

V. COST PROXY HODEL INPUTS 

Having selected the BCPM 3.1 cost proxy model and df'tnrmlned 
that the cost should be reported at the wl re cenu•r lev,. I dl thl.s 
time, we must next decide t'll' spoct 1 ic tnpuls to thn n•otlrd. W•• 
will Cirst discuss several flnan c!.d input~: d<'IJI<!!CIJtlon ,,,t .. s; 
cost of money; and tax rates. Then, we will discuss tnt. rem.tinder 
uf the model inputs that. aro in conlcntion b..::!or~ u~: tauppot t 1n•J 
•q. ructuresJ structure sharing factors; !ill fdctors: m,lnhol .. s; 
fiber cable costs; copper c.tblr costs , drops, • •·t.ror~ nt .. r f oco• 
dt:vices, o~tside plant mix, c!lqltal loop carri«r cost , terminal 
cost:. , switching costs and associated variables, craft 1c data, 
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signaling system costs , t r ansport system costs and associated 
variables, expenses, and other inputs. 

A. Depreciation 

1. I ntroduction 

Depreci ati on is one o! the inputs into the cost proxy model 
selected by t he Commission . While there is d.uagreement among t he 
parties reqarding the specific lives and salvage values LO use In 
this proceeding, AT'T and BellSouth witnea~es believe it 1s 
appropriate to use projection lives since, by definition, these 
lives r epr esent newly placed plant and therefore comport with the 
fCC's requi r ement to use forward-looking costs. Remaining lives 
arc inappr opriate since they relate to the 1.1 fe remalning of tho 
embedded assets . Each party's position and our determinaLions are 
shown below in Table V-A(3). 

2. Discussion 

AT&T/MCI witness Majoros rec:oi!V!lendu lhaL the lives <~nd salvaqc 
values used in the cost proxy model should be those projec:uon 
lives and future net salvage values underlying the depreciation 
rates prescribed in 1995 by the Fed~ral Communications Commission 
(FCC) for BellSouth 11nd GTEfL . for Sprint , witness Majoros 
recommends lives and net salvage value~ from the low end o f Lhe FCC 
prescribed rang~s. He asserts th~t his recommendations ure 
appropriate for use in high cosL funding c~lcui~rtons s1nce they 
are consistent with the FCC's Hay 7, 1991, Universal Service Order 
which states: 

Economic lives and future net s~Jv~ge 
percentages used in calculating depreci.:~uon 
expenses must be within the fCC-authorized 
ranges . 

furthermore, based on his review oi recent trend9 in the 
depreciation reserve and retirement patterns, wicnes:l 11ajoros 
asser1:s that the fCC ' s prescribed pro j ection lives and fucur•• net 
~alvagc v~luos reproaent focword-l o okinq COBtu. 

Regarding trends in the reserve, AT,TJMri's wttness Majoros 
points to the tact thac the reserve level for all local Pxchangc 
carriers reporting to the FCC has grown from 18. 71. tn 1960 t o 48.bt 
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1r 1997 while the bl97 retitement Cdte was ~ .o.. a.-.llCouth' s 1 !'11 

t .rve is 51.2\ and GTErL's ls ~).•o. Witnes1 M•)c•r ·, "xf>l••lns 
that an 1ncreasinq reserve ls qencr~lly " stgn that dcpreci•tton 
rc'ltes anticipate increasing ret.lroment levels and the ••xpectod 1 i f•• 
ot the plant is decreasing. Without indlc .. tlons of ,, decrt•.,:.tro" 
lifo , witness Majoros asserts thaL ~n Lncreas1nq rcscrv•· mlql11 bn 
a sign that depreciation rates are t~o high. 

As further support for AT&T/MCI's posit1on, witnc~s Majoros 
points out that the FCC directed its staff over a decade "qo to put 
less emphasis on historic d4ta ln estimating depreciation l!v•s and 
more emphasis on COII!Pany plans, tcchnolog1cal developments, <1nd 
other future-oriented analyses. Addltlonally, he explains that ~~~ 
rcc reaffirmed its focward-lookinq posit1on 1n establi~htng ran~· s 
of projection ltves to simpl 1 !y the deprec1<H 1 >n prl"scr ~ ... ~ton 
process. The ranges were based · •n " rcvtew of re "nt r<•t I rement 
patterns, company planntng, .lnd the current tcchnologtCdl 
developments and trends. 

Bell South recommend" thcJt the approprt 1lt• <lr•pr ,,. .. t.tttou 
polremeters to use in this proceed 1 n<.l <.1 r e tho3e resu lu nq tr om it 11 

1999 BellSouth Florida Depree!" t Jon Study (Study) . lie l 1 South 
wi tno,.s Cunnin<;~ham asserts that Lho recommended 11 vo ·, • .r•• 1 orw.11 d­
looking economic lives in that they rupresent how lonq the "''"' ••d 
assets will have revenue-producing capab1l1t1er.. Accordlnq t•· 
witness Cunnin<;~ham, the Study provtdea <·><planation:s ot nethodc loJy, 
data, and analy.,ls that support Bell South's recorr.mend.Hions. As 
turther "upport tor the reasonableness ot BellSout.t•' s rf!com.'ll•·n<l< i 
lives and "alvaqe values, witness Cunn1nqharn asst•rts thitt ~h··"' 

value" are consistent with the depr.,r"ldtlon ltw•s .tnd :~o.tv,,,l'' 

values BellSouth u"es f,,r tntra:HH• ···por::!ng purnose:s olll" tor 
external report.!ng purposes. Ltlstly, w1tness Cunntnqh.Jm clalns 
th.Jt bell South's recOCII"'ended llves "'re <>"'pdrable to th•• It v••ll last 
prescribed by the FCC Cor AT'T in 1994. 

BellSouth witness Cunningham <Jnd GTt:fL' s witne"·· Sov••retgn 
olii!H'rl that th~> Uvos preacrJbed by the f'CC o~re not Jorw<.~rd-l ooY.ln') 
bcco1use thoy do not properly aa!lcss the Impact o t tucr.•u•lorp•··d 
evolution and lncreasinQ competition. Wltnr•ss Cunnlr.•Jhotm, how•'''"•· 
lltdt!'d that more competition Is 11 knly In lllf• hu:oln,,,~ mar kl•tpl.rct' 
th.tn In rur.Jl and high coat area". 

In contrast to AT,T/MCI's wltnoss M~)oros·~ 
~llSouth's witne"s Cunningham bc!ll,.vna th.lt Cl!'phasls 011 

retlr•·~ent patterns is an lndiclttion that one expPct• 

ttUtl imouy, 
hl!>torlcal 
t.hu future 
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not to vary significantly trom the past. He ,,~:wr~s thdt 
r etirements, particularly Cor th•• technology-sensltlv~ ~ccou••ts, 

lag well beh1nd the decline ~n ec• nomic 'laluc ol th._. ,\l.,st>ts. 
f'urther, wit:ness Cunningham IHCJUC8 , .tnd GTEF"I..' s w1 tncs:J Soverl'tgn 
agrees, that the fact: a reserve has grown over time is not an 
indic ation t:hat t:he reserve ts at tiro appropriate level. lie opines 
that tho issue is whether the r csorve has 1ncreaso·d r>nough to 
h~ndle retlrements caused by the shift that has occurred In th~ 

telecommunications industry. 

Witness Cunningham further contends that Rr.llSouth's 
depreciation lives are based on prov~d1ng tradtllor.o~l 

tclecommunicat:ions services, dnd would be appropnau· even 1 t the 
only serv~ce BellSouth ever provided 1n the Cutuce ~ere n4rro~band, 
• radttional telephony services. These llves do rot consider 

mpact:s o( future demands !or e"'erging dtgital anr:J mullll'·• 1ia 
serv.l.ces, nor do they include the impdct of a totally comp<•titlvl' 
11'-Arketplace. He testihes thar df·ploym.,nt ot t 1ber In the 
distribution will be driven by tlbPr's high c•pactty, low 
m<~lnten~tnce , and reliabili ~Y advantages. Replacl!ment o r tod.1y' s 
network will occur duo to normal mortality and lcch,lologtc.:JI 
obsolescence, that is, when the currnnt technology Js not tlw most 
e(ficient ncanu of providing n•rrowb~nd servicu in t~· tutJre. 

'•'he lives GT£f'L r ecom:sends !ot ~>or. In the cost proxy 1'\0 II! I to 
calculate the cost o! providing basic locul servic<• dfl' tho:w ttr .• • 
it has been booklng on a !inanc141 reponing basis since !.••L. 
M~ny o! these lives, wi tness Sover"lgn a9serts, are the ~~mn ds or 
SlmlloH to those approved by the Co.=lsSl~n In 1!19~. rurtt,,r, 
GTEfL ' s rec01m10nded lives are similar to those used by tho• II" lion.•! 
Bell Operaung Coaq:>anies (RBOCsJ l or ! tnM•ciol r~pott lllq puq1ose:1. 

Witness Sovereign indicates thot ,, number or •ourcl•S w.-r• • 
rcv~.,wed in the development o! GT£fL' !l recornmendoJt!Or.s. Gn:rL 
used, as a benchmark comparison, the l1vt:s resultH•'J !rum ..,, 
industry study performed by Technology Futur.•. , In(. tTt'!J. 11:1 w..tl 
as lives prescribed by the t'CC and lives usm.l by comJ>••tJtor" :wch 
a9 AT&T, MCI, and Cable TV comp<~nles. Additionally, wllno•ss 
Sovereign states that GTEFL con11 idors chc effect lhd t L he <'Vol v l nq 
competitive 1114Cket will have on thu lives o r GTEI"I ' "''''"· 
Witnt.t&.: Soveroiqn, however. wn~~t untthlt" tn cJI.!.Jrly .otuJl,'cJL• tao..., 

thl's£. sourcos wore used Jn thu dottorml natlo,, <H GTEF'!.' ~ rccommer; ch d 
llvo·~ ,1nd aulvaqe values. 
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Witness Sovereign proffers that competitive 1mpacts must be 
recognized in establishing the econom1c va l ue of GTErL's as~ets. 
He notes tha t some 2~3 companies hold statew1de certi!J.cates to 
operate as alternative local exchange carriers IALECsl. Also , 
emerging technological developments llke wirel ess local loops and 
tran$mlssion through electric lines as well as ~hrough competitors 
are making bypass or full facilities more of a realLty. He claims 
that competitors will use not only copper twisted wire pairs, but 
also local wireless, coaxial cable, and the eiectrical wires into 
the home . For these reasons, witness Sovere1gn concludes that 
depreciation inputs approved for use in this proceeding must 
reflect coope titive considerations. 

Regarding competitive impacts, witness Sovereign stated that 
h£· is unaware of anyone providing fixed wireless service in GTE:fL' s 
territory or whether Cixed wireless technology itl econom1cally 
competitive with GTEfL' s basic phone service. further, he is 
unaware whether Teleport Communications Group {TCGI provides local 
service ln GTE:fL's territory . Additionally, he agree5 th~~ AT&T 
has no local facilities in GTEFL' s territo•·y. 

While witness Sover eign agrees that the distribution 
facilities of cable TV operators are not Similar to distribution 
facilitu's o( telecommunications compani es, he bel1e'le!l th<lt the 
kinrt of facihty is J.rrelevant; how it is going to be used 1s what 
1s important. AT&T/MCI witness Majoros believes that compansons 
to AT&T and MCI are inappropriate oecause their plant 1s used to 
provide interexchange , not local exchange, servJ.ces. Even though 
the same mortality forces and technological impacts are likely, the 
fact that interexchange plant has tewer s witches and cables perm1ts 
faster replacement of these assets. 

Regarding the Tf! studies GTEfL has used as il benchmark, 
witness Sovereign states that they arc n~t florida-spectfic hut 
relate to all GTE operations. AddJ.t.ionally, the studles only 
address lives for the technology-sensltive accounts !dig1tal 
switching , copper and tiber cables, and ci~~un equipment) and 
GTEfL provided no analysis O< support !or the 11 V<'.:l It ts 
recommending for the remaining accouncs. A~cording to wltncs!'! 
Sovereign, recommended salvage values !or all accounts were based 
on judgement. Further~ we bol1-ovc chat. t.o t.he: extent Floc ida 
operations, environment , and other factors vary from the industry 
or ot.her GTE companies, so will resultant llve:t. 
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Sprin~ did not ofCer a specific depreciation witness. 
Howe~er, witness Dickerson's testimony addresses the determination 
of Florida-specific r •• odel inputs , of which depreci.lt ion is 
i ncluded. Sprint's recommendations for the technoloqy-sensitive 
accounts are based on the resul~s of an industry study performed by 
TFI. Neither Sprint Corporation nor Sprint-Florida , however, 
conducted a similar ~nalysis specifically for Florida properties. 
Witness Dickerson explained that Sprint hir~d a depreciation 
consultant, Mr. Weinert, in several proceedinqs in other states to 
review and present testimony reqarding t~e appropriateness of the 
TFI study results for ~hose states. While witness Dickerson could 
not provide any inCormation .:>s to what Mr. Weinert ' s reviow 
entailed, a copy of Mr. Weinert' s testimony filed in Nevad.:> and 
North Carolina was provided throuqh discovery. According to 
wi tness Dickerson, Sprint did not believe depreciation would be an 
area of extreme i nteres! in this proceeding since it considered its 
recommended depreciation lives and salvage values to be 
conservative . 

A review of Mr. Weinert's testimony submitted in tlorth 
Carolina clearly indicates that he is addressinq dcproCldtion 
?arameters reflecting Sprint's speci(ic serv1ce life and net 
salvage values and expectations reccmmended for its property 1n 
North Car olina . Mr. Weinert points out that these lives reflect 
the se~vice life expectations for a company prov!d1ng service in a 
less urban area having more feeder pl<~nt and srMlll'r S'-ltching 
centers than the RBOCs. Similarly, l'.r. Weinert:' s testimony in 
Nevada r elates specifically to the depreciation 1 i ves .;nd net 
salvage factors r ecommended by Sprint/Central Telephon~ Company­
Nevada. No evidence has been given in thls current proceeding that 
the lives and salvage values recommended by Sprint <itC applicable 
to Florida plant. 

As for Spnn~· s recommended salvage values for the technology­
sensitive accounts, '"'itneas 01cker:~on could not provide ilny 
information relatinq to the det~rmlnation of Sprint ' s 
recommendations except. to say that the values were provido:d by 
internal experts. 'l'he support for Sprint.' s recommended lives and 
salvage va 1 ues not addressed by the Tf' I :nudy W<JS prov lclod. 
According to this rosponse, Sprint's recommender! lives <He 
generally consistent with those used for external report:ing 
purposes for the qeneral support asset accounts. Expectations tor 
appropriate lives come !rom analogou!J tax Ji,.:s used acro:l!l the 
corporation and consensus decisions of management. 
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f o r Poles and Conduit , Sprint considered the lust appro''" J 
service lives in f'lorida, the lives utilized in other Sprint 
companies and ad)ustments needed to reflect forward looking l>Vt!S . 
Sprint ' s recommended 14 year life tor Poles is comparable with the 
life assiqned to aerial copper cable . for condu it , Spn.~r. 
recommends a 39.7 year li!e. 

3. Conclusion 

The purpose of this proceeding is not to direct BellSouth, 
GTEFL, or Sprint t o use specific depreciaticn rates !or pricing it~ 
retail business, but instead to establlsh the appropriate cost 
methodologies t o be incotporated in the proxy model to detennln~ 
the cost of basic lOC4l telecommunications service for establi~hin1 
a permanent high cost funding mechanism as required by th~ 
Legislature. This proceeding involves determ1ning th~ 
reasonableness of the assumptions regardiny depreciation ~xr~ns~s 
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 199!> proceedinqs for BellSout'l 
and GTEFL included consideration of the increasingly competitiv~ 
market . While the FCC's Univarsal Service Order requires that 
depreciation parameters be wi thin the FCC prescriued ranqes, we do 
not believe the Order is preemptive for ~he determinati on of 
intrastate high cost funding cost levels. 

GTEFL a nd Sprint both agree that the lives used tor ~inanciat 
accounting purposes should be used in the cost proxy models ~n thi' 
proceeding. AT&T/HC! argue that lives used for financia. 
accounting are governed by Generally Accepted Accountin'l Prin• lpl<'s 
(GMP) , and the conservatism principl e would 'lold, l or example, 
when alternative expense amounts are acceptable , the a 1 ternat i .,,. 
having the least favorable e!fect on net income should be use•!. 
While conservatism is effective in pr otecting thr• Interest ~: 
investors, AT,T/ MCI ' s witness Majoros asserts it may not ,II way:; 
serve the interest of the ratepayers . He notes that GT$FL ar~ued 
this point to the FCC in 1993 . 

All four witnesses were oskcd lf th~ dnpt<'r ldt ton p~r•mPt~r~ 
UIJCd in thito proc:eodln9 to de1;erm1n,. hi9l. co:1t !undin9 co:sL l<:vcl:. 
should be the same f or GTEFL, Sprint , and BellSouth . A'T&T/IiCI 
witness Ho!ljoros stated tha t individual company plans may cause 
differences in lives, and the nature of the existing P.qulpment may 
cause di fferences in parameters bPtweun compiltll ••s . N!!vort.hr•le:~s , 
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witness Majoros did admit that he had not seen any differences tn 
compuny plans in this proceeding. BellSouth' s w~tness Cunningham 
argues that depreciatic~ parameters should not necessarily be the 
same for all companies because of differences in planning and 
equipment . He does agree that i( the technologies are tho same, 
then the same life-affecting impacting forces would exist. GTEFL' s 
witness Sover eign stated that he is only .dressing appropriate 
depreciation parameters for GTEFL, but he could see no reason for 
any differences between the companies. Sprint·~ witness Dickerson 
stated that there is a possibility that certain markets might ddv" 
differert rates of technical obsolesc<"'lCe 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 obsolescenct:. That may therefore 
support s~e variance in the depreciation lives . Since the cost 
proxy model assumes existing wire centers but essentlally rebuilds 
the network using the most efficient telecommunications technology 
currently available and the lowest cost network configuration, we 
believe ~hat it is reasonable to assume ~he same projection l1vus 
and net salvage values f or each company. For purposes o! rhi!l 
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 facLors . As Bell South's w~tness 
Duf!y- Deno explained, ELG is a method of calculating a depreciation 
rate based on the life e xpectations o! each of the equally-lived 
sub-groups constituting a vintage group . In other words, each 
vintage is divided into sub-groups , each of which ts expected to 
live an equal life. Each item in any given equal life group is 
~xpected to have the same li!c as each other item in that qroup. 
Tne required depreciation tor the vintag.-: is the sul1\lna~~on of th<• 
r~>quirements 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, tho cost 
model should be revised so that there is no ELG mechanism . 

The proJection life is a forecast 01 the future oL the 
property. Trends in life or retirement can sometimes be expected 
to continue. Technical and econom~c obsolescence are ongo1n9 and 
an hi:1torical liCe analysis will re()cct these factors to the 
extent th<lt they were! present ln the JM:It. Our dnclslon in thll> 
proceedin9 lS based on a review of BPllSot ~h' s Study, the fCC's 
most recent prescribed lives for BellSouth and GTEF"L, the FCC 
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prescribed ranges, and the results of the Tfl studtes :lubmttt"d by 
GTEFL and Sprint. 

As discussed earlier, AT,T/MCJ ' s depreciation paranetet 
recommendatlons reflect. what was prescribed by th~ FCC ! or 
BellSouth and GTEFL in 1995. for Spr 1n t., li ves illld net :;alvage 
values from the l ow end of the fCC p r escr ibed rangc:s ace 
recommended. BellSouth' s reco~~ndat1ons are the result of its 1998 
Depre ciation Study. GTEFL' s re ommend<Jtions reflect what 1t has 
been booking on a fin;.ncial reporting basis since 1996 . Spriut' s 
recommendations foe the technology-sensitive accounts are based on 
the results of a Tfl industry study. for the general support asset 
accounts , Sprint generally utilized depreciation lives consistent 
wi th those used for external report tng purposes . For Poles .md 
Conduit , Sprint considered the last approved service lives in 
florida , the lives utilized in other Sprint comp.•n1es and 
adJustments needed to reflect for ward looking llvrs. 

The technolaqy-:sensitlve dccount.s (digital s witching, digital 
ci r cui r, and meta l lic cables) represent the maJority of eilc:h 
company' s investment and are the most controversial. Be11South' s 
and Sprint ' s recommended projection lives are t.he result of using 
the technology subst n ution model, the purpose ot which is to 
determine how tast a now technology Is displac1nq an older 
technology. The substitut1on model forecasts the r ate at whtch 
fiber technology is :substituting for copper technology. A ba~lc 
assumption o f the lt~Qdel is that Flbcr-ln-The-Loop will b~tnq 
broadband serv ices to tho home, dlsplactng copper pldnt. 

While witness Sovereign sLated that ht> reviewed the Tfl 
analysis and the data u:sed in that analysis, he could r •I rll·cuss 
the inputs nece:ssary to perform the stlbstllutl\Jri .. n .. 1y:~ts. li,. 
views the detail:s of the modul dA not bclnq as important as the 
fact that the results !rom the model arc comparable> to other 
telecommunications companies. 

Regarding the tochnology "ubst tlut ion moue!, we agree with 
A'i',T/HCI witness Mejoroe that an inherent flaw with the model is 
that it assumes the new technology wt 11 completely rcpldce, not 
supplement , the old technolaqy. For exdmf>le, Asynchronous Tr.1nsfer 
Mode (ATM) switching will be deployed il!' ,, supplt!ment to dl<tlt"l 
switches, not as a replacement. further, tho usc ol digilal 
subscriber line technologius, may permit the copper cable plant to 
tulfill its life expectancy rather than shorten lt. 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fO~-TP 

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 73 

AdditioMlly, AT,T/MCl wttne· ~ Md)C ros po•nts out th.ot n.l! 
sub!ltltution model is based on :JI'vordl input assumpt tons th.n arc 
under tho control of the peruon performing the analysis. OiL fo•r••nt 
assumptions could the~efo~e yield different results wtth the Sdmc 
model. We believe that this makes the outputs of thf' mod<'l very 
subjective . 

In this proceeding, Bell ~ •th wttnes!l Cunn1ngham presl'nlcd " 
publication by James R. Brlqhl relating to the accurdcy ot 
predictions resulting from u •. so •lt..uUon model. Mr. Bright 
states that t~v· acr••racy of pred rt ~ased on the t trst !> to 10 
percent of dl•pl ·<-ment data may 1" ery poor, whll<' ! o recast 
based on 20\ to ~!>. displacement dua seem to be quit" .tccur,\"e 
While witness Cunningham agreed with Hr. Bright's !>tollemenl. ht• 
pointed out that he also b"lie· . .,d dCCur<~te predict! •n5 with '""'" 
than 20\ to 2!>\ displacem,.nt dat 11 could be made. BellSoutt. 
represents that it begon deploying tiber feeder cable In 1990 wtth 
annu~ls that had displacement rates ranging !rom 2.08• to 4.2!>\ 
with the hLghest takin? place In 1998. Displacement r,llt's w"rt· not 
available from GTE~L or Sprint slnce they simply r<•l lcd or1 tho 
tilsults of the substitution 11nolyses T~I performed. Gn:rL 'lrl not 
provide any information regardlnq thl' substitution model when 
requested. While Sprint did 4nswer fundamental questions reqordtnq 
the model, it wos unable to prov idl• .tnnuoll displ <lcemt•rll r., t <':I. 

rurthur, AT,T/MCI witness Ma)or provides compell1n9 e'Jtdence 
that illustrates that Bell South's rell rcment forecasts, ''" ,, r 1•sul t 
of the .substitution 1110dol, hdVC tl'n<J"d to be much m'>rt• .tqq rt•:J:Ii v(' 
than actual results. He provld••ll a c ·:nparison or IH!llSouth' s 
forecasted metallic C4ble rot.tcmen· s 'or the 1~92-1~97 period •o 
dCtual retirements bookf!d for the same period. The rt•sults 
1nd1C4te that BellSouth' s forecast. overestimated retirements by 
about 400' or $934 m.llion. 

Another illustration of the ovcno•st itMtlon ol the subst1lullon 
model ' " forecasts can be shown for GTEfL. !Tal te V-A ( l J GTEf'L 
provided a comparison of its forecasts of coppur ''"blf'l ret i rt•m••nl:~ 
to actual retirements for the 199J-IQ97 portoo. 
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Table V-A(l) : 19!12 and 1!1!1. GTEI'L R.etir-nt 
rorec:&at tor Net:&llic Cable Accounu 

($000) 

1992-l 1H4 Actual l'l9)-l••. 
<orccd!lt, Reticcmenta 

Aerial $27,773 $17,978 

Underground 32 , 213 11 , ~60 

Buried 65,510 59, 278 

This shows that GTEFL'e retirement torecasls ~avo also tunded to be 
much more aggressive than actual results. 

The lives that we adopt !or BellSouth, GT£1'1., and Spnnt. tn 
this proceeding ate based on a foroc.~st of hoJ l.u1t t tber 
technol09y wil l displ4ce copper !ac-llltte:L It histrry ··~rw•s as 
a guide, it would seem probable that BellSouth's forecast~ ! r thls 
displacement would be rather overstated !rom what will actually 
ta ke place. While 3imilar information was not provided by GTE<L or 
Sprint, we believe the same concerns would apply. 

A review of the data submitted by BellSouth 1n 1ts 
depreciation st.udy shows that its rettrements of copper plant have 
not been much different for the 1993-1997 period than they were tor 
the 1973-1977 period before the advent of tiber t~chnol~JY· II one 
were to rely totally on history (T<Iblc V-A1211. 1l would then 
follow that the life expectancy !or t 'PP<'r cable today ahould be no 
dH Cerent than 1 t was in the lJ73-l977 peuod. However, 
BcllSouth' s lives are much shorter than an the 1971-1977 period to 
coco~ •izo that fiber technology or oven wirelca3 technology wlll 
impact the lite of copper faciliti<' s. Tht' point ot cont•·n:ton 1s 

how much impact there will be . 

. 
Heta~c CU>l•• un-un un-un 

Ar!rl•l I .. : ... ' 
6urled 1 )I 1.0 • 

Uncterqround I. Oo I • • .. t 

Whllo similar in t ormation waa not submlltod by GTEF'L or Sprint , we 
b•llove that their percentages would be similar. 
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Regarding company planning for tnstalllng !tber in tr.e 
distribution portion of the network, ScllSouth i• beginntng 
deployment in al~ now residenLial dcvcl"!)lllents req•Jtrinq buned 
cable - Plans Cor e x is ing copper facilities, however , arc to use 
them to satisfy current and !orf'c.tsted de:Mnds. The networl. 
strat egic plans submitted by SellSouth, GTEfL, and Sprtnt 1nd1~atc 
that !iber deployment will be driven by economics, impler.:entatto:l 
o! market driven broadband services, and strategic positioning f o r 
the company. 

Upon consideration, we hereby adopt the li!c projoctlons 
recommended by ANT/HCl witness Majoros for Bel!South !or the 
metallic cable accounts in this proceeding. We do not believe the 
lives recommended by BellSouth, GTErL, and Sprint for the 
technology-sons! t! vo accounts are tf'<lSOn<~ble. rurthcr . we arc not 
satisfied with the ~echnology substlt.utton model either used or 
rcl1ed on by each of these companies. Addltionally, ~o~c f lr.1 no 
reason not t o assume s1milar expectanctt:'s for GTEfl •. tncl !;print. 

ror digital s witching , we bt'ltcve a I 3-ycut lt !e IS 

appropril3tc . The lifo !or digital swltchlng rccoqni~c" tncn.• .. sed 
interim reti r emGnts end a shor t er ovcr.lll 11 Cc span as .. vld••nced by 
BellSouth' s submitted information. F'or a digltcal clrcult , we 
believe an eight-year 11 fe is appropnate . The rccor-.:r.cr.ded 1 if c 
!or digital circuit recogni~es a shorter lHe for optl c.t l cqutp:r.ent 
as asynchronous equipment is pt.ased out and rf'pluc"d with 
Synchronous OptiCdl Network !SONETI equtp-tent. While otho•r dl q 1 ta 1 
circuit cquip!!lent can be e xpected to conunue provtdln'J vldble 
functions in a SONET environment, slower growth can be expected . 

The general support assets include motor vehicles, bulldin1s, 
and office furniture and suppu· t •·quipmcnt. These iiSSCls arc not 
impacted by technology with the ny option ot tho computet .tccount . 
Upon consideration , we believe a compromise o( tho parttcs' 
posi~ions is appropriate. Sprint's !Sprtnt and Centel) recommended 
lives are analogous to tax lives U!lo!d acro"s the corpvr<ltton , .• nt1 
consensus decisions o! management. CTErL provld<'d uo !lnpport !or 
its recommended lives other than t h<!y .H <• th<> "a""' .,s usetl tor 
tinancial reporting purposes. 

<or Motor Vehicles, Garage Wor" Equipmenr, furniture, ·'"" 
Company Communication Equipment , we 11dopt lives tlwt .ore gt•nt.r.li ly 
consistent with thooe recommended by 1\T~T/MC! Cor BcllSoull• und by 
Be11South. Sprint did not recommend a liCe for Company 
Communica Lion Equipment. The recom~T~••nded l 1 vos are 7. !> year~ , L. 
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years , 11 years, and 7 year s, r espect1vcly . We believe that lhese 
lives are reasonabl e and appropriate to use 1n this proceeding. 

1\T&T/MCI did not recommend l1ves for Aircra ft or Spec1al 
Purpose Vehicles. The only company having aircraft investmer.t is 
GTEFL . Upon consideration, we believe GTE:fL' s recommended 5-year 
life is r easonable and appropriate tor use in th1s proceeding. 

speci al pur pose vehicle equipmenl is used in special 
situations where the locale dictates a need for alternal1VC 
transportation to provide tor customer service needs . As such, we 
find that Bel lSouth's r ecommended 7-year life is reasonable and 
appropriate for the purpose of this proceeding . 

AT&T/MCl also did not recommend lives for BuUdings for 
Sprint . Upon revieJ of t he information submitted in this 
proceeding, we find that AT&T/MCI ' s recommended 40-year life for 
GTEFL reasonab le and appropriate to use in this proceedtng . 

The last thr ee accounts to oddress 1n the General SupJ.>::>rt 
Asset function are General Purpose Computers and ott1ce Support 
Equipment . For Other Work Equipment , we find a lite of 12 years lS 
consistent: with the AT&T/MCI recommendations tor GTEfL and Sprint 
and is appropriat:e. We also find a five-year l1fe !or computers 1s 
appropriate and is consistent: with the l1fe recommended by 
SellSouth and GTEFL . we find a 10-year llfe for office equipment 
is consistent with the lite recommended by AT&T/MCI for GTEfL and 
Sprint and rea~onable to use in this proceeding. 

from General Support Assets, we next turn to Central Office 
Assets . AT,T/MCI did not provide life recommendations for rad1o, 
DOS circuit , or analoq circuit investments. Sprint did not prov1do 
recommendations for operator systems or rad1o 1nvestmcnts. Upon 
consideration, we adopt lives for operator systems, rad10, and DDS 
circuit invesoments that are consistent w1th tho recommendations ot 
BeliSouth and reasonable for thi~ proceed1ng. 

Analog circuit equipment will be phased out as analog swltches 
are replaced with diqital switches. Add1tionally, the convers1on 
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 inteqrated digttal loop 
carrier (lr.JLC), digital erose-connect systel"a, and f1b"r cdbllnq. 
for these reasons, we find that the reco~mendations mode by 
Be11South and GTEfL arc reasonable and appropriale for this 
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proceeding. The recommended eight-year life represents BellSouth's 
life (rounded) • 

With regard to infc~tion/origination assets, AT&T dtd not 
provide recommendations for station equipment(stallOn apparatus and 
Large PBX) investments. GT£FL did not provide a recommendat1on for 
Large PBX inves~ents . Sprint did not provide recommendat1ons for 
any of the information/origination accounts. Upon considerat1on, 
we Cnd BellSouth' s recom.,ended 6-yea r life !or each of those 
accc nts is reasonable and appropriate :or 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 ret1rement such as 
deterioration, road construction, and joint use contracts. We 
believe, however, that !iber tecl.nology 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 3U years is 
reasonable and appropriate. 

For the fiber cable accounts, we find that the use of 
BellSouth and GTEFL's projection lives of 20 years i~ appropr1atc 
for this proceeding. We agree with BellSouth that with a new 
technology 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 pro·1idc: reliable results from any 
statistical analysis. While there is no reason to think 1 uture 
generations of fiber cable will not l1vc similarly to coppe~ cable, 
we do not believe that the earlier qeneration5 of this technology 
will experience that type of life characteristic. 

Intrabuilding cable consists ot cables and wires on the 
company' s side of the demarcation point, or standard retwork 
interface, which arc placed inside customers ' buildings or between 
buildings on the same customer' s prcm1scs. BcllSouth's recommended 
20-year life is based on an analysis of hlstorical data and li!c 
expectations for this equipment. While we bel1eve that retirements 
1.n t.hi~ occount have been inoufl.i.cicnc. to pcr!orrr mcanin9!ul 
onnlysas, we do find that BallSouth's recommendDd li!e is 
reasonable Cor the purpose of U . is proceed I n<J, 
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Submarine cable is flanked on ~ither side ot th<> ~pl ;c._• ot 
runs of aerial, buried, or underground cable . According to 
Bell South' s Study, retirement of this cable w1ll occur cOIIC'Ur ro nt 
with the retirement o! the flD okinq metallic cablr•. J\coordlrl<)ly, 
we believe a similar life to that recommended for aer1al and buried 
metallic cable is appropriate. 

The last account to be dddres~cd is Underground Conduit. We 
!ind little reason Cot a life less than ~0 years Cot this account 
1.n this proceeding. This 11 f'l is consistent with that re_;oll' • .,end<·d 
by liT&T/HCI for GTEFL and Sprint. 

In this section, we will <~ddress th<• var1ous salvaq•: Vdlue:s 
that !ot"m inputs r.o the cost proxy lllodel. hs discussed e.trll':r, 
liT&T/HCI's depreciJtion parameter reco~endat1ons reflect what was 
prescribed by the fCC for BellSouth 11nd CTf.f'l. in 199~. For Sprint, 
liT&T/MCI rec:orrmends net salvaqo• value:s from the low end ot the FCC 
prescribed range. S.llSouth' s rocoiT'n~end.nions are the result ol 
Its 1998 Depreciation Study. GTEfL' s recommendation" .1re hus<'d or· 
)1.1d9ement. Sprint's recommendations are btl!lf.ld on 1111 t>rr~oll eump.ony 
experts. Upon consideration, WI' twreby odopt v.duo·s t)(l!lo•d on '' 
review or the historical d•na :submitted and 1 utun! sal Vol<J'' 
expectations. Our adopted salvagl' values arc roundt!d to thu 
nearest 5\, which we believe 1:1 rea~onablo. 

llext, wo will addres~ the _dlvage values ot tochnolo!Jy 
specific ~ccounts. We hereby adopt valueL for digital swtt chin~ 

and digital circuit investment• that reflect a gencr~l con~cnsu~ ot 
the positiona of liT,T/HCI, BollSouth, .md CTEF'L. Wit h th•• lncro•.l:.H• 
of digital technology, we beliov" tLc r,.uoe pot••nt-ial tor this 
equipt".,nt will be minimal. Any r• va! coscs should o• I !let tht? 
.ottendilnt salvage . We theretore !1n<J that il 0\ future n•Jt :J.Jlvaq<! 
value is reasonable and approprlatt•. 

Historically, net salvag• ! r met-allic .tt•r1al c.tt•l•• tor 
BellSouth has averaged about neg at! v• H, whale GTEF'L has •lVPtaiJNI 
ncgatlvo 27\. Retirements havo b('on minimal lndic.nlnq lhilt 
reliance on the results of statlstlco.~l analysf!s is not m<!1nlnqln!. 
Upon consideration, we adopt a alllV.l<IP v.1lu• for ruotulll .u•r !.ol 
cable that reflects tho labor-lnten~tv•• naturt: ot r<<mov .. t ot Uti:. 

plant con:sl:Jtent wi th liT,T/MCl's ti'COmm<>nc'ations fot C.Tt:f'L dnd 
Sprint ot negative 35\. 

Wh«'n underground cables are r••Ure<J, they <~tt• r·IIYIIIC.Jlly 
rumovPd from tho conduit. lllatorlC'o>lly lor Boll$oullo, r••mov~l 
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costs hllve typically been offset by .cttend"nt salV<JI)O. On •.h•: 
other hllnd , GTEFL has re.:~llzcd very little salv.lqt.: trom ll,; 
retirements during the past eight Y"ilr'J. We believe u:lmc· rcl<lltzetl 
salvaqe should be ~'xpected from und••r'1round cable rotlrc•m<•nts; th<• 
amount, however, will depend on the copper market oll th•• tlmco ot 
retirement. for this reason, we find~ a negative 10\ net s~lvdg~. 
as GTEFL has recOlllllended, to be reason.lble and a;>propr•·ll" tor this 
proceeding. 

Buried cables are abandoned In place with some cost ot removal 
associated wi th cutting and capping at the pedestal. Rils,.d on the 
data submitted by BellSouth and GTEfL, we find that a •w')lltlvc 10~ 

net sal vaqe value is reasonable and 1 s appropnatto 1 or ttl 1 s 
proceeding. 

We must also determine the salvage V4lues for gen~ral ~sscts. 
Upon review of the intorll\4t1on submitted 1n this pro ,., t11n.,, '"'" 
f1nd that the salva~Je values recorr""'' nd•·d by BellSouth, GTF'FL, and 
Sprint arc reasonable and acceptdblc• toe Aircraft. , Spo·U d Purpose 
Vehlr.Jos , Garage Wo rk Equipment, OLitP.r Work Equipment, llutlo!n<]s , 
~nd General Purpose Computers . 

for Motor Vehicles, net salv.HJ•" fo< BellSouth "'"' o~v••r.cqcd 

dbout 13\ tor the 1990-1997 per1od wnh the most recent tttre•• yP.ars 
avera9in9 about 22\. Net salv4qe lor GTEFL has avera1t'd ahout 16\ 
for the 1990-1997 period with the mos~ recent three y<•at!l .o'~<•r.lQ1n'1 

abol't 11\. Upon consideration, w!' b,li.,ve that !"t""' !MlvaQc 
projoctions !or mot.or v•hielos wtll Lr• ~imilar to \lt .. ,t tJ,Hi t-.t•Pn 

realized 1n the past. Accordingly, wr• lind that a llt!t s11lvaqc 
value or lS\ i~ appropriate. 

BellSouth's recOimlended 10\ n,.t Sfll'-'•'1" !or F\:rnltu•~ Is t .os•:d 
On •l de• re•slnQ trend exhlb1led in thoo hiSlOCICil! <lltll •>nil !UlUCC 

P.xpecttJtions . GTEFL, on the other ht<nd, has not cxp•·n~nccd " 
decreasing trend in net salvage and ccn .. inly 1end:o llttl•· ctt•d.,nc•· 
to 1 t!l recorr.mended zero net sa 1 vaqe. Upcu• rtw '""' , ..,,. ho•Jo•hy .. lupt 
BellSouth' a r ecommendl!d 10\ nt!l UIIIV"'J" oJS r•·ol~on.ol>lc• <snd 
appropoiato for this procccdlnq. 

Net salva9e for Office Support Equipment for bo~h Holl:;ooJtll 
and GTEf"L has histor ica lly averagcrl l1111n than ~\. Tloo'll'l<>o•• , "'C 

flnd that use of a 0\ net aalvaq~ is "l'firopriolte. 

l~et sa!va9e foe Company Corr.mun1cation Equlpn:<•rot ra •• ~ b•:en 
erratic (or bOth BellSouth and GTEfL. t.ach company, ~o .. ,V<H, h.ls 

l 
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historically 
considcratlon, 
Bell South . 

realized net salvage o f lOt. or more . Upon 
we adopt the 10\ net salvage value reconvncndation of 

Next, we must determine the salvage values for central of t lce 
assets . AT&T/MCI did not provide net salvage recommendations for 
radio, DDS circuit , or analog circuit investments. Sprint did not 
provide recommendations for operator systems , radio, DDS ci rcuit , 
or analog circuit investments. GTEfL did not provide a recommendbrl 
net salvage for DDS circuit investments. 

All parties recOJMiending a net salvage value for oper ator 
systems investments agree with a zero net salvage. We find this 
recommendation within reason and hereby adopt a zero net salvage 
v~lue for these investments . 

Bell South's rec=ended negative S\ ntll salvo1ge !or radio 
systems investments is consistent with iLs experience as well as 
GTEfL' s experience. We find that this recommendation is reasonable 
and adopt it for this proceeding. 

We believe litt le salvage will be realized !rom the retirement 
ot DDS circuit investment. While BellSouLh' s five year band of 
salvage data has averaged 2.S\, we believe that thl.s percenttJge 
~ill continue t o decrease. Therefore, we hereby adopt a zero net 
salvage value f or this account. Likewise, we find that negative 
net salvage o! S\ for analog circuit l.S in J.ne with ~ecenL trends 
submitted by BellSouth and appropriate for this proc!!edino . 

The next group o! accounts is information and origination 
assets . AT&T/MC! provided rocommendatJnns ottly !or Other Terminal 
Equ1pment . GTE fl. did not provide a sa I vaqe r ecoftJ11untJ.Il I on for 
Large PBX investments. Sprint did not prc.vide salvage 
recomn.endations tor any account in thlS function. Upon 
consideration, we adopt the zero net salvaqe recommendations o! 
BellSouth and GTEfL for the Station Apparatus 3nd Large PBX 
accounts as reasonable and acceptable !or use in thls proceed1nq. 

BellSouth recognizes that salvage historically rcal1zed for 
Other Terminal Equipment is considered abnormal . GTEFL' s net 
sa 1 vage experience, on the other hand, approache:> zero. Upon 
conslderation, we adopt a :zero net salvage for thl9 account. 

We must also address the ~alv~ge values for cable and w1re 
assets. first , tho removal of pol<H• Is very la:Jor Intensive as ts 
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evidenced by the s a lva9e data subrutted by BellSouth and GTf.FI . . 
Hustorically, net salva9e has averaged about neqauve 67\ !or 
Bel lSouth and a bout negative 66~ for GTEFL . Sprint prov1ded nn 
in f o rmation ! or this account. Upon constderation , we adopt 
AT&T/MCI ' s not salvage oC ne9ative 75\ for this account because lt 
is more consistent with tho !uturc expectations Cor thi3 account 
than BellSouth's or GTEFL's reconvnendalions of neq<Jtive 60\ and 
negative 10\ , respectively. 

Historically, both BellSouth and GTEFL have 1ncurred negattve 
net salvage ot less than 5\ In the ret1ret:\i!nt ot submdnnP r:.etall!c 
cables . This plant is abandoned tn place. Spnnt provided no 
information tor this account. As such, we !tnd that a negattve 5' 
r.et salvage is reasonable and appr prtate !or thls account. 

Hl.storical net sa 1 vAge !or the I nt rabu ild1 nq ll<'t wor io; c.)t.J•• 
account !or BellSouth has ranged from <lUoUt neqattvc J~ to neq.lttvc 
a•. for GTEFL, historical net salvag~ has ranged tron about 
ncqdtive 2\ to 0\. Sprint provided no information for tt11s 
account. We agree wlth BellSouth's a9sumptlon th~t the C09t ot 
removing this type of cable wlll continue to be q• uatl!r llt.tn ilny 
realized salvage. We therefore .Jdopt Boll South ' s and GTEfL' s 
reconvnended negative 10\ net salvage as reasonabl!! tor this 
proceeding. 

r_,r the fiber cable accounts, bolla Bel !Soutra .. nd GTLft. tt. .. v•• 
rec~~ndcd the same net salva9e cYpectattons as tor the1r ~~tilllic 
C<Jbles. Sprt.nt did not provide 1ntorr.at1on tor th1s account. 
Accordlng to BcllSouth, vh1le the f iber caole account5 havu 
experienced ll.mited retire,ents, future salvo\qe 5hou!d tao 
c~parable to tho salvage values expected tor me~1llic c~bles. We 
therefore adopt values that mirror the vulues adopten for metdlllc 
cables. 

BellSouth, GTEFL, and Spr int rcconvncnd u negative lOt n••t 
salvage !or underground conduit faciliues. AT£T/MCI also 
reconvnends negative 10\ net salvage for GTEFI. and Sprint with ,, 
reconvnendation ot negative 7t !or BellSouth. Upon con:nder-.~lon, 
we therefore adopt a neqativo 10\ adlvaqe v<~lun, whs ch "' 
consistent with the parties' position, dlld rncoqnl:l.'~ thut r•·mov,l) 
costs will be incurred with the rebulldinq dnd tT.ovlnq ot handholes 
~tnd manhole!!. 
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Tabl e V-A(3): C~aaion-Ordered Lives 
and llellSouth , G'l'&rL, aru! Sorint Rec-nded 

Cclah•ton- Sol lSou th CT£f'L 
Ord•red 

A.cc;ount ('rc-a. t f Yro.) (Yu.J 

,.,.otor Yehiclu 1. ~ 9.0 ij,O 

Alrcnrt ~.0 ),Q 

S~i•l Pur~• Vehlcle 1 . 0 1,0 10.0 

G<ora!lt IICU"k !q\11-nt !1.0 12. 0 10 .0 

Other Work l:qul.,.,.nt 12 . 0 1.0 10.0 

8ulldln<J• co.o co.o JO.O 

Furniture 11.0 1. 0 10 . 0 

OCClc• Support tqul-nt 10 . 0 11.0 :o.o 
~ny e ..... r.q-.1-t 7.0 7.0 10.0 

~ 1 Pu f"PO•• eo.pu,c;. u :. .. o ~ .0 ~.0 

Dlg1Le1 Swltch1n9 IJ, Q 10 . 0 10. 0 

ep.r~tor ~y•t.-a 10.0 10.0 10.~ 

IWCU O Sy~t~ 9.0 9 . 0 10.0 

Chcuu-or>s 8. 0 a.o 9.0 

Cl rcul t -tUfiital a.o 9.h t.O 

Ctro:uh-...,..109 e.o 1 . 8 ~ . 0 

St•tlon Appar•~ua 6.0 b,O l,O 

Lor9e PBX 6. 0 6.1 

Other To...W...I Equlpoent 6. 0 6 . 0 

Pole3 )0 .0 14. 0 10.0 

A•rlat C•bla--Het•lllc: 18.0 l c .o 14 .0 

Mrhl Ci..ble-tU~t 20.0 .. '0.0 10.0 

Vnder9rd C&blo·Kotolll c 23. 0 12.0 17. 0 

Undot9rd C.blo- nber 20.0 :o.o 20.C 

l!ut'I<KI C:.blo-Koulllc 18.0 I< .o IC,' 

&ud<KI C•blo·Fl ber 20 .0 20.0 10.~ 

Subm4r1ne C4bl•~"-talllc a .o l< .O 1.0 

SW....rln. Cl.ble-l'lber 20.0 10.0 

Jntr•- Bld9 Netw~ C&ble•Met . 20. 0 1.0 

tntr•-Bldq netwll C.ble - rlbec 20.0 ]0,0 20.0 

Co:w:t"t t. ~0 . 0 50.0 I 40.0 

Lives 
!iprl nt 

tyra . t 

C. 1 

a. v 
7. 0 

7 , 0 

) I 0 

10.0 

o.v 

J . O 

11.0 

11. 0 

11.0 

II . 0 

I C .0 

1.0 

20.0 

1.0 

20.0 

18.0 

20.0 

" 1 
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Table V-A(3) • AT'T/MCI ~ccam.nded Liv•• 
BellSouth GTErL !tprlnt 

Aecount (Yra . I (YU.) IYu.) 

Motor Vohlcl.-a 7.0 7.0 7.0 

AJreralt. 

Spi!<:>.Al Pu~poae V~"h. 

Garage Work Equi pment 12.0 12.0 12.0 

Ot her wor< Equ i i'Cont 1.0 12 . 0 12.0 

Bu1ldlnqa 40.0 40.0 

rurn1tur~ 11.0 1.0 1.0 

Off ice Support Equipment 10.0 10.0 10.0 

COtttp.'lny Comn>. tquii'Cont 7 . 0 7.0 7.0 

Ge.nl Purpos e Cor.putora .. ~ 6.0 6.0 

Digital Switohing 16. 0 16.0 1~.0 

Operator Syat...,.. 10.0 8.0 e.o 
Radio SyGtCI!lS 

CHcult - DDS 

Ctrcult-Digital 10.0 9.0 11.0 

Clrcult -Anoioq 

~tation App•ratue 

l.arqe PSX 

Other Teralnal Equipment 1.1) 7.0 1.0 

Poles JO.C 10.0 20.0 

AorJ41 Cable-~talllc 18.0 70.0 20.0 

Aerial Ceblc-riber 20.0 ],0 

Underqrd Cablo-Hetalllc 23.0 ].0 2.0 

t/ndergrd Cable-fiber 20.0 20.0 :-o.o 
Bur ied Cablo-Metalllc 19.0 20.0 1n.o 

Buried Ceblo-fibor 2 . 0 2.0 2.0 

~1utl(nllr ,,,, C•ble -M•t.alllc 

Suhaarlno Cable -Flb4r 

Intra-Bldg Notwk Cablo- 20.0 20.0 ,.'f). 0 
Met. 

Intra-Bldg Notwk Cable- ~0.0 ?0.0 70,0 
Fiber 
Cond-ult 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Cttnt t, I 

(Yro .J 

1.0 

12.0 

12.0 

1.0 

10.0 

1.0 

6.0 

16.0 

8.0 

11.0 

7.0 

zo.o 
20.0 

2.0 

.l.O 

iO.O 

2CI. 0 

2.0 

.l~ 0 

20.0 

0.0 
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'fable V- A(3) : 
d BellSo tb GD 

C l aaion-Ordezed Salvage V&luea 
&n u • n., and iJl ded s 1 1 Spr t R.ec-n & vaqe Va uea 

C:C..l~.slon- lloti . Sou<h cn.n. •J r t.n• 
Ordet.<S 

Account I \ I I \ I C\1 I\ I 

~tor V•hlcl•• 1.0 1&.0 10.0 .'0 0 

A!ccratt o.o 0.0 

S14Cio l P\lrpoM Vah. 0.0 0.0 0.0 '·C 
Corogo Work Equ!~t 0.0 0.0 o.o o.o 
OtMt wort &quJ p.nt o.o o.o 0 c o • 

... lldl"''l o.o o.o o.o , . 

J\ltnltute 10.0 10.0 0.0 

Ottlc• Support Equl~nt 0.0 o.o o.n 
Cool!><lnv c-. Equl~~· 10.0 10.0 0.0 

G.nl Purpo•• co.puter• 0.0 0.0 o.o ,0 

Dlqltol Swltchlnq o.o o.o 0.0 I' 

~rator Sy•t~ 0.0 0.0 o.n 
kadlo Sya teru 0.0 o.o o.o 
Cl rcult-009 o.o z.o 
Cl rcul t·D1g1to1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 l,Oj 

Clrcul t-ANiov 0.0 1],0) 

Station App.ratu. 0.0 o.o 0.~ 

Wro• PBX ~.0 0.0 

Olbel' Tecalnal r.quts:-nt 0 o.o 
PI ·1•• 7) l •• u1 I .(1.01 

Mrlal Cable·Hetalllc ,)),C u. ·'' 'I . ca 01 

Mrul Coblo•Flber 1)),0 14.01 l , .OJ c:o.oa 
Under~ rd c.ble-He~lllc '10.0 cs.o: I . • 01 &.1 .OJ 

Vn4•rqrd Cobto-r~bor 110.0 • 1•1 I 01 t l4 01 

~~rt~ C.bte~~talllc 110.01 1 .{'II I ~0, Lt. •• 01 

hurl~ C•bl e • FJber 110.01 C1.0) 110.0) 110 01 

l~rl~ Coblo-Meta111c (),01 o.o 110.01 

l~rlna Coblo- t lbor 1).01 ' ' 0) 

fntra-810? H•t~ C&bl•~t. 110.01 10.01 

Jntra·~ld? Natvk C&ble-rtbar (10.0) (10.01 I D. u 

COndu1~ ; I D. 0 to. r. ; :. ·'. )c 

l 
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T abl eV-A( 3) : M''T 

Account 

Motor Vehl c lea 

ALre.:art 

~~tal Pv~•• Veb. 

C.ro90 Wor~ Equ!~t 

Ot..her Work Equl-n< 

&ulldJnQa 

f\amlture 

Otth:e S1.1pport EquJ-t 

C-ny c-. Equi-nt 

G.nl 1'\lrpo .. ~u• 

Dlgltol S•ltchlnq 

ep.rator ayatca. 

~cuo Syn-.. 

Cl t euL t.•DOS 

Cl reutc.-OJqita l 

Cl r eu lt· M•lOfl 

~latlon ~rat~• 

1Ar90 PBX 

~otMt Tetain.l Equ.ts-nt 

Pol•• 

Aenal C.bte-Netalllc 

Mr l d c.Ml.-F!b.r 

Unde rqrd C.ble•"-t• lllc 

l.lndet~Jtd C.ble-f'lt>er 

8urlo4 Cobi•-He<ollic 

Burled C&ble-Tl~r 

'uC..rlne Cabte •Ketal ltc 

sua-.r lne C.Dle-FU>er 

tntra•ald1 ~etvk CableM~t 

lnt. ra•Bldq tlet"x. C&ble .. F'l ber 

C•·ndult 

I Jtea-nded Salvage Value• 
a.us .... u, cn:n. Sprint •.. , . ~ 

C\ l C\ l 1\ l i I l 

10.0 u.; 10.0 10.0 

o.o o.o o.o .o 
1.0 0.0 o.o o.o 
4 .0 0 0 

14 .o ~.o 0.0 o.o 
IC.O I 

IO.C o.o c 0 ' 
0.1 0 0 

'·' D o '·. o.o 
0.0 0,0 0,0 o.o 

0.1 I 0 0.0 0.0 

10. ( ~ 9, ,0 

j1.01 11.;)• tl.Ol .. o. 

Ill.· t. )J (1, ' , r.Ot 

, II. 1 ,z. •1'•.01 

I 1.01 II 1 ,, , 1)0,01 ~ )II.OJ 

1..1 . 20, I . ' "' 
18.0) : trJ.OJ Ill OJ 

o.o . i' ' I I 01 

tll.Ol 1IC o• )0,0 110,01 

II? .01 (10.01 I 1 t.t.OI (l',,CJ 

l, C•l I , II 0. •I ' ) • 0 l 
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B. Coat o ! Money 

1. Overview 

The coat o! money 1S one of the requ1 red 1nputs I nt thu cost 
proxy model. Three witnesses filed dlr~ct and rebut tal test1monv 
in •his pr oceeding regarding the ~ppropriate forward-looklng 
economic cost of capital of the thret> larg~ l.£Cs tor th" provunon 
o! basic local service. 8el1South/S~rint witness Billingsley did 
not recommend a specific cost o f c apital !igure but instead 
testified that the use o! an 11.2~\ cost of capital by BellSouth 
and Sprint in their respec tive cost studies was reasonable and 
conservative . GTEn. witness V11ndor Weide recommended that an 
average cost o! capital o f 12 . 65 ' bo used in the forword-loolnnq 
studies of the coat of providing bas1c l ocal service. AT,T/MCI 
witness Hirshleifer testified that the midpoints o! nl~ co-t of 
capital ranges of 8.50\ for Bell South, S.SS\ f or Sprint , and 8. 746 
fo r GTE: fl. are the appropriate forwArd·l •Oklng cost:~ of c11p1 tll that 
should be used in this proceed! r.g. 

2. Discussion and Cvnclu5ions 

To determine the appropriate forwdrd-ioo~lng coeL ot capital 
to be included in the cost of providing b.tsic local !lerv1ce, 1t lS 

necessary to estim.tte the forward -looking cost o! debt and equity. 
In ~ddltion, it is necessary t o determine the appropri~tn ml x o! 
debt and equity in the capital struct~re . c~~~.n1ng these inputs 
produces the cost o f capital cst imwte5 endorsed by the re5pect1ve 
witnesses . 

Capital Stryctyrg 

In its cost study, BellSouth dsuumcd a capiL<~l structure ot 
60\ equity and 40\ debt. In its cost study, Sprint assumed it 

C·lf 1tal structure o f 59.6\ equity artd 40.4\ del>t. Wltnes" 
Billingsley celled upon these relat ivo J~vcls of Cdplt d1z•tlon 1n 
his detetr.1inat1on o! the reasonabl f.ncss of t he ov••r,oJ I cost o l 
capital o! 11.25\ used by both BcllSoutll and Sprlnt 1n thc!r 
respective cost studies. 

GTEF'L witness Vander Weide used " capnal s ructun• oi 77. b · 
equity and 22. 4\ debt in arriving .\t his rc!commended ovcroll cost 
of capital fot· GT£rL. These rotios represent tho average market­
bo:J<'d capll4l structure ratios o! th•> St.tnda rd ' P001 's !S&P' ,., 
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tndustcial companies for the t~v•: year period end~d Cecernber Jl. 
1997 . 

AT,T/MCI witness Hlrshlri!er con:Jidc red the aver.tq•_. c.tp!tdl 
structure ratio:~ for his index of compar<Jble companills ~o de~•·rmtnc 
~he appropriate capital structure for the lolrge LECs. His lnd!!x 
1ncluded tho Regional Bell Holding Companies (RBHCs) and the large 
1ndcpendcnt telephone companlos. On a book value basis, he found 
the average capitalization ! or hi:~ Index to be 43\ equity and S7 • 
debt as o f December 31, 1991. On a market value basis, he f ound 
the average to be 80\ equity and 20\ debt !or the same porlod . 
Witness Hirshleifer testified that the market value debt wctghta at 
the holding company level prob.sl:>ly unders~"te 1 >ng-run unqet 
weights lr. the capital structure lor the provision o ! baste local 
service. Consequen~ly, he contended that it would b<: tnapproprlutc 
to rely solely on current ~rket value capital struct~rc wetnht~ ot 
the telephone holding companies when calculaung thP wt•tqhtcd 
average cost of capital. In cmployln9 both the book va1u• and 
market v.slue averages to estnb1 ish hls rcspec ttvc canqc:t !or tht 
wolgh~od average cost of c.lpit..Jl tor each of ~he l11rqP u:cs, 
witness Hirshleifer•s analysi:~ dSSUmf!d Jn average capital :l~ructutP 
oC 61.5\ equity and 38.5\ dPb~. 

As o! June 30 , 1998, BcllSouth ' ~ capital structurP Wd 9 

cor,prisod o! 56 .4\ equit.y Cl'ld •3.6\ debt. Sprint ' :. C<Jpttal 
structure was comprised of 60t equity and 40\ dell~ <tS o t Jurlf' 30 , 
1998. According to the Moody' s Inv• ~tor Service !Moody's) repo~t 

rcqarding GTEfL dated April 1998, .n;n. had a capital structur•· 
comprised o! 23 .4\ corr.mon equtty, 0.1< fiCC!errcd stock, .ond 7!1 .9'i 
deb~ as of December 31, 1997. 

We not. believe GTEfL h.•a prov 1 dcd •• d.., qua te :~uppo t t ! o r tt '' 
recommended 77\ equity ratio. We h .• ve not found ,lny :n.rt•• 
~c.'MIIssion that has approved a cost ot cap1 tal based upon "" 
average ma rket- based capital atructurt• dS propo~cd by wt 1 nc~n 
Vander Weide in this procel'dinq. In ordern (a,m othr•t ttl ,,,.,. 

regardln9 GTE companies, the o•qully ratio ·'! pov~· J hy th• 
re11pectivo commissions hils ron9ed trom a low of !>2 .0\ (f!,jW/111, 

Order No. 15345, issued January Jl, 1997) to a high o( G1.7 · 
(Alaska, Docket Ho. U91-87, Order tlo. 2, issued llove:r.bftr 14, 1'191 . 1 

GTt:f"L witness Vander Wetdo tolltilled that tho m.H~;ct-l..,M:J 

capital structure o! 77.6\ equity anJ 22.4\ debt -is a consur·nllv<J 
estimate of the target capttal s~ructure GTE would l'rr.ploy 111 the 
con:petltive local exchanqe envlrol"'tn<'nl a:s11umed by a forw.ud · l onl<lwl 

l 
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economic cost study . " AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer restitied, 
however, that it i.s critical the target co~pitdl structun• u:Jod to 
determine the cost of c.tpital In this procncdinq lJ!' :o!at<>d to ttte 
business of providing universal service . He said, " this is a 
distinctly different, and Car less risky business than the overall 
combined busl.nesaea of the publicly-traded GTE holding company, or 
of the S&P Industrials." Moreover, although it is questionable 
whether GTEF1. would actually raise capital on a golng-!orward basis 
by ssuing a mix of 77\ equity and 23\ debt , GTE Corporation (GTE) , 
in fact, did not propose to raise c~pital in this mAnner in its 
faile.;l attempt to acquire MCI . Although the transaction was never 
consummated, when GTE announced its unsolicited offering to acquire 
MCl in October 1997, GT£'s plan was to Lund the S28 billion 
acq~.o'sition with debt and auume MCt ' s sS.2 billion in o11tstanding 
debt obligations. Duff ' Phelps Credit Rating Conpany, pre~s 
release dated Octobbr 16, 1997. 

We have strong reservations ['egarding wheth<:r P.quJ.ty 
capita lization approaching the 60\ level is truly necessary !or che 
provision of basic local service given witness Hi rshlei fer's 
testimony that the business oC providing unlversol ~ervice is of 
relatively low risk compar ed to the many more ri,l:y bu:s!ness 
endeavors being pursued by the telephone holdiny companies. 
However, slnce both witnesses Billingsley and Hirshleifer employed 
reldtively the same percentages of equity and debt in the analyses 
that led t o their recommended costs of capl tal, we f 1nd that a 
capital structure of 60\ equity and 40\ debt is apptopriote in 
dete r mining the appropriate weighted ave['age cost of ~apttal for 
purposes of this proceeding. 

CoSL ot pebt 

Witness Billingsley testified th<~t the !ucwllrd-iooktno; cost of 
debt for BellSouth is 6.Si\. He arrived at this rate by adding the 
average spread between the yields on triple A-['atcd public utility 
bonds and 30-year Treasury bonds !rom Octob"r 1987 through July 
1998 of .80\ to the average yield on JO-year Trea~ury bonds for the 
period May 1999 to July 1998 of 5.77\. Witnesb Billingsley used a 
similar analysis to arrive at his recommended for ward-looking cost 
of debt for Spri nt of 6.92'. The avoraglll bpread between :Jlnqle ,,_ 
rated public utility bonds and 30-yc~r Tre48ury bonds over Lho •~mo 
period was 1 .15\ . BellSouth ' s debt is r ated tr1ple A and Sprint ' s 
debt is rated single A by S&P's Rating Serv1ce. 
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W1tness Vander Weide testified that the forward-look1ng cost 
of debt for GTEFL is 6.70\. This rate ls the yield to matur1ty 
CYTMI on t1oody' s sinnle A-rated industrial bonds for September 
1998. He testified that the industrial companies are a good proxy 
!or the risks of investing in the facilities required to prov1do 
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 issu~ d~bt securities. 

In his recommendation, AT&T/MCI w it~ess Hirshleifer assumed a 
cost of debt o! 6 .4 2\ for BellSouth, 6.03\ !or Sprint, and 6 . 46\ 
for GTEFL. He arrived at these rates by calculating the YTM as of 
,\ugust 31, 1998, of all of BellSouth' s , Sprint's, and GTErL' !!I 

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 i( the bonds 
were issued at the measurement date, and reflec ts investors ' 
expectations regarding the future returns on these publlcly-tr~ded 
bonds. 

Witness Billingsley challenged witness Hirshlcifer ' s estimates 
of Bell South's and Sprint's cost of debt . Witness B1llwgsley 
testified that witness Hirshleiier incorrectly cst1mated each 
firm's cost of debt because he relied upon the cost of debt issued 
by the holding companies of BellSouth and Sprint anJ b\!cause he 
included debt issues that were not lssued to fund telephone network 
assets . 

Witness Hlrshleifer testified that the best estimate of the 
cost of debt is the weighted average cost over all of the subJect 
company's outstanding issues , includ1ng the debt of the holding 
company and any subsidiaries . He satd that he 1ncluded the holding 
companies and all the subsidiaries In his analysis of the cost of 
debt to be consistent with his estimate of the cost ot equit y. 
Witness Hicshlcifer testified that s•nce the estimate ol rhr coat 
ot equity must be performed at the holding company level. to be 
consistent he wanted t o estimate the cost o! debt at the holding 
company level. In addition, to the extent that the provision of 
universal service ia of relatively low risk compared to m.my ol tht• 
risky businesses being pursued ~y the holding compani t'"" · w1 tncs., 
Hirshleifer noted that his eatimate of the cost of d<!bl at the 
hold1ng company level would be conservativelJ high. 
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Although he did his analysis at the holding compdny level, 
wit~ess Hirshleifer a~reed thdt it would also be appropriate to 
consider only the de.bt of BellSouth, Sprint . and GTEFL !or purposes 
of estimating the cost or debt in this proc~eding and prov1ded the 
information necessary to make that determination . Tho cost of debt 
estimates for Sell South, Sprint , and GTEFL as of August 31 , 1996, 
recognizing only the debt issues o! each LEC are 6.42\, 6 . 07\ , drtd 
6 . ~7\, respectivel y. 

Witness 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 frorn the bonds issued by 
BellSouth and Spr i n t that witness Hirshleifer relied upon in his 
analysis were used for any purpose other than to support the 
companies ' telephone operations. Witness flirshle!Cer testified 
that although the debt ltsted Cor each of the companies in the S'P 
Bond Guide reflected debt with varying maturities, none of the debt 
was short-term debt such as BellSout:h' s commercial paper prograo• . 
He noted that shor~-term debt is less expensive than long-term debt 
and that all businesses are funded with both long-term and short­
.erm debt . He concluded that to the extent his annlysis did not 
l'lclude the e!fect of the lower cool of short.-term debt, his 
estimates would be upwardly biased. 

Us!.ng the methodoloqy employed by witness Billingsley for 
estimating the forward-looking cost or 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 ot 5.48\ 
and a risk premium of .81\ to account for the avpr,HJ<· di!fcrence 
between the yields on triple A-rated public util! ty bonds and 30-
year Treasury bonds (October 1987 - September 1998). The rate tor 
Sprint is 6. 63\ (5.48\ plus 1.16\). Since GTt:fL' s debt ~s also 
rated sinQle A, it would have approximately the samP cost of debt 
as Sprint based upon this analysis. 

Upon consideration, we find that 6.5\ is a reasonable esl1mate 
of the true forward-looking cost of debt for purposes o! this 
proceeding. This rate falls between the current yields to maturlty 
for SellSouth and GTEFL as o! August 31, 1998, ot 6.42\ and 6.~7•, 
respectively, as calculated by AT,T/MCI witness lltrshloltcc, 
excluding tha securities not directly relared ~o BollSouth and 
GTEFL. The 6.~\ rate exceeds the average yield on 30-yoar Treasury 
bonds for September 1998 of ~.19\ by 131 basis points. Finally, 
while the nverage yield for the index of AAA-rat;cd publlc utillly 
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bonds exceeded the yield on 30-year Treasury bonds on avc:.a<Jt' hy 
approximately 81 basis poin~s ovl'r th~' last 10 yc.trs , over ~he 1.-.st 
4 years BellSoutl'' s actual cxporlencc ho1s been a spreo1d of only •: 1 
basis points on average over ~he yield on 30-yea: Tr,asury hor1ds. 
In addition, while the average yield for the index ot A-r.•t••d 
public utility bonds exceeded the yield on 30-year Treasury bonds 
on average by approximately llG b.:lsis pnints over the l<~st 10 
years, over the last 4 years Sprint's and GTEfL's actunl experl<'nrc 
has been a spread of only 64 and 66 basis polnts, respectlvPiy , on 
average over the yield on 30-year ·. reasury bonds. !la:wc1 un thl:1 
in!ormation, one could argue that Bel!South's, Sprint's, and 
GTErL' s actual experience indicates their tree !orward-lookinq co~t 
o! debt is something less than 6.0\. However, based upon the 
results of witness Billingsley's yield-spread an.:~l ys 1:1 o1nd w 1t nC:<!l 

Hirshlcifer's YTH analysis, we beleive the 6.!>1'. co~t r.,~,. 1:1 the 
most appropriate estimation ot the forward-looking cost of d••bt for 
purposes of this proceeding. 

Cost of Egyity 

Witness Billingsley used three models to est1m<lte the cost ot 
equity o! BellSouth and Sprint . Since BellSouth is ~ subsidiilty oC 
BcllSouth Corporation and Sprint-rlorida is u subs1diazy of Sp tln t 
Corporation, neither company h'~ equity traded 1n th•• m.u kol. 
Thus, there is no direct market ln!ormoJtion upon which to c:~ttmdte 
BellSouth' s and Sprint's cost o ! t•qu .ty C<lpllal . Therefore, It wa•• 
ncc,.ssary tor witness Billingsley to inter BellSouth's and Sprln• '., 
cost o f equity by evaluatln'J the av.:~llable market data tor put l1, ly 
tr .. ded companies that are demonstrated to be comp.tr<llol<• 111 rt3k 
with BellSouth and Sprint. In hln !~rst approach, wanc:J!I 

Billingsley appl1cd the discounted Cdsh flow (OCfl mod~! to two 
rJroups o r !i~ he 1dentiCied as compar<1ble in risk to £1,.lt!>outh 
•tr••J Sprint , respective 1 y. rn hIs !l<•cond approach, h•· to!!"" the 
capital asset pricing model (CAf11). Finally, h<• conducted " risk. 
premium analysis. from the!le analyses, he concluded th.:~. tho 
cur rent cost o! equity capital for BollSouth HI within th<' rilli<JC o( 
14.20\ to 14.46\ and the current cost of oqu1ty ca11tal for :.<plint 
is within the range of 14.30\ to 14.53J. 

Witness Vander Weide used ont• modt•l to estimate the cost or 
~qu!ty o! GTEfL. Since GTErL is a subsidiary o! GTE corporation 
<Jnd therefore does not have equity traded in tie m,lf)a•t, Wlllll'l'" 

V<tnder Weide had to rely on mo1rket data o! puhl1•·ly 1 r.tthtd 
cOI!'panles to e!ltimate the cost of equity • .• pnal or GT~.Ft.. Wltne11s 
Vand~r Weide applied the 0Cf model tO dn index Ol S'P lii~Us~ridl 
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companies . He testified that since the S&P Industrials are a well­
known sample of publi..:ly-traded competitive compan~es whose risk, 
on average, approximates the risk of providing telecommunicatlOn$ 
services in a c cmpetitive market, I believe the S&P Industrial 
group is a good proxy for the risks of investing ln the factllties 
required to provide local exchange serv1ces on a iorward-looV.ing 
basis. Based upon this analysis, he concluded th~t ~he 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 BcllSouth, Sprlnt , ond CTEFL. 
for the same reasons cited by wltnesses Billingsley and Vander 
Weide, witness Hirshlei!er had to rely on marKet d~ta of publicly 
traded companies to estimatP. the cost of equity capital of the 
three large LECs. In his first approach, witness Hlrshlcif"r 
applied the ocr model Lo a group of companies he identi! led ,,!1 
comparable in risk to BellSouth , Sprint, and GTEFL . The :~econd 

method he used was the CAPM model . These two models produced ,, 
range o! estimates of the cost of equity cap~tal for BellSou . h of 
9.35\ to 9.96\ , for Sprint o! 9.41\ to 10.08\, and for CTEF"L of 
9 . 50\ to 10.35\ . He assumed the midpoint of each of thesu r.1noes 
of 9.65\ , 9.14\, and 9.92\ as the appropriate costs of cqu5ty for 
BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL, respectively. 

BellSouth and Spr int witness Billingsley used the constant 
growt h or single stage form of tt:e DCF model which <lSsumes qrowth 
remains constant over an indefinite or tnfinttc hold1nq poood. 
The growth rates used in this analysis were the 5-year earnlnqs 
growth rates forecasted by lnstltutlonal Brokers' Estimate s~rvlce 
(IBES) and Zacks Tnvostment Rese.u =h . Inc . His DCF" model ~ncludnd 
an adjustment o! 5\ for the recovery o! fl r •<Jt.lon .:;osts and 
recognized the quarterly compoundlnq of dividends. He applled th~s 
form of the OCF model to two indices of companies he ldenrlfied as 
comparable in risk to BellSouth and Sprint , respectively. Witnes~ 
Billingsley used a cluster analysi~ to idcnt~fy ~ach index of 20 
firms. Based upon this analysis, he concluded t.hat h~s OCr 
analysis indicated a cost of equtty tor BellSouth 1n the range of 
14.45\ to 14.46\ and a cost o( equtty tor Sprint in the ranqe of 
14.43\ to 14.53\. 

GTEFL witness Vander Weide also used the constant qrowt.h or 
single stage form of the DCF model which assum~s growth remains 
constant over an indefinite or infin1te holding period. The growth 
rates used 1n this analysis were the S-year earnln9s growth rates 
torecastcd by IBES. His OCF model included on adjustment n( S~ f o r 
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the recovery of flotation costs and recognized the quarterly 
compound1nq of dividends . He appl~ed thls !orm o! the DCf model to 
an index of S&P industrial companies he Clssumed to be compar.lble 1n 
risk to GTEFL . In applying the DCF mod,.l to the S&P industrial 
companies, he e xcluded companies from the group which did not h<1vr· 
a reported stock price, pay a dividend , have a po:~ltiv" qrowtto 
rate , have at least one comnon share out:~tandinq, and have at least 
thre e analysts' long-term growth estimates . In dddi t ion, he 
eliminated those 25 per cent of companies with the highest and 
lowest DCF results . Based upon this analvsi!l , he concluded that 
his DCf analysis indicated a cost of ec:;~i • for GTEfL of 14 . 30\. 

AT&T/MCI witness Hir shleifer used the variable growth or three 
stage form of the DCf model, which distinguishe5 between short and 
long-term growth rate projections. He assumed the first stc1ge 
lasts five years because that is the longest horizon over which 
analysts ' forecasts o1 growth are available . for this pertod , he 
used the 5-year ear nings growth rates forecasted by IBES. He 
.assumed the second stage lasts 15 years dur inq which the growth 
rate falls !rom the high level of the !lest Hve years to the 
growth rate o! the U.S. economy by the end of year 20. from the 
twentieth year onward, t he growth rate is set equal to the growth 
rate of the economy because he believes rates qreater than that. 
cannot be sustained into perpetuity . Tho lonq-tenn grcw1.h forecast. 
us~d after year 20 was derived by averaglng the lon~-Lcrm Gross 
!Jatioaal Product (GNP) qrowth forecasts obtained from the Whanon 
Econometric Forecasting Associates and fr om Ibbotson Assoctates. 
Wilness Hirshleifer used the annual form of the DCf model. 111 s 
model did no t j nclude an adjustment for Clotalion costs . He 
applied this form of the DCF model to an index of companies l1c 
identified as comparable in r~sk to the three large LEes. Wttness 
Hirshleifer selected the RBHCs and larger independent telephone 
companies from the list of telephone operating companies in the S4P 
Industry Survey . Based upon this analys1s, hr conclud<'d th1l hi~ 
DCF analysis indicated a cost of cqully tor Bell South c! 9. J5\, tor 
Sprint of 9.~1\ , and for GTEFL or 9.50 . 

We have reviewed the DCF llnalyses conducted by c<lch of the 
witnesses . Regarding which OCF model 1s morr approprlaLf· for 
estimating the cost of equity capital oC the three large t.f.Co, '"e 
!tnd that the multi-ota9e OCF model employed by AT4T/HCI witness 
Hirshleiter is superior to the aingle stage OCF model used I.Jy 
BellSouth and Sprint witnasu Bi lllnqoley and GTf.fl, wltnl'll" v,,nd"r 
Weide. Witness Hirshlei!er teoti! led th<~t tho !orm ol th•· UCF 
model he Oiled h well supported in th<' { inancio I comrnunlt y. He 
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noted that prominent economists familiar with cost o! capital 
research have recognized that the simple perpetuGl growth ocr model 
using short-term forecas~ 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 Myer5 and Lynda Borucki 
state that: 

[!]orecasted growth rates are obviously not 
constant forever. Variable growth-ratt• OCF 
oodels, which distinguish short- and long-Lerm 
growth rates, should give more accurate 
estimates o! the cost o! equity . Use of such 
models guards against the naive projection of 
short-run earning changes into the inda!tniLe 
future. 

Stewart C. Hyers and Lirda S . Borucki , "Discounted Cash Flow 
Estimates of the Cost of Equity Capital--A Case Study," Financial 
Markets, lnstitution5 ' Instruments, Vol. 3 , No. 3, New York 
University Salomon Center, 1994 . 

In addition , he noted that Ibbotson Associates ~tate that: 

( t}hc reason it is difficult to astimaLe the 
perpetual growth rate oC dividends, earnings, 
or cash flows is that these quantities do not 
i n fac-t grow at stable rates forever. 
Typically it is easier to forccasL a company­
specific or project-epecific growth rate over 
the short run than over the 1 ong run. To 
produce a better estimate of the equity cost 
o! capital, one can use a two stage DCF mod.,l . 
. . . For tho resulting cost of capital estimate 
to be use!ul, the growth rate over the latter 
period should be sustainable inde(initely. An 
example of an indefinitely sustainable qrowth 
rate is the expected long-run growth r~tc o l 
the <!Conomy. 

Stocks, Bonds, Bills and Inflation , 1996 Yearbook, Ibbotson 
Associate,, Chic<>go, pp. 158-159. Finally, ha rclcrcncod ~he 

! ina nee text book, Inyestmenr.:s, in which the authOr5 Wilham 
Sharpe, Gordon Alexander, and Jet!ery Bailey 5tate : 
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Over the last JO years . d i vidend discount 
model~ (ODMs) have achieved br oad accept ance 
among professional common s~ock invc~tors ... . 
Valu ing common stock with a DDM ~echnic.11ly 
requires an e stimate of future dividends over 
an i nfinite time horizon . Given ~ha~ 
accurately f orecasting dividends three years 
from today, lc~ alone 20 years in the future, 
is a difficult proposition, how do lnvestn.ent 
firms ac t ually go about implen:en~ing OOMs? 
One approach is to use constant or two-stage 
di vidend growth models as described in the 
text. However, although such models are 
Lelatively easy to apply, institu~lonal 
investo1s typically view the assumed dividend 
qrowth assumptions as overly simplistiC . 
Instead, these investors generally preCer 
three-stage models, believing ~hat they 
provide the best cou 'ation o! realism and 
ease of application. 

William F. Sharp~ . Gordon J. AI ·xu arod Je([ery v . Bailey, 
Investments , Fi th o:.d., Prem:ic(• 11 Englewoorl Cliffs , New 
Jersey, 1995, pp. 5 - 591. Wilucss lltrshleifer testified that 
n(oither wi tness Billingeley nor witness Vander Weide cited any 
c redible support ! o r tho applical on of the perpetual qrowth DCf 
model using short-run growth forecasts in the current environment. 
!1oreover, it appears !ar more reasonable that the true estir>•lles of 
BellSouth's, Sprint's, and GT£FL' s cost of equity would be produced 
by a DCf analysis that assumes a growth rate of 9. 5' for the fi~st 
5 years and linearly decreases t o a long-run suslaindble rate of 
5 . 5\ by year 20 , than the estimates produced by DCf analyses lhat 
assume growth rates will remain constant <tt 12 . 1\ to 13.4\ forever. 
Tills is particularly true in light of BellSouth' s and GTEfL' s 
forecasted growth rates over ~he next 5 years of 8.1\ and 8.9\, 
respect! vely. 

We considered the arguments raisnd by each witness re<Jurdlnq 
the debate over whether tho quarterly or annual form of the OCf 
model is more appropriate. However, because the difference between 
BellSouth and Spr int witness Billin9sl.,y' s !A:f results ustnq lh" 
quarterly model vers us the annual mode I wa" negliq t h 1 .. , It w,llJ not 
necessary to make a determinAtion on lJ , " po1nt. 
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~egarding the oubate over whether !totut1on costs should be 
•·· :-.>gnized in the o.stimation ot the cost o! equity, we beltev•• on 
adjustment should be made to allow for the recovery ot the~c costa. 
Dosed upon GTE FL witness Vander Weide's testlmony. thr lnrlusion of 
flotation costs would increase th<• cost ot capital by 70 to 30 
basis points . 

We also rev1ewed the indices ot firms that each witncs:; 
testi f ied are comparable in risk to each o! the thr~e LECs. We 
have strong reservations regarding BellSouth and Sprint witness 
Bill1ngsley's and GTEFL witness Vander Weide's test•monies th~t 

their indices of industrial firms ace more comparable to the r1sk 
associated with BellSouth' s, Sprint's, and GTEFL' s provision o! 
basic local service than A7,T/MCI w1tness Hlrshle1!er's index o( 
telephone holding ccmpanies that arc actually engaged in this line 
o! business. Regarding wltness Billingsley's indices, wltnrss 
Hlrshleifer testified that •tc one were to accept the re8ults of 
his cluster analysis, then one would hove to believe that the risk 
o! the networ k clement leasln·l business was rr.orf' slmllur to the 
risks ~aced by Coca-Cola , McDonolds and Wal-Mart stores, as 
examples , than to the ris ks !aced by BellSouth's parent company 
(which owns L£ca and the underlying network elements).~ Iii' noted 
that major brokerage firma and investment banks which issue ~n~lyst 
r~p~rts for the telephone holding compan1es do not usc a cluster 
analysis when choosing proxy co~~anies tor valu1ng these compantcs. 
Instead, he noted that these firms consider other telephone holding 
companies to be the best proxies !or the subject telephone company 
being valued. Witness Hirshlai!er also tcstt!Led that by scl••c tlnq 
qroups o( companies with growth r~tcs thdl exc~ed " r<tdSOnolble 
'orecast of the aggregate economy and assu=1ng •hat these growth 
cates will remain constant 1nto perpctulty, w1tness Bllltngsl.-y 
Msystematically guarantees an inaccurately high cost o~ equity 
estimate inconsistent with 1nvestor expectations.~ 

Witness Hirshleifer testified that GTEFL WLtness Vandl'r Wc1de 
did not de11onstrate how his index of companies !rom such d1v1•rse 
industries as automobile manu!actur!lrs, oil corrpanlo!l, produceru ot 
food and food 1ngredients, publishing Mad cntrrtalnm(•llt comp.nalns, 
and pharmaceutical Urms was comparable in risk to GTEf"J, . He not •~d 
that, bAcause witness Vander Weide ' s "analysis is b;ucd on the 
por!ormance of lar qo induatrial companies qenerally rAthAr th1n ~ 

group of comparable companioa, hi:t res•llts ure uC no roluv.•n• •· 11. 
the "'"oleaalo telephone bueln""" or the prov!!llon of unlv•·r~al 
B~rvlcu.~ He also noted that ~)or brokerage firms and invP~tment 
banY.s which issue analyst r~ports for GTE Corporation view other 
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telephone holding companies to be thu best prox1es for the subJ~ct 
telephone holding company being valued. 

Although BellSouth and Sprint witness Billtng5l~y and GTEf~ 
witness Vander Weide claim their raupcctivc indices are comparable 
in rislt to BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEfL, and that th(! RBilCn and 
other independent telephone companies in AT,T/MCJ witness 
Hirshleifer's index are not, a detailed comparison of the indice~ 
does not bear this out. We compared the averages o! three mea5urcs 
of investment risk for each index. ~he measures were provided by 
each witness and were calculated as or December 31, 1991. We first 
compared the average market-to-book (M/B) ratlo for each 1ndex. 
The average M/8 ratio tor witness Billingsley' s lndex !or ~llSouth 
is 8.8. The average M/B ratlo Cor wltness Hlrshlet!er·~ index ts 
~.1. The average M/B rat o tor BellSouth for the same period was 
3.1. The average BARRA beta !or witness Billingsley's Index tor 
BellSouth is .83 . The average BARRA beta !or ~itness Hirshl~ife:'s 
index is .73. The BARRA ~ta Cor ~llSouth !or the same per1ou was 
.76. Finally, the average of the ISES 5-y~ar growth rate 
projections for witness Billingsley's Index for BellSouth is 
13.41\. The aver age of the IBES 5-year growth rate proji'Cl!OM !or 
witness Hirshleifor ' s index .s 9.50\. The ~-year IBES growth r•tc 
projection for BellSouth for the somt> puriod was 8. 11\ . Il is 
cleor from this analysis that, contrary to Bel!South witness 
Billingsley's testimony, his index is not comparable ir. riak to 
Bell South and therefore the resu 1 ts of his OCf an•l ys Ill on th 13 
indo.< are not reflective of Boll South's true cost ol cqu1~y. 

Moreover, this analysla shows th~t thn index of RBHCs and large 
independent telephone COI'tpaniea rcllt>d on by AT,T/~CI witness 
lllrshloifer is comparable in risk to ScllSouth and therefore the 
results of his OCf analysis on this index are reflective ot the 
true cost of equity for BellSouth. 

As noted earlier, witness Hirshleifer testified th~t witness 
VAnder Weide did not identify 11 comparable group con~iSllnQ o f 
companie!'l with similar risk. He notod that lh•· ordy o•vidunu• 
witness V.:~nder Weide of!ered regordlnq cc.mpMabi Illy w.o!l preuicdtlld 
upon his aseumption that i.ho risk of G1'EFL provtding busic local 
ntHvlce In florido was greater thon the risk o! GTE Cotporatlon, 
the holding company. Witness Vander Weide argued that since• Gn~n. 
is more risky than GTE Corporation and because In hi:! oplnlorr the 
Value Line beta for GTE Corporation of .9~ cannot be statlsttcally 
distlnquiahed from the assumed~·~ c ' 1.0 for the S'P Industrials, 
the S&P Industrials are therefor~ a conservative proxy tor the 
torward-loolting risk of GTEfL. 
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Witness Hirshleifer testified that the most widely-accepted 
technique for determining the cost of capital of ~ company is to 
determine the coot o! capital of companies with businesses 
comparable t o the line of business under cons1deratlon. He 
rebutted witne!!<J Vander Weide ' s underlying assumption by noting 
that the bud ness in question , tha:; is, the bus I ness of GTE:fL 
providing basic local service, is !ar less rl11ky ~han many of the 
businesses GTE Corporation is involved in, such as wireless «rod 
international ventures. He further noted that had witness Vander 
Weide considered the forward-looking BARRA beta for GTE: Corpora~ion 
of . 75, he woul d have properly concluded that r.TE Corporation is 
actually less risky than either the S&P Industrials or the mdrket 
as a whole . 

BellSouth and Sprint witness Billinysley nex~ employed ~he 
common f o rm of the CAPH model . To use this model , he had to make 
assumptions regarding the appropriate beta , mark<'t ro~urn , ,,nd 
risk-free rate. He used a prospective measure of beta supplted by 
BARRA . Tne betd coefficient measures the systematic risk of 
invest i ng in a security . The systemati c risk is ~he r' sk Lhat 
cannot be eliminated through diverslficacion. Generally speaking, 
the h igher the beta , the greater the risk and vice versa. The 
a verage beta for the BcllSou~h index was . AJ , and tor the Sprint 
index was .84. To estimate the market re~urn , witness Billingsley 
applied the same form o f the DCf model discussed earlier to the S&P 
500 index of companies. Using market data !ot the month of July 
1998, he estimated an expected return on tnc S&P 500 o! between 
1~.85\ and 16.09\. Finally, tor the risk-tree rate, he used the 
average expected yield implied by the prices o! 20-year Treasury 
bond futures contracts quoted during July 1998 of 6.141. Based 
upon this analysis, he concl uded that his CAPM analysls indicated 
a cost of equity for BellSouth In ~he range o! 14.2• to 14 . 4\ and 
for Sprint i n the range of 14.3\ to 14.5\. 

In his other analysis, AT&T/HCl witness HirshlO!i!er used Lhe 
market risk premium form o! tho CAPM modt>l . T(> omploy this modP-1 , 
he had to make assumptions regarding the approprldtu beta, market 
risk premium, and risk-free rate. He considered two measures of 
beta . The first measure, baaed on historical stock relurns, was 
provided by Dow Jones Beta l\nAlytics. The Indicated beta from this 
source was .72 f or BellSouth .. nd . "18 !or CT£. To confJ.rm tho 
reasonableness of this approach, he ~lso considered the prospectlve 
measure of beta supplied by BARRA. The be~a !or BellSouth as of 
the same periOd was. 76 and for GTE was .15. He definod the market 
risk premium as the added expected return th<'lt 1nve~tors n•qui ro to 
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hold a broad oort!olio ot corr.rr~·n sto ~s tnstt.a•J ot rt·k·! :e~ 

Treasury securities. Based on •• OCr tlnaly:;b ot t.h•• S&l' ~00 U!llnq 
the same OCr codel discussed t•o1rller, h<. det•rmlned .. r.-.ark<t nsk 
premium over one-month Treasury bills ot ~.3\ und a market risk 
premium over long-tertii Tre11sury bonds o! 3.8\. He o\lso const J•·r•!d 
the historical spread between total stock return" and trca~ury 

returns as calculated by Ibbot:son As:sociates. The uithmNic 
average spreads (indicated marke• dsk premiums) over one-month 
Treasury bills ranged from !>.49• t.o 9.1~\. The a·,ero1ge spn•ildct 
over long-tenn Treasury bonds rilnqed !rom 4.54\ to 7.69\. Based on 
these analyses, he concluded that reasonable estimates of th•l 
market. risk premium are 7.5\ over one-month Treasury bills .1nd 5.~\ 
over 20 year Treasury bonds. flnillly, for the nsk-tree rate, h•· 
used thu average yields on one -month Trt•asury bills and 20-year 
Tre11sury bonds. Fo r one-month Treasury b:lls he 'Hied a long-run 
average yield of 4.53\ and for 20-year Treasury bonds he ~sed the 
average yield for December 1997 o ! 6.0:1~. a.us.·d upon this 
o!lnalyais, he concluded that. l,h CAPM <~naiysts indicoltf'd 3 cost. ot 
equity for BellSouth o! 9.96\ and tor GTEfL or 10.35\. To e:stlmolte 
tho CAPM cost. of equity capitill Cor Sprint , he assumed the .wor•"l" 
of the entire sample oC 10.08\. 

We believe BellSouth wltnc~s Billingsley's CPPM andly~ls 

o,rerstatos the true coal. o! equity ot BellSouth. 1\T,T/MCI wltntlss 
Hirshlei!er testified that had ~ltness Billingsley prop~rly taken 
Into account the feet that tht.' growth rate" usl!d in hi:• """ly:us 
would eventually slow, he would ~ •ve "roved at JMrkl't ns~ 

premiums more consistent w1th wha t is liUpported In the currt•nt 
financial literature. Witness Hirshleiter notud severdi current 
articles which discuss the !orw.ud-loo)(lng mecl:et prr·m1um cw•r 
Treasury bonds in the 2.0\ to r •. O\ ran(}e. In witn .. ss Btlllllll31ey'!! 
anillys1s, the di!!erence betwuen hte 1nd1catl!d market rc~urn 

through July 1998 of 15.85\ to 16.09\ and the YTM on 20-y••oH 
Treasury bond futures contr3cts thro•Jgh July 1998 ot G.IH 
indicates a market premium of 9. 7H to 9.9~\, well in ••xc•·~~ o ! t t•" 
level supported by independent :sourc••3 . 

In discussing hiS CAPM analysis , AT&T/MCI witness lllrshi<Hf•1r 
conceded that for purposes o! estimatinq the lonq-t<'rm <'O!It of 
co1pital there is a preference !or using the l••nq to•rm T~t··•~u•y 

interest rate. He also agreed thol Jt woulo IJe n:<.~:wn.H>I•· to usP 
th<~ predicted IIARRA beta instead of a 1"1storic.31 r, .. •asure or t't'tu 1n 

th•• CAPM ilnalyais. The BARRA betas !or BcllSouth. :;pnnt Corp., 
and GTE Corporation are .76 • . 1'J, and.75, respectively. Usln1 
these meaaures of beta, tho YTM on 20-year Treasury bond luluJen 
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con~racts through ~optember 1999 of 5 . 72\, and the range o( 
forward-looking market risk premium:J of 5 . 5\ to '1.5\ from wHne:.s 
Hirshleifcr' s analysis, the indicated CAPM cost ot equit~· 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\ co 11 . 7~. 

In his final approach, BellSouth and Sprint witness 
Billingsley applied a market risk prt'!l'l.um 11nalysls. He deflnl:'d the 
equity market ~isk pr~~ium as the dilference between t hn return on 
a broad basket of equity securl ties (the market l and the return on 
a low-risk or riskless benchmark security. In this analysis, he 
calculated the risk premium as tht' dilference between the expected 
return on the S&P 500 and the current marke~ yields on public 
utility bond.s from 'he period October, 1987 , through June . 1998. 
To estimate the market return, he applied the same form o! the DCf' 
model discussed earlier to the S& P 500 i nde>e of co~rpan ics . for 
BellSouch, he used the yield on triple A-rat"d public u~ illty 
bonds. for Sprint, he used the yield on single A-rdtud bonds. His 
analysis showed that the averag~ risk premium lrom late-1987 to 
mid-1998 was 6.74\ over triple A-rat~d bonds dnd 6.57\ over single 
A-rated bonds. Adding the first premium to the three month (April 
- June 1998) average r~turn on AAA-rated public ut1llty bonds or 
6 . S9\ produced a cost ot equity for the S&P SOO of 13.63\. Adding 
the second premium to the threQ month (April - June 19:181 <1Ver11ge 
return on A-rated public utility oonds of 7 . 12\ produced a cost ot 
equity for the S&P 500 of 13.69i. 

However, witness Billingsley ~est if ted that when interest 
rates decline, the equity risk premium wlden,, and when interest 
rates rise, the equity risk premium narrows . He citt .I a stud•! 
conducted by R.S . Harris and r.c. Marston to support th1s opinton. 
As a result of this study, witnc$!1 Btllingsley testified the r1sk 
premium must be increased . During the period o! Harris and 
Marston' s study, the 11verage 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 dccr~ased to S. 68 '1 I July 19981, he 
argued that the 11ppropriate risk premium was 9.1U\ instead of the 
6. 47 \ risk premium indicated by the Harris and r~ar!lton study. 
Using this alternative approa::h, he concluded that his iln,olysJs 
indicated an expected return on the S&l' !>00 ot H.66\, which 1s the 
cur-rent averago leval of 30- yc:ar Trc.'\oury bond!!: (or the mo nth ot 
July of 5.68\ plus the adjusted risY premium ot 9.18\. 

We believe witness Billingsley' s r1sk premtum analysts 
overstates the true cost of equity of BollSouth ~nd Sprint. In 
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reviewing witness Billl.nqslcy' s market: ris): premium ~n .. lysls, we 
note that the marke~ premium is not constant but instead ir\creases 
and decre~ses over time . Schedules RSB-5 <~nd RSB-6 show that the 
risk premium vver the period covered by witnass BillinqslE>y' s 
~nalysls varied from as little as 3.90~ to AS great as 8.861 when 
measured against triple A-rated bond yields and from 3.48\ to 8 . 17~ 
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: cates. We bel ~eve it would be double 
counting to include the additional 2 . 71\ premium (9 .18- 6 . 47•2.71 ) 
wicness Billingsley included in his risk premium et.~lmate!! .:>f 
Bo.llSouth' s and Sprint's cost o! equity . Removing this 2.71~ 
premium, the indica ted return for the S&P 500 is 12 . 2\ , without 
accounting for the fact that the average yield on 30-year Tre~sury 
bonds continued to decline !rom July, 1991l, through September, 
1998 . Moreover, thlS number is conservil ti vel y lag~ bcr:aus<> l1 
reflects the cost of equity for the S&P 500. The S&P 500, wlth ar, 
assumed beta of 1.00, is generally considered morc.t risky than 
individual companies with betdS s!qn1tlcantly less thar• 1.00, ~uch 
as BellSouth with a beta of .?6 und GTEFL with a betu of . 75 . 

Upon consideratio.n , we have determined that t~.e cost CJ! "qu!Ly 
for BellSouth falls within the range o f 9 .9~ to 12 . 51 and !or 
Sprint and GTEFL within the range of 10.2• to 12.5\. 7hese ranges 
include an allowance of 30 basis points for the recovery of 
notation costs . Since a point est iwodte of the cost of equity must 
be used to establish the overall cost of capital , we her~by adopt 
11 .5, for this proceeding . This return is conservHl••Ply h1gh 
considerinq the fact that it represents a 6. 3t market premium owH 
the average yield on 30-year Treasury bonds for September, 1998 , ot 
5 .1 9\ and a 5\ market premium over the !orward-lookinq cost of debt 
of 6.5\ . 

Overall Cos t of Capital 

BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingsl;•y ~nd GTEF!. wttnus!l 
Vander Weide discussed at length their opinions at th~ risk betnq 
faced by companies in the tolecommunicdt1ons industry since the 
pass~ge of Telecommunications Act of 1~96. In their discussions ot 
ri:Jk, chey overlooked two vGry fund~>moncal points. f"i r"t. 
witnesses Billingsley and Vander Weide misstrta tt1~ r!~k that 1a 
relevant to this proceeding. M"&T/MCI wJtrt<Ht!l !llrahlelter 
testified that the telecommunication:~ industry H a very broad 
c~tegory that includes such businusses ~8 cellular oporat1ons, PCS, 
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wireless communi~~tions endeavors, long distance , and intern~Ll onal 
operations. On the other hand, he pointed out that the ous1ness 
for which the cost of capital is being estimated in this proceedJnq 
is the business o! universal service . 

Both witnesses Billingsley and Vande. We1de admitted that (or 
purposes of setting prices 1 n this pr .:>ceeding, we should only 
consider the forward-looking cost of capital associ~:ed with the 
provision of universal service . Witness Hirshleifer testified that 
the business of providing universal service is o! relatively low 
risk compared to many of the risky business endeavors being pursued 
by the telephone holding companies . He also noted that in l l!l 
Universal Service Order, the fCC specifically stated at Paragrapn 
250(4) that "until f~cilities-based competition occur~. the impact 
o! compet ition on the LEC' s risk:s associated with the supported 
services will be minimal because the LEC' s facilities will ~till be 
used by competitors using either resale or purchasing access t o the 
LEC's unbundled elements.H Witne~s Hirshleifer concluded that it 
has been clearly rec()9nized by financial an~lysls ~nd the bond 
rating agencies that the business ot prov1dlng universal serv1co is 
less ri~ky and more stable than the other businesses being pursued 
by the telephone holding companies. for these reason:s, the 
discussion of risk in witnesses Billingsley' s and Varder Weide's 
te•timonies, to the extent it deals with the ;lobal state of the 
telecommunications industry ralhet than the actual business of 
providing universal service in florida, is 1 r relevant to the 
determination of the cost of capital in this proceeding . 

Second, regarding the risk thllt is relevant lo the provision 
of basic local service, both witnesses Billingsley and Vander Wetde 
ignored the fact that the !inancial markets have been continuously 
absorbing and incorporating information about competition and 
technologi~l and regulatory change. Witness Htrshlei!er testll ted 
that, when assessing the cost o! capital of any publicly-traded 
company, the market accounts !or all known risks exi:stlng currently 
and the possibility o! risks that could develop or increase in the 
future. He further noted that the market continuously ev~luates 
r eal-world intormlltion ret,~ardlng all relev<tnl risks, lnr lucling 
those which may arise or increase in th~ future, and incorpora~es 
~he likelihood of those riaks occurring into lhe current cost3 of 
cupicol of chc telephone hold!n9 companic3. Witness V~ndcr Woido 
admitted that investors consider all the risks, tnc ludlng tndustry 
changes , that a firm mi9ht incur ovur t he luturc 111t• o! the 
company. Since all of the witnf!95f!ll in nis proceeding have celled 
upon I'Mrket in!oi:'I'Mlion in the models they have used, to tho extent 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOr-TP 
OOCKET tlO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 103 

the market considers the r~sk~ cefcrrcd to by w~tnesse:; Bi lllWI!Jiey 
and Vander Weide important, the market has already account••d to< 
these risks in the financial measures used by the wltnols~es ~o 

estimate the cc~t of capital o! these companies . 

Upon consideration, we hereby adopt an overall cost of capital 
of 9.5\ for purposes of this proceeding. This 1s the (,>11-out ot 
<~ capital structure of 60\ equ£ty and 40 \ debt, a !orwa~d-looklng 

cost of debt o! 6.5\, and a cost of equity of 11.5\. ror tt.c 
reasons discussed Cilrlicr, we be' ieve the 9 . ~\ is • re.,son<lblc 
estimate of the large LEC's true !orward-look1ng cost of capital 
and represents an appropriate cost of money for an e(t ic1cnt 
prcvider of universal service. AT,T/HCr witness H1rshl~1fe• 

tustifiod that ~tho 11.25\ cost ot capital advocated oy aeliSouth 
and Sprint, and the 12.65\ cost of capital advocated by GTE are far 
in excess o f the forward-looking cost of capital fo~ the prov1s1on 
o! network element! or universal service, and arc lllCons1stc~t w1th 
publicly-available cost of capital estimates by part1e~ outsiun the 
context of this proceeding." lit• noted that the 11. ~~\ was 
determined by the f'CC in September 1990. Since that tim<', 30-yc..H 
Troaoury bond rates have fallen 380 basis points !rom ,,n .wer IQI' ol 
8.99\ in September 1990 to an average of 5.19\ In s .. pu•mber 1998. 
Witness Hirshlcifer concluded that qiven th<' slqnilicant decline 1n 
capital costs as indicated hy tho drop in y1elds on 30-yc<l:: 
Trea11ury bonds and ~the real-world, investor-orientl'd evidence" 
discussed in his testimony, there 1~ no evidence to support witness 
Billingsley's and witness Vander Weide's estimates as th~ tru•! 
costs o( capital of BellSouth, Sprint, .1nd GT£fL tor th•• provis1on 
o! universal service. We believe the 9.!1\ cost of Co)pll<tl '" 

redsonable for BellSouth, Sprint, dnd GTErL 1n llqh• o l ~he 

evidence presented. 

C. Taxes 

Income taxes, deferred income taxc·s anu t ,,x., ut tH·r t h . .,, 
income are necessary elementiJ for th!' ro11t prcoxy model. lloth 
models , as filed, lacked certain key <:omponents . 

Du1 ing deposition 1\T,T/MCf whness Wood indicated that th•• HAl 
model employed in this proceeding o1oes not address the utI ••ct o: 
either deferred state or federal income taxes. He .:~!so said th<1t 
separate spreadsheets would have 10 be developed, J.ndepend<'ntly ot 
the model, for each class of depreciable property, so that those 
calculations could be entered into the model. Wltn••ss Wood <llu 
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acknowledge that if deferred tolxe• were tncluded 1n the modPl, tto 
costs would be lower. He also sa1d the tncluston of de ferro tl to~x"s 

would be a change he would suggest to tho model. 

Although BellSouth witnes5 Du(fy-Ocno stated that the IKI'H 
model did not recognize the deferral of state income tax o:~ . ttw 
model does incorporate feder<ll deterred 1ncome t:axes. liu dtd 
indicate where the appropriate factors could be inserted in the 
model. He also provided the infonnatlon required to replace 
default factors used in the model with Florida-specific f<lctors. 

Both state and federal deferred taxes are approprlate t or u~e 
in d~termining b<lsic local sorv1c~ costs. BellSouth witness Du!!y­
O..no indicat ed he was not sure whether Florida income taxes wcrr• 
deferred, but saw no problem with 1nclud1ng them lf they dre 
dt'terred. Accordingly, we find that both federal and st<ltf' d~'fern•d 
1ncome taxes are app~op~iatP for considerat1on 1n thts procccdrn~. 

At the hearing, we took Off1cla1 Recoqnilion o! Ordnr No. PSC'-
98-0604-FOF-TP, Docket No . 960833-TP. issued Aprtl 29, 1998 . Tho• 
information relied on in that otder still appears to b .. r f'asontlbl•·· 
There have been no significant chango•s that would ol I net tho ldtus 

since our Order was issued. Wo find, therefore, the r.lt<>S approved 
ln that docket are appropriate for this procecd1ng: 1.~3 p~r cent 
!or gross receipts and l.lO per cent for ad valorem .tnd otho·r 
taxes. 

Table V-C(l) shovs ~he rates recc~ended by the w1tnesses and 
the rates that we hereby approve. AT,T/MCI's are defav1t nur.~rs 
Ddsed on national averages. The comb1ned rate is a math~mdttcal 
combination o! the state and !f'dtHdl lncorne tax rat• s. For 
e xample, use of the state and federal tncome tax roJtcs pro·Jitjp,:J by 
BellSouth, GTE Florida and Sprint Mad approved oy us prodr'ls " 
combined rate of 38.57\ (.055 + ((1-.0551 x .351 38.57\). 
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Table V-C (1) · Tax Rate COCipariaon 

Type of Tax ..T'T/MCI s.:nsouth QTE-P'L Sprint 

Income: 
federal 35 . 00l 35 . 00\ 35 . 00\ 35 . 00\ 
State 05 . 50t 05.50\ oo; . 5o~ 05 . 50\ 
Combined 39 . 25% 38 . 5"1\ 38 . 57\ 38.57\ 

Taxea Other 
'l'ban 
Incc:aoe: 
lid valorem NA 00 . 90\ 0 l. 1'0\ 00.90\ 
Ad val. ' other NA N/, IIA IIA 
Gr oss NA 
receipts 05 . 00\ NA 03 . 03\ NA 
Other Nl\ NA NA 0! . 00\ 

Cocmiueion 

3! •. 00\ 
O!.. . !,O"i 
J8.!)7, 

00. 90~ 

0 l . 20\ 

0 l. 53\ 
30 . 00% 

Because this proceeding .1s intended to gauge the cost ot 
basic local service in florida on a Corward-lookinq basis, u!l 
mandated by the Legislature, we believe florida-speclftc rates are 
appropriat e. We hereby r equire th<· use of florida-specific tax 
rates and t he inclusion of the effect ot state and federal deterred 
income taxes i n o rder to determine the cost of basic local service 
in florida. The florida-specific state income tax rate <!hall be 
5.5 per cent. The federal income tax rate shall be 3!> per •:ent. 
The combined federal and state incom<· tax rate shall be 38 . 57 per 
cent. The factor for gro:ss receipts !lha 11 b<:: J. 5 J per cent . A l. 2 
per cent factor shall be used Cor ad "lalorcm and other taxes. 

OVERVIEW; SECTIONS Y-p through V-I 

The following :sections , Secuons V-D through V-T, address tho 
~emainder of the inputs required !or the cost proxy model. 0( 1he 
total cost of providi ng service, the loop components constitute the 
majority of the cost, approximately 71 purcont, ac·cordtnC) t o GTEfl .. 
Switching costs are the next l~rq~~~ cdteqory. r•·prasanttng about 
14 percent of the total CObt , according to GTEfL. 

We note that because BCPI~ 3 . 1 is " cos l proxy modo I as Is UA l 
5.0a, some o f tho results may appear to be c.:~unt<'r-lnluJt!vv fr om 
an engineering standpoint. for oxamplo, o model m .. y call for a 
manhole , or part o! a manhole, to be built ln a rural area because 
o! the overall plant mix that is assumed. This type of anomalous 
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result occurs because these proxy models are no~ mod~Js ~n engineer 
would use when 1esigning an actu~l network. We bel1cv~, however, 
~ha~ overall these anomalies result in m1nimal effects un the ccst 
determinat.on process. 

During this proceeding, ou: sta f! ~s~;ed Be llSou~h. GTEf"L, ar.d 
Sprint to r ecommend inputs 1 f the lUll Model wen· recommended. 
Bell South recorrrnended the HAI 5. n.1 inputs proposed by w1 tnesses 
Jamshed K. Maden, Michael 0. Dirmeier and Oav1d C. Newton 
(Georgetown Consulting Group) . In Its tesponse GTEF'l. stated that it 
"ohjects to this request as it i:s Y<HJUC, ambiguous, overly broao 
and unduly burdensomo . H As part ot its response, Sprin~ prov1deo 
documents deta1.11ng the d1ttecence between the BCPM <>ml Hili iniJuL" 

and "approximationaH or the calculatlons necessary •o ~onv~rt BCPM 
inputs to I!Al inpl.'ts, but "reserv<•s the righ~ to de·l€~1-:>p flonda­
spccific inputs f or use in HAl, 1! chosen.N 

Our staff also requested thut AT&T recommend inputs it the 
BCPM Model were recommended. MCI <.~dopted AT&T' s reaponsf~. AT&T 
responded: 

The !ltructure dnd illgOrllhms used in BCPM J.l 
are not compdrablo to lho structure ana 
algorithms used in HAl ~.Oa. Simply 
attempting to modify the 1nputs to BCfM J.l L­
resemble those 1n HAl !.. O.o w1ll produce (no) 
neaningful answer. M·Jreovcr , there Is 
ln,.ufflc-lo•nt tlJM available in th1s proceedlnq 
to accomplish this task. . . . lhe fCC sr•cnt 
three months on 11 simll•lr proJect betor~ 

abandoning the e!1orl. 

/\T'T did provide 11 copy of AT'T tlnd HCI' s Cf':<ponso to • h" 
Mi:osis!nppt Public Service Commission taff ot so 1 l"Jt•J<I out nld•• 
plant inputs !or BCPH. 

We hav" analyzed each input <ond .. ddrcssed f•T'T' s c rtlicis:r.s 01 
• t • ., LECs' propo1 ftd inputs. Generally spea};tr,'], e.•cl• Input t••qlns 
with ol de!lnltton or discussion about the lnp,.t, ••n-olys111 ot tru• 
parties' positions, and our detennlnatl or~ on ~t•c ..,.,}w• lor the 
particular Input. 

f'or each lnput not spoci Clc4Jl y discussed, "'" ,. ''"' td••r ,,,.,.h 
LEC':l proposed 1nput as representative or dn f'fi H'I <HP pruvtlo·• In 
its terrltory. Therefote, Will ltnd th.lt too oll tht· lnpuls not 
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speci!irally addressed in this Order, each LEC' s propos•>d Inputs 
arc considered to be reasonable surrogau•s for ''" etfl<:i•~nl 
provider and thereby adopted. 

pi!Cerencc;s Among th<: Lf,Cs' Inpyts Metbodoloaif.•:t 40d p;zcymgnt.Jt1on 

As different as many of BCPM's and HAl's inputs are, there are 
a 1 so di !ferences in the methodology the L£Cs used to ca leu late 
thei r BCPH inputs. for example, CTEfL excluded nonrecurrtng 
expen~er from its expense calculation , ~hil~ BellSouth an~ Sprint 
did not. (Section V-S). RegardJ.ng outside p!dnt mix (Secllon V-l,t , 
BellSouth oroposed using the BCPM defaults. whi le CTEfL and Sprint. 
provided iL~uts specific to each' s territory. 

What partJ.c.ular data was considered conUdentlal vc~n"d by 
LEC. for example, CTEfL'" copper and fiber cable , ""d i t!l labor 
costs are confidential, while the same costs (or aellb~uth and 
Sprint a r e not confidential (Section V-Ii). The breildth and depth 
of back-up documentation varied considerably among the LECs , ~s 
will be eeen in the various subparts to the remdlndnr of s~ctlon ~ 
of this Order. 

As implied ln the above discussion, the ~ECs ' meLhodoloqlea 
for input development a~e not necessarily comparat.le on an "apples 
to apples" basis. In fact, for sever .. l 1 npuus, H !11 unclcdt 
whether all the L.ECs included the same casts , let alom• deturmtncd 
the costs the same way. 

GTE florida witness Tucek discusl!ed this ,,l th•· heartnrr: 

In a nutshell, very little can be conclud!lc1 
from lookl.nQ at the dif!erenc!ls among variO•J:S 
$&Cs of inpucs. Just like trying to coun• tr"' 
number of inputs we've populated in BCPH, it's 
a futile endeavor to search for meaning in the 
differences between the inputs proC!ered tly 
the parties in thil! proceedlnq. Ttw red!IOn 
for this is that for any l!uch compariucn to he 
llleaningful, the inputs must includr• t h•· :s.omr• 
type" o! costs. 

The lesson we can learn !rom my rebutt.ll 
testimony is that it is very lmpoctorlt to rn..k•• 
sure there's no mismatch in what each company 
has included in like named inpuls botoro 
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trying to assign mcanlnq to thr d1fterenc~n. 
Any comparison oC tt~sc d~t~ rely on the 
unproven a:ssumpt!on th.Jt the inputs th.:~t are 
called by the samo name arc developed on thr 
same basis. We've already seen th1s to not be 
the case with something as basic as a pole. 

Given the time available, tho complexity of 
the two propc~ed models, and multiple set9 of 
proposed inputs not necess~rily calculated 
using the same methodology, we have done our 
best to evaluate c1ll of the ev1dl'nc(• 
available. However, we note tha~ there may re 
further adjustments to the model input- ~h.11 

are appropriate. 

BeiiSoJth's Use of Proiected 1998-2000 Qata 

While GTEF"L and Sprint urwd 1991 data as the b.1sla !or m.my 
inputs, BcllSouth used projected 1998-2000 data. BollSouth 1rrlvod 
at its projected data by using Telephone Plant Indlc••s (TPI!!): 

In our particular !ltudy, we used three years, 
so each one of them is yr.ar over year . W•! us•· 

H you look at " ' 98 , ' 9~ . 2000, you would 
have a TPI that would show the price chang!' 
fro!!' '91 to '98, '98 to '99, ano •oro to 2000. 
And what we've done in our study is, insteao 
o! u~inq all three of the~. w~ tr1ed to hlt " 
midpoint of the time !ramo•, .tnd we took thf' 
three numbers and atnuqht .>"Ctdqed :.hem. So 
you had one TPI that would br!nq it to a 
representative midyear of t h.1t period. And It 
is applied to matorl" l. Tholl ' s the on•' wc 
used. 

Boll South witness Caldwell contends that tlw Ullf' ot r• o j<•cl .. u 
data is appropriate: 

In terms of looking .n th,} :study, we !elt th<!t 
we had budgeted data th •t would rc!lcct ,,ny 
cost changes that were rP.Icvant to the nN<t 
three years, and it would JUSt QlV•' us o. mote 
forward-lookinq view than ju5t using a simple 
!lash cut ~n time for ~ter1al prices. 
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BellSouth did, however, 1nd~x more than rnatcoal poccs . It also 
indexed expenses. 

Sprint-rlorida witness Dickerson , howev •r, dis.tgreed w!lh tl··~ 

u5e o! projected costs: 

As appropriate to a forward-looking design 
assumption, Sprint did not apply any indices 
o r factors to its current material or labor 
costs t o reflect !uturo costs. .In 
contrast to the I LEC ' " umbedded network, a 
Mforward-lookingH network is assumed t o be 
baaed 100\ on the best , most current techni 1. 

design, currently available technology dnd 
current (emphasis added) r:osts. That Is, It 
represents the network design, technology and 
costs that an efficient ILEC Pxpertences today 
as it builds and expands 1 ts network using 
~best in classH technology .Jnd dNI.igr •. 

Our staf f requested thiH B••llSouth rerun BCPM J.l without 
indexing material, labor, and contractor costs to ~~o if <1 

signi!J.cant change in the cost o! b.Jsic local service r .. ,ulted. 
BellSouth found that without Indexing for inflat:.lon or d••l l.ouon, 
the average monthly cost of b.l•ic loc.ll se1 vice decto.Jscd by SO. 36 
on an uncapped investment basi,., .and SC . 3S on a capped 1nv4·~tr-•mt 

b.ssis. 

This ptoceeding is to determine the cost o! b.tsic loc.Jl 
sf!rvlce us1ng a proxy cost model. We ! ind Sprint' :1 arq•Jrncnts 
against index ing persuasive. We t•elleve th.tt indexing m.Jy be 
appropriate , f o r example, in a contr.Jct .srbitration, but not 1n 
this fJCOCeeding. Therefore, throuqloout the re,-,ainde-r o! Sf'Ct lon v, 
we Will include , where dpproprJ.ttP , our drt•·uninat 1011 on 
BcllSouth' s index ing. 

I ypgs pf lnpyt Valyeo: Notiona l DI'LlYlt. State-:Ops•clli< , u;c;­
SpPc i!lc and Geogropbic-SpgciCic 

!loth BCPM 3 .1 and HAl 5.0o provide dct.Jult 1np•tt valu•Ht that 
.tre, by their very nature, nationdl. However , these noHIOI"ll 
default inputs may be changed. Inputs may be spoc1! r c ro ,, 
particular company or geoqraphica' .tro••· or tht!y rn.:ty h" ~pt• c- t f h 1 o 
a &late. In qenera l, the LF.~"' t).f't)lt•v,. thtJl, whuit~ po:u; Hde-, anpu~s 

stto ul<l bn epe"1f1c to their :\tHvic" tnrritones 
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BellSouth believes that the inputs "must be as specif~c as 
possible. . should be company-specific by tl!rci tory." When 
"possible," BellSouth recommends "f'lorida-speci Cic cost inputs 
which reflect the forward-looking cost of providing aervlce In 
Bell':outh terri t ory in Florida." However, BellSouth also used son1e 
of the BCPM 3.1 defaults: "(D)efaulls which were found to te 
representative ot BellSouth's florida costs , were used when 
BLllSouth-speci!ic data was not available in the format , or at the 
level of detail , required by the BCPM 3 . 1 ." 

GTEFL proposed 
1e•aults ~based on : 
at ect costs, and (2) 
inputs in the format 

company-speci!ic inputs rather thar. BCPH 
'1) the materiality with which the input:. 

GTE' s ability to develop the company-spoclflC 
required by BCPM in tho time allowed . " 

Sprint believes that the inputs should be Florida-spec ific. 
However, Sprint-Florida does not believe that there should be a 
"stanrtard set of inputs~ for all Florida LECs using BCPM, because 
"the model's precision in develop~ng cost by location would be 
diminished . " 

Each 
should be 
speci!ic . 

of the LECs had di!!erent responses when asked i! ther~ 
any inputs which are Florlda-specific rather than LEC­
BellSouth responded that: 

Cost input values should be reflective of the 
costs incurred in a particular operating 
t erritory, regardle$S of which local exchange 
carr ier is providing the service. 

This presumably implies that, for ext>mple, the cost of switches 
would he simil11r Cor all LECa serving in Bell South ' s territory, but 
difterent in Sprint' s territory. We believe , however, thJt if 
BellSouth were to compete in Sprint's territory, ll is !111 ,,,.,re 
likely that BellSouth's switch costs in Sprlnl'~ territory would 
not be the same as Sprint' s switch costs, but would rather be the 
same as BellSouth's switch costs in its traditional territory. 

CTEFL essentially agrees with BellSouth : 

State or averaged inputs do not reflect the 
production technologies, input prices, and 
other coMpany-specific circumstances 01 any 
ILEC . 
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I [GTEfL witness Tucek] would suggest lhat if 
this Commission wants the cost model and the 
cost model inputs to result ln meaningful 
estimates of Corward-loolcJng CO:Jt , it Is 
important that we estimate th~ torward-looking 
cost of providing local service on each 
carrier's own n~twork. The reason Cor this is 
that the supported services are likely to be 
provided primarily out o! the incumbent's 
network for the foreseeable future, 1 f not 
indefinitely . 

Sprint believes that there are some lnputs that "should be 
constant for all companies in the :Hate , .... " These input:< ar<• 
taxes, cost of money, and depreciat1on. Sprint states that 
"s.,voral" input categories could be consider ed "Engineer ing 
specifications - such as CSA si~e. pole sp~cing , manhole spacing , 
cable sizing factors - that can be readily be determined from 
industry stand@rd documents.H for the remaining tnputs, includ1ng 
cable and OLC costs, as well as support rat1os an1 operating 
expense ratios, Sprint suggests that a range might be o;,mployt."d to 
take into account cost differences attributable to company size . 

Upon consideration, we concluc!e •hat thU proceeding i!\ t<> 
develop the cost of an ef(icl~nt provider in floclda, not 
necessdrily an LEC's cost in its servic~ tcrrito~y. W~ d~ bel1eve 
it is important to remember tlhlt <Jny hypothcL lc<JI ef ficicnt 
provider may or may not operdte only in historic LEC terrltori~s. 
A provider could operate in Tampa and Jacksonville . If this is the 
case, would the provider ' a general and administrati•tc expense~ 1n 
Tampa differ from those it incurs tn Jdcksonvtlle? Would Spr1nt ' s 
plant mix remain the same if it competed with DellSouth ln Miami? 
Or would it more likely resemble BellSouth'a pl .. nt mt><? We believe 
that whether an input should be speclfic to a P·•rticular gco<Jraphy, 
LEC, or the state as a whole, no;,eds to be andly~•·d on .H> input-by­
input basis, which we have done wtlh .,,,ch ot lh•• Input:~ cJt:u:usaed 
in this Order . 

o. Support Structures 

The c11togory of aupporUng structure:. includ<'s the costs of 
poles, anchors and guys, the placement of !eeder and distribution 
conduit, and the placement of buried fcader and d.istrlbution c;~ble. 
We wil l address each ot the support structur<' inputs s~parately. 
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Poles . Anchors . and Guys 

AToT supports the value found in the HAt model document~tior.. 
According to the HAl model documentation, the HAl places a 40-!oot, 
class 4 treated southern pine utility pole. The total installed 
investment is $41?.00 . This includes the anchors .-.nd guys. 
BellSouth's base cost !or an installed pole is $391 . 70, which is 
for a 40-foot, class 4 pole. The base cost for in~talled anchors 
and guys is Sl00.46. The pole cost lnp•Jt used by GTE:FL ls a 
weighted average of a 30-foot, class 5 pole and a 40-Coot, clas~ 4 
pole. The weights are based on the mix of poles which are solely­
occupied by GTE:FL . GTE:FL's base cost for an installed pole In so!t 
rock and normal terrain is $786 . 81. In hard rock, GTE:F'L' s ba:~e 
cost for an installed pole is $1,057.26. The base co.5t for 
installed anchors and guys is $143.05 in ell~ terraln type:~. 

Finally, Sprint models a 45 foot, class 5 pole. Sprlnt's base co:~t 
for an installed pole is $549.00. lts base cost Cor Installed 
anchors and guys is $314.27. 

Since the parties propose di!!er~nt pole size~. we believe wP 
first must determine what is the appropriate pole :~1ze o: sizes co 
be used in the selected model. In addition , ~here is t.le question 
of whether ~nputs should be company-specL!ic, geographic-specific, 
or statewide. we note that in reali t.y, companies place several 
different types aud sizes ot poles in their territory; however. th•J 
models ha~e limitations which restrict the ability to dddress every 
scenario. 

According to witness Dickerson, Sprint modeled a 45 Coot pole 
in order to support its level of structure sharing (30• assigned to 
telephone for Sprint). He states that in order to h.tve span 
clearance between a power facility, a tt'lephone comp;;ny, olnd a 
cable company, a 45 foot pole is required . Furthermore, based on 
witness Dickerson's discussions with v.-.rtous construction ~nd 
planning managers , in order to enjoy the l4"vet ol shM 1nq thdl i:~ 
depicted on every single pole by v1rtue o! only putting one Input 
1nco tho model, which says on every single pole 70~ of the costs is 
shared away, it would be necessary to assume a ~ 5-foot pole. 

BellSouth models a 40-toot pole because IWllScoulh'll rwtwc.ork 
subject matter experts co~cluded that. j~int use dgr~emcnt, wit.h 
major power companies were based on a standard pole height ot 40 
f<•ct. GT£f1. 11s11umes solo! y-occupil"d poles o1re 30 feet a rod joirot 1 y­
occupied poles <tre 40-foot polo,.. Th" HAl Input:< l·orltolto !Ill Pl 
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used by ATOT does not specity why a 40-foot pole WdS spcciflcall"J 
chosen. 

Where parties did specifically state why a cortatn pole stz.: 
was chosen , the decision appeared to be based on the level ot 
sharing. St r ucture sharing is specifically addcPssed 1n Section 
V-E of this Order; we note here the percentages assigned to telco 
accounts Cor aerial plant by each company are: B"llSouth, 39.88•: 
GTEF"L, 53.58\; and Sprl.nt , 30~ . KAt ,; ssumcs pol(- shuring o! 
between 50\ - 25\, based on denslty . 

While there was little evidence presented ~n pole size, there 
was some evidence regarding pole costs . Much of llw evidence on 
pole co:.t focused on data sub.nltted by the v.Hlous !.ECs to the fCC 
in response to a survey. The costs prov1ded in ro~>J-onse to the 
r·cc• a survey were compared to what the LECs submitted in thiS 
proceoding. According to AT&T/MCI "i tncss WCJil!l, Lhc HA! "pole 
costs have been validated via comparison l' u:c polo coat duta 
qathered by the fCC." GTEF"L witr\ess Tucek believed th<~t wltness 
Wells' co~tpariaon was flawed because he wa:~ comparing GTEF!.' s 
response to the fCC with the Hili de!aull value. The ~Ill dtdault 
value is the installed cost oi a pole including anchorL and guys . 
Wi tness Tucek asserted that GT£f!.' s response to the fCC did not 
include the same i t ems as KAI and, th!:!refore. it 15 •ln ".lpples .Jnd 
oranges" comparison . Sprint ' s witness Clcketson also stated that 
Sprint ' s response to the FCC did not reflect ell the costs related 
to the cost o! pole materials and installalion. Upon rcvtew, w<.: 
conclude that the responses received by th~ fCC in Its dat" rcqc~st 
regarding pole costs are not an appro priate basis lor vali<l.lttng 
pole costs proposed by the L£CS 1n this procc!:!ding. 

Upon consideration, we believe 1t Is aoproprlate to mode l two 
pole sizes: a 45-foot, class 5 pole for provtdc~s tn Sprlnt' s 
territory, and a 40-foot, class 4 pole !or provlders in tchc 
territories ot GTEFL and BellSouth. We find It IS reasonable to 
assume that AL£Cs would have approximately the !am~ sharing 
opportunities and pole sizes as the res !dt•nt u :•· . /lccouli nq t o 
Sprint, itll ossumption o( a 45 foot pole i ll b<l!>"d n n H .s shoulng 
f11ctors. Sprint 1\Ssumea the greatest level of sh.Hing ot poles. 
We could not find any data presented by th~ parties thdt 
contr~dtcto Sprint.':. claim. Therefore, we ohall r<-qut r'<-• lhat c1 4!.­
foot polo be mor!olod in Sprinl' s territory. 111 .o<!(Jillon , ..,,.. 
b!:!ltove Sprint 's polo spacing, quy spaclnq, ,,net L<·ldllvo pole unttll 
Ctho number of poles, on a verage , between each plac~mont of an 
anchor and guy) are appropriate !or Sprint ' s territory. 
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We believe it is appropriate to modrl a 40-foot pole tn the 
territories of GTEFL and BellSouth. Once again ther~ i~ no record 
evidence contrac~cting this pole size. However , there w~~ some 
disc~Jsion regarding pole spacing for GTEfL. GTEfL' s wttness Tucc¥. 
was questioned why GTEfL uses the same spacing o( 175 feet in all 
density zones; he replied "Every pole in GTE' S systems is not 175 
feet apart. for modeling purpose~. we put in ,Jn average value." 
Witness Tucek also stated that he ran the BCPM model using the HAl 
assumptions for pole spacing and anchors and guy w1rcs, and the 
monthly cost per line increased by three cents. As with structure 
sharing, w~ 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 !ind that terri tory-spec!' lc 
pole spacing, guy spacing, and relative pole units are approprl.lte 
and reconurend accepting the vnlues as submitted hy GTEft. and 
Bell"lout;h. 

We believe the appropriate costs for d 4~-foot pole are the 
co"t" submitted by Sprint. In addition, we find that the costs o f 
anchors and guys for the 45 toot pole submitted by Sprint are ~n 
appropriate surrogate for the territory . No othe r party provided 
any cost information for a 45 foot pole, or the anchors and guys 
n~cessary to support it. Sprint ' s material cost for its pole is 
ba!led on its vendor prices . There is no evidence to sug1est that a 
generic provider placing a 45-foot pole could do so aL 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 SellSouth coets are an appropriate surrogate for what ,, 
generic ?rovider would pay for a 40 foot pole to be placed. GTEFL 
provided its specific pole costs Cot a 30 and a 40 foot pole (lhr 
numbers are proprietary). Its base materlai costs for a 40 fool 
pole appear to bo similar to that provided by BellSouth. On the 
other hand, GTEFL' s total costs are t.llmost double th<~t of 
BellSouth. GT£fL did not provid" adequate dato to suppon Its pul<• 
costs. Furthermore, as was t:he case with several o! the inputs , 
the L£Cs did not draw comparisons between their inputs . We believe 
that GT£FL' s costs are excess! ve. When wl tness Tucek "'''" asked why 
GTEFL's pole cost are greater than Sprint's "nd Bel!South's, he 
merely responded ~I don ' t hdv~ dcccaa to Sprint's or OcilSouth's 
nwnbers other than what they filed, so I can' t tell you 1.1hy." He 
stated that it should not be assumlld that like named i1.puts are 
developed on the same bases. Upon conslderat1on, we find thilt 
BollSouth' s pole, and anchor .wd quy cost" '"'' an aonropr i<1te 
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sur•ogdte for the cost an e!tlc1ent provider could expuct to Incur 
in Its territory, as well as the terrttory ot GTEfL. 

Placement Cons for reeder .1nd Pi3ttibytion t;ondyll. and !lurir.:rJ 
r~cder and P13tribytion Coble 

AT&T estimated the costs for various e xcav.ut on mt•t hods 
thr )UCJh a team of exparienced outside plant experts. According t~ 
witness Caldwell , BellSouth structure placement costs !or plar.!nq 
conduit , trenching/plowing buried cab" and placing pole!! ._.re 
based on an average of the 10 existing BellSouth contrActs w1th OSP 
coot ractors in florida. BellSouth does not have data that 
!denti ftes the percentage o! time assoc1ated wtth cdch actiVIty in 
the structure tables. Therefore, BellSouth ~:etwork "Xf•erts 
rev lowed the BCPH defaul t:s. S 1 n•··' these expert:. t ound t hc.se 
default values to be reasonable dOd r·~presentatlve o! Oell!louth' s 
operations in florida, the defaults wt•re used. GTEFL used tht• !ICPM 
defaults. Sprint's BCPM Inputs !or these !unct•ons were based on 
the specific conditions encountered in Sprint's f"lorida sl'rvtce 
area. Costs (or buried and underground structures wert duvt•loped 
based on the contractor pricou in o!tnct for 1998 within Sprint ' !l 
florida serving area. The construction activity percentage:~, o1lso 
contained in the structure tables, were based upon an analy~1~ ot 
the actual 1997 contractor jobs for constructlon of !eed~r and 
distribution routes within Sprlnt'!l Florida servlnq dC<'o. 

The costs for placing undergr-~nd condult and burled cable 
vary wtdely among the parties, especially ~tween the LECs and the 
HAl sponsors. BellSouth' s buried cable structure co~ts do J::lt •J.Jry 

by ~ype. This is also true of Zpr!nt ':. co,ts. 1\ccor<llnq lo 

AT,T/MCI witness Wells, thls is "sll".~ ly .·r ·ng.' Htt llcllo•vo•s !l 

"""'t" rr.uch le:ss per foot to plc·" Cdl>le thdn lt does to trench and 
backtlll. When Sprint' 11 witness Oic~nraon was quest 1 .,ned re<)•H<Hn<;; 
witness Wells' assertion, he !'Ita ted "lhis is a perfect lllustcoH ton 
why dO attempt to use national geno•r·•llz<Jtions doesn't arrlv•• "t 
the correct and best in!ormat ion to calculate spec 1 t 1c dVt>r.,ge 
co~ta.• Witness Dickor:son went on to expla!n that Sprint-Fiortda 
holS negotiated a master contract tor contr<Jctor work wlti ch to >9 1 

rate !or placing cable which covoru all Installation tnchnlques 
lo•.q. , trench and backfill, rocky tr<'nch, b<lckhoP, f"t• .) . 
BellSouth's witness Caldwell' response to wttness Wt lls wa9 .olmost 
identical to that of witness DICkerson. According to wanr.ss 
Caldwell , in BollSouth's contracts, the prlCI'II for !IUCh olCllVItlo•:~ 

as plowing, backfilling, or trenchlnq do nor vary on o I"'' toot 
baala. 
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J\T,T/MCl witness Wells was <llso critical of GTEFL for a,, u.:;c 
of the BCPM default values r<lther than its Florida-specific cvsts . 
Witness Tucek explained that CTEFL was unclear how it would develop 
the analogous inputs !or 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 tlmcs thac o! Sprint, 
since t he LECs have access to the same pool of contr<lc.tors in 
f'lorida . J\ccordi .. g to BellSouth witness Caldwell, BellSouth' s 
numbers are taken as an average of all the contract9 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 ls that they serve 
different geogr aphic areas. As an example, in some cases 8e11South 
may do more burying in a particul.sr geographic a r ea , so its 
contractor may develop the contract by figuring in a lower price 
for bu rying than for placing conduit. 

Sprint's witness Dickerson was asked to respond to AT&T/MCI 's 
witness Wells' assert:ion that Sprint models buri(>d ca.>le structu1·e 
at less than half the cost of BellSouth . Witness Dickerson st~tcd 
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 baoed on Sprint ' s actual construction techniques 
that were monitored for a recent annual period, the bulk is related 
to plowing. He notes that th<' construction prices Input in 
Sprint 's master contract re!lect the types of construction that the 
contractors can expect to employ. He believes Bell South's cost 
vtudy may reflect more urban area construction than does Sprint 
which could tend to be more expensive. 

We believe that placement cost·• do vary by geography. Whiie 
AT&T/MCl 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 
!oot charge for all types of installations . Th<H'-'fore, we find 
that the inputs provided by BellSouth o1nd Spnnt for placement 
activities in their respective territories arc appropriate. 
furthermore , we find that the BCPM defaults adoyted by GTEfL ~re 
appropriate for its territory. 

£. Structure Sharing Factors 

Structure sharing !actors are applied to telephone pole~ 3nd 
their anchors and 9uys, conduit , olnd bur.i.ed cable for tucdcr 1nd 
distribution. The fa;tors themselves are expressed <lS tho local 
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exchange carrier's percentage of invest ment for poles, conduit, and 
related equipment. 

According to AT&T/HCI witness Wells , as with other !::puts, 
HAl 's structure sharing inputs are "derived directly from the 
judgement of the OS I' Engineering Team." Be llSculh' s proposed 
structure sharing inputs, according to BellSouth witness Ca ldwu 11 , 
"are BellSouth-speci!ic values representat1ve of BellSouth' s 
sharing arrangements in Florida . " In addition, BellSouth ass~rts 
that because it " is a large efficient provider · o! 
telecommunications services in Florida. . structure shan.ng 
arrangements reflect econ~es of scale that an e!!1cient prov1der 
would be able to expect to '\chi eve on a going-forward basis ." 
GTEfL witness Tucek argued th GTEFL's proposed structure sharing 
inputs are ~based upon GTE:t1..' ~ actual experience lr> Florlda ." 
Gf&FL describes their structu ~ ring inputs : 

GTE' s r .ae sharing ir.pu• normal and sott 
rock r.:, 'tllent is 53 . 58 pt.r«...:nt ; for hard rock 
placement, the sharing input is 54. 52 percent. 
These percentages arr based on the number o! 
poles to which GTE attaches, and on whether or 
not GTE is the only utllity us1ng the pole. 
The sharing and price Inputs !or poles 
represent a composite of 30 foot non-shared 
poles and 40 foot shared-use poles . The~e Is 
no distinction between normal and soft rocY. 
placement because GTE' s existing vendor 
contracts fo r pole placement uo not make this 
distinction. Likewise, the sharing inputs o f 
100 percent for buded placement and 97 . 18 
percent for conduit and manhol~s reflect GTE: ' s 
current experience ln f'lor.l.dd and the 
assessment of GTE operat1ng personnel tn 
florida. 

On a ~going-forward ba'lis , H ..i1c.FL witness Tucef. doe:~ n.;>t 
"think that there will be enough npportunlties to shurc thdt is 
going to change these number:~ for the network c.:> a whole, 
those inputs are the most - arc representative ol the mos' 
efficient levels." In terms of a new entrant , witness Tucek a9reed 
th<>l "seeking out opportunitJ.es to sh<lre the cost o f burying c"ble" 
"may be efficient,H but he pointed out that "(f')or thP opportunity 
to exist for the new entrant, thoro hAs to t..•• s ""''one th<':e "llltn<J 
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and able at that point in time and at thcl\. parttcular location who 
wants t o bury the plant . ff 

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

Structure sharing, which 1mpacts the percent 
of costs assi9ned to telephone, ls based upon 
an assessment of cur rent and project!!d 
opportunitiew to have other entities sha r e 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 t:he other hand, the percent: 
assigned to telephone for buried and 
underground (conduit and manhole) feeder 
structures is set at 95 percent for ... .,st grids' 
to reflect the fact that sharing with o ther 
entities , such as power companies and cable 
companies, is limited . There are work 
coordination, safety, and available space 
considerations which make siqn!Clcant snarino 
of buried and underground construction costs 
unlikely . 

Tables V-E(l} through V-ECBI provide a side-by-side compar ison 
of the structure sharing inputs proposed by AT~T/MCJ, Bt•l!Soulh , 
GTEfL, and Sprint. Tho percentages rcprPsont the percent of the 
structure costs assigned to telephone op~ratlons. Most o r tables 
have identical inputs for Normal , SoCt Rock, and Hard Rock terrain . 

Ta.ble V - &(1) · P~r Conduit . 
Cf!n.slty AnT/liC! Bel!So~th G7l:f'l. fJ.--rtnt 

0 - 5 50\ 991 91.181 1001 

6 - 100 ~0\ ~91 •1. 1 "l! II .. , '''" ' . 
101-10(1 ~Ol !}ffl 'J1 . PH ')!, 't 

'Grids whose density is be•ween 0 and 100 households per 
squa re mil~ 1s set at greater than 9~\ to Mr eflect thcll the 
oppor tunity !or structure sharing is even more limited in areas 
of very low density.H (EXH 39 , p. 244) 
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Oenuty ATn/ MC I 

201 -6~0 33\ 

651-850 33\ 

851-2550 33\ 

25~1-~000 33\ 

5001 - 10000 33\ 

>10001 33\ . 98 \ I or Ita rd Rock 

Be.llSouth GTtn. 

99 \ 91. 18. 

99 \ 97. I 8\ 

991 97.18\ 

99 \ 97.18 \ 

991 91 . 18\ 

99\ 91 . I 81 

Table V-K(2) · Diatribution Conduit . 
Density AnT/HC! B l!So~th GTF.rl. 

o ... ~ 100 \ 991 tf') . 18\ 

b-100 !.0 \ 991 97.1h 

101-200 50\ 99\ 91. 181 

201-650 SO\ 99\ ~7 , I B\ 

bSl-BSO 40\ 99 \ q1,18\ 

851-2550 33\ 991 ~1. 18\ 

2551-5000 33\ 99 \ q?, 18\ 

~001-10000 JJ\ 99 \ 97. 18\ 

>10001 ])\ q(l\ q·1. I 9 I 

Table V-K(3) · Buried Feeder Cable 

O•'ll!tlty ATn /ltCI RnllSout.t. GT£rt. 

0-5 40\ '"' )(lVI 

6- 100 40\ 99• 1001 

101-200 401 fi·h 100• 

201-6~0 40\ •9• 1001 

651-850 40\ Q -.. , IDOl 

»~1-2!-t~O 40\ 'Jt;a \ 1001 

2551-5000 40\ 9~\ !OOl 

5001-10000 40\ gq , I DO; 

sprJnt 

9~\ 

?~\ 

95\ 

9!;\ 

9~\ 

95\ 

Spr!nt. 

1001 

tt•J t 

901 

901 

901 

lJO' 

901 

qo• 

90• 

Sprint • 

100 ' 

IOD\/"1. ~ ~ · 

!OOt./?~1 · 

1(10 •1 1''~". 

100 11'1~ ·. 

!00~/9"· • 0 

IOrJt/'1 •• 
1 00'\ /"J'.J' . 
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l>tns!' y ATn/ HCI 

>100 1 40 \ 

lte llSPtH, h CTtn. 

t.q, I! • 
• tOO\ I 'r Plow and Rocky Plow. 91 . ~~ ~HI(1 'l't \ tnt en t. t1 r 1\er tvl\- 1n11 , 

·1••nat t 'I :one. 

Table v-a(4) : Buried Diatribution Cable 

Oen•l • y ,\Tn/ HCI llell South GTE fl. 

o-~ 3 3\ 9b\ 100\ 

I •!1'10 33\ 96 \ 1 I 

101-~00 )J\ 'ft' 1 ,, 
• l·t.~O )J\ qt • I • 
6~1·8~0 ))\ 9~ \ 1 ' I 

~~1-2~~0 ))\ ~.t. ' I '\ 

;!~51-~000 l l\ \lt.\ l 1(1l 

~001•10000 ) )\ 96\ 100\ 

>10001 l lt 961 too• 
• J 00 I tor Plow .tnd Rocky Plow, 9~ \ 1\n•i 'H>t, 

I '' 
Othur ACllVI 0 1t"&lo 

donsJt.y xon". 

Table v-a(5) : A.eri e l Feeder Cable 

Oenllty ATn /HCJ • Bell~ou•h r.T£fL 

n.• SO \ ]'f,tHt• :.l.~tn/: ,. ••• 
I ·I ))\ ).-;,AA, q,~6H~~. , .. 
101-100 25\ 

)'• I " ' 
·.~8\/~S. ... 

. 1-t.~O 2S\ )··.~·· ) !(H/5~. ' .. 
651-850 25\ J9.6PI ~J.~~"~~.t)~· ·· 

PSI·H~O 25\ l•.Bfh -L~-.\/~5.0 ~• ·· 

;•s•_.J ·'JOOO 2~\ j'J,It8\ ',d. ~113\ ~~~. Q(I'J • • 

~001-10000 25\ 3'1.88\ ~J.~S\1~~.001 '' 

>10001 25\ )~ . 88 ' !.11.581/~!I.COt ·• 

• Jnctu-1•• ant-r.or• and 9UY• 
••!I!».OOt lor Hard llO<:k 

Sprtnt. • 

l 'I~"..' • 
'lf'f't'H•,I10•J Oil 

:;prtut 

IOU• 

1001/'• '. 

lOO•I•r>' • 

100• 1 f I • 

lOO t /'•( '• 

1 00' I • •• 
100\ 1'•' • • 

I 001/l';l • 

-
1001/901 . 

•J'"f ttllc-,U 0'f C·n 

!'JII lt1t 

) • I • . 
tno 

• • 
)I t 

lOt 

tO• 

lOt 

"'' 
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Tab l • V- E(6) : Aarial 

Oentt it)' AnT/HCI 

0-5 Ill\ 

6-100 HI\ 

101-200 HI\ 

201-650 HI\ 

651-850 AA 

851 - 2550 Nil 

255! -5000 Nil 

5001-10000 Nil 

>10001 Nil 

reeder Cabl e - Anchor a and 

Bel !Soulh GT£F!. 

100\ 100\ 

100\ 100\ 

100\ 100\ 

!00\ 100\ 

100\ !00\ 

100\ !DO\ 

100\ !00\ 

100~ 100\ 

100\ 100\ 

Tabl.e V-K(7) · Aarial Diatdhution Cablw . 
Dvn:s-:. ty ATOT/HCP BeUSoulh GTt:FL 

o-~ 50\ 

6-100 33\ 

101-200 25\ 

201-650 2~\ 

651-850 25\ 

eH-25~o 25\ 

2551-5000 25\ 

5001-10000 25\ 

>10001 25\ 
• Include• •nchore ond quya 
•• 55.00\ tor Hoed Rock 

Table V- E (B): AarJ.al 

Cen~! ty AT4T/11CI 

o-s NA 

6-100 HI\ 

101-?00 NA 

101-b~O IIA 

39. 88> ~·L~6-/!.t!J.00\ • • 

39. 8&1 ~ J. ~8\/55. 00\ •• 

39.89\ S3.58\/55.<l0\ .. 

)').80, ~3.~&\/ss.oo. ·· 

39.881 s •. •.a. /5~. 00 ... 

39.Uij\ 5J. 58\/SS. 00\ .. 

39.88\ SJ. SSl/5) 00\ .. 

l9.&8\ SJ.58\/SS.OO\ •• 

39.88• ~!.58\/SS.OO \ · • 

DJ.at.rJ.hutJ.on - Anchor a and 

Bell South CTEFL 

100\ !001 

100\ 1001 

100\ 100\ 

100\ 10'" 

Guy a 

Sr'!t !r.t 

100\ 

100\ 

!00\ 

100\ 

100\ 

100> 

100• 

100~ 

100\ 

Sprint 

30\ 

JOI 

30l 

lOI 

JO' 

)Ol 

30\ 

30\ 

30\ 

Guy a 

Spt 1n.t 

1 r10 ' 

100\ 

100\ 

100\ 
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C..n•!ty AnT/ HC! 

&S\·6~0 Nil 

8>1-:ISO NA 

2SSI-~OOO NA 

~001-10000 NA 

>I 001 I NA 

ll<tllSouu GTt.n. Sprint 

100> lOu• too• 

100\ 1001 lOtti 

1001 100 \ 100\ 

I 00\ 100\ 1001 

100\ 100\ 100\ 

Each LEC proffers struc ture sharing inputs based on 1 ts o·.m 
data. Sprint adjusted i.s data to reflect anticipated trends, wh ile 
GTEf'L did not adjust its data to reflect Cuture potenti a l sharu.q 
poss!bllit1e s . It 1s unclear whether BellSouth lo.•ked at f•. rward 
looiong trends for sharing. AT,T/ MCI sponsors the HAI 5 . 0, 1nputs 
whi ch o ffer an average sharing percentage based on the IIAI OSP 
Engineering team's judgement. AT,T/ MCI witness Wells agreed with 
Sprint w~tne!ls Laemmli's assert ion that because anchors and guys 
are on 1 y used to support the telephon" Cac111 ties on poI es, 100 
percent of their cost should be assigned to tht telephone comp~ny . 

Witness Wells states that in comp<1rison with tlw J,EC:J ' <H•rJ. il 

st r ucture !lh~ring, HAl 5.0a '' show{l c:onsldorably mo r e utructur-• 
shoJrlll<) (i.e ., a lower percentage paid by the telephone comp.,ny) 1n 
the urban area than in the rural area .... There 1s no s11pport1nq 
documentation to explain the LEC' s modeling logic, wh ich appedrs 
lac.,inq in sound OSP Engineering JudqemenL... He dol's aqrt • lhoH 
there: is • consistency among all 1npu• v~.ues 1n th<. r.>o•l rur.Jl 
density zone.· 

With regard t o below ground shoHlnq (underground and hllrl••d 
cable) , wttne:s:s Wells s ees a •most lll<)n!: I cant dl t Crrenc:o•," II" 
s•.•t• 11 that "ln the mos t urban ar«!<ltl tor t>clo.- ground :structures, 
the forward-looking view ot the HAl Model OSP Eng~neer1ng Team 1s 
that the telephone company will be ablr to 'hare undorground cost8 
wl.th t wo other utilities on the 4Veraqe. " Thl" colltr.osts 
wah wh"t witness Wells char .. cterizea .,~ "•n:-tudlly zero 411\C>IInl!l ol 
shar1ng- f oe the LECs . His rebuttal to the L£Cs I~ based on the 
Lucent OSP Engineering Handboo k, quoted by ~TErL witness ~owmnn , 

which states "[i)n areas where both power <.~nd telephone utilities 
plan to bury their facllitie~. a JOint trench 1~ ,,,u,•!ly 
advantageous." 

GTErL vigorously disputes IIAI' s sh~ring p•·•CPnta <J•'II ·•nd 
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 increaserl levels of 
sharing still cannot be supported. Even under 
this hypothesis, the required coincidence o! 
wants in space and time among the sharing 
utilities must be a~sumed as well. However, 
there is no hypothetical new entrant that will 
completely r build the electric power and 
cable TV networks in GTE' s nerving areas. 
Like GTE, their networks are already in place 
along with sharing arrangements that made 
sense at the t ime . 

Among Sprint wi tness Laemmli ' s criticisms of the HAI sharing 
percent ages is that HAl is ~unrealistically assuming not only a 
complete reconstruction of the telephone network, but also of every 
other power, CATV, water , gas and sewer compan~ ' s infra9tructure.H 
Sprint witness Laemmli asserts that in order 1:0 accept HAl ' s 
shnring percentage, one must believe that wherever a LEC would 
plnce aerial cable, so would a power company, with the same holding 
true !or buried and underground cable. H~> contends th~t thls 1:1 not 
the case : 

(Tjhe economics o! power and telephone 
networks are different. It ls far more 
expensive for a power company to bury a c~ble 
than it is for t:hem to place aerial wire . 
This because (sic) of the far more expensive 
burled conductors, deeper trench required, and 
more expensivo •rans!onners. etc . that must be 
used. In contrast, because the cost vat ius 
less and there are signi C icant rna intcn.:~nce 
savings, Sprint-Florida finds burying cable to 
be the Car m<lre economlca l .11 ternali ve. Each 
provider is going to make network decistons 
that arc in their owr economic interests. 

The net result is thnt Florida Power 
Corporation is 81\ (footnote omlltcd) <~erial 
while Sprint is 78\ burtt•<l. Sptint •s IH 
under9round and Florida Power hau no 
underground facilities. Structure sharing does 
not overcome the economics driving t.hi s mix 
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and it is not expected to change significantly 
i n r:he fur:urc . 

Another sharing area where 1\T&T/ MCl and the LE:Cs d1sagree u 
in the sharing percentages for buried cable. AT&T/HCl assume a 33 
percent sharing percent for buried distribution cable. In ef feet, 
this means that the telephone company i ncurs 33 percent of the cost 
of burying distribut-ion cable , and or:her utilities ar:! r~'sponsl.ble 
for the remaining 67 percent. Although 11T£T/HCI wl tness Wells 
agreed that the 33 percent "cannot" be achieved t oday, he asserted 
that the future should be aif!erent: 

And our pos1r:1on l.S that in a competitive 
environment: , that buried structure sharing 
will take place far in excess of what exists 
today for t he reasons that th~ rc wlll be 
incentive !or utilities to want to share the 
cost of a trench that haven ' t existed in the 
past because utili ties have been rate ba~e 
regulated and had an incentive to do their own 
trench. 

There will also be rogulat.:>ry pressure to 
minimize the number of trenches that are dug . 
There will also be many more ut:ll i tles out 
there in a competitive environment , once aga1n 
driving toward single trenches. 

And so we see that there will be 1nccntlve as 
well as additional opportunltv thdt will 
result in significantly mora shar1ng ot both 
buried and underground structur~ 1n the 
future . 

Sprint witness Dickerson's view is d•·amat !call)' ch !LercnL t rom 
MCI's: 

Here is the quontum assumption that they base, 
they ~hare away 67t of below-ground 
construction cost ba~ed on an assumptton that 
we are not only trying to reconstruct a 
Lelephone 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 
hypoth~tical scorched node network designed to ··IJet at t he cost 
basis, the appropriate cost basis." He chara::ter1zes a:J 
"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 HAl's inputs. HAl's inputs are default, estimated 
inputs that assume higl' levels ot sharing by any standard. We 
agree with AT&T/MCI that the inputs should be for a scorched node, 
hypothetical network . However, we believe that inherent In HAI'3 
assumption of extremely high sharing In below ground networks i~ 
the assumption that other utilities' r.<Jtworks have also been 
scorched. This is completely inappropriate. While this proceeding 
is to determine the cost or a forward-looking ~corched nod~ 
network, there needs to remain a basis in reality H the costs 
developed for the network are to have auy r'llev<>nce to the cost of 
basic local telephone service. We believe that as~u~lng ~haring 
percentages which require, !or example, power and Cdble TV 
companies to rebuild their networks so that more of the ~ost of a 
telephone network can be shifted to other industries, m••an11 •I 

ne~work severed from reality. 

Our second step is to determine whether the sharing inputs 
should be the same in the territoriea of BellSouth, GTEr~ . and 
Sprint, or whether they should LEC-speci!ic. Telephone compan.es, 
whether thEy are LECs or competiti'le local exchange carriers 
(CLECsl, must deal with the other utilities ln their areas. While 
il is possible that other utilities' structure requirements may be 
similar across company territories, it is more likely that they arc 
different. This does not mean that we view ~EC sharing inputs as 
approprillte as LEC sharing percentages . R<>thcr , we belteve that 
the LECs ere functioning as surrogates for ar. efficient provider 1n 
a specific geographic area. 

The final step is to determine what, if .;ny, adjustmcnLs arc 
required to the sharing percentages proposed by the LECs. Wo ace 
persuaded by the LECs' arguments that the sharing percentages are 
best determined by those most !amiliar with current levels of 
sharing, that is, the LECs themselves. While we nrc encouraged by 
3prlnt ' s t~cnd enoly3l5 to dctormLne 1f ony chonqc3 necdod lobe 
made, we are oven more encour~ged that Sprint ' s adjustmcnls were 
relatively minor. This provides more support for the sharing 
porcentaqos because it is likely that If BollSouth had ~omplotcd a 
ttimll<lr dnalyals, ita adjustments would be r<-loltlvely mlno• <>!I 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOf-TP 
OOCK~T NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 126 

well. We note that GT£E'L did at least consider whether j ts numbers 
would change in the future . 

Upon review, we find that BellSouth's, GT£FL' s, ~nd Sprint's 
sharing percentages represent the !orword-lookinq shar1n1 
percentages available to any eH icienl provider Ln each LEC' s 
respective territory. Accordingly, we hereby adopt each LEC' s 
proposed sharing percentages because thPy are a reasonable 
surrogate for sharing percentages likely Lo be achieved by an 
efficient provider o f basic service. 

F. fill factors 

According to f'CTA witness Barta, in its simplest do!irailion , 
a "till fac.:or represents the percentage of the network fac Ulty 
that is being used . H In BCPM 3 . 1 or HAl S . Oa, !ill factors are not 
model inputs; rather, the fill factor~ result 1rom uslnq a cnble 
sizing factor and, Cor distribution cdble , tho: number of pa1 rs per 
housing unit (or household) and per business. BellSouth descr~bes 
cable fill and sizing factors this way: 

A C4ble fill factor represents the percent of 
cable pairs t hat is working , that Is wortiny 
pair/available pairs. A cable fill factor 1s 
used when the number or avallable pairs 18 
known. A cable sizing factor ls used when the 
number of available pa1rs 1:.1 unknown. The 
cable sizing factor accounts tor the fact Lhat 
cables are purchased in discre te sizes, \00 , 
200, etc. Both !actors are designed to allow 
~aintenance operations to cost-effectively 
deal with defective pa1rs and adm1n1ster 
customer turnover. In BCPM 3. 1, the cable 
sizing factor for distribution works in 
conjunction with the number o f distribution 
pairs per housing unit/business to dctPrmlne 
required cable sizes . 

Dtstrtbution fill !octet 

The BCPM default e4ble sJdng (actor 1:~ 100 p<>rrer.t. B<•l l'1outh 
and Sprint propose o coblo sl-Ing f.lctor frn <>I J d•·n:>lly :on••• o l 
100 pe rccnt., while GTEfL propos<:: a ··1ble s l zIng factor o I 96 
percent across all densHy zones. HAl':J distribution cable slzin·r 
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factor. range from 50 percent in the lowest density zone to 75 
percent in the three highest dens1ty zones . 

The SCPM 3 . 1 defaults are 2 pairs per hous1ng unit and 6 pa1rs 
per business. BellSouth and Spr inL propose 2 pairs per housing 
unit and 6 pairs per business. GTEFL also proposes 6 pairs per 
business, but 2.5 pairs per hcusing unit. AT&T/MCI wit:ness Wells 
proposes 1.5 pairs per household and 3 pa1rs per business. Witness 
Wells asserted that, {T)here is excessive cost in oversi zing 
copper distribution cables based on hlstorically low utilization 
rates that can no longer be justified." Witness W-.lls believes 
that because "the actual number of hnes are modeled for large 
businesses,H the number of pairs per bus1ness should be reduced 
from .he L£Cs ' proposed 6, to 3 pairs . Overall, MCl witness We lls 
estimated that HAI •s computation results 1n a dlstributlon fill 
factor o! approxi.mately 60 percent. 

Although BellSouth is currently placing about 1.4 to 1.5 pa1rs 
per housing unit, it is proposing 2 pairs for this proceeding 
because when the two pairs arc used with a cable s1z1ng factor of 
100 percent, they will "produce the projected actual !lll that 
BellSouth feels they will encounter in the dlSLrlbution plant." 
BcllSouth' s actual distribution !ill as of December, 19~ ·7 , is 41. 3 
percent . 

Although GTEfL apparently can place up to four pa1 rs per 
housing unit, GT£tL witness Tucek was unsure what the •'CLu<ll 
practice is. GTEfL's 98 percent cable s1zing factor ·reflects the 
need !or administrative spare." Sprint wnness Otckerson Slllted 
that the distribution cable sizing factor -works 1n concert w1th 
the related model input assumption o! two pairs per houslng unit to 
achieve a reasonable overall distribution cable fill . Generally 
these model inputs result in distribution cable fills ranging !rom 
approximately 40\ to 50\ . 

The distribution cable sizing factor and tho number of patrs 
per housing unit work t oge•her from the very lowest levels ot 
building distribution plant. ror example, if a new street has 40 
houses, and the current local service provid"r r>rovls1on11 two paas 
per house with a cable s1z1ng factor of 100 porcv•t , tht·n two 
multiplied by 40, or an 80 pair cable 1s needed. Howuver , there is 
not a 80 pair cable, so thd cable to be placed is the next largest 
s1ze, or 100 pair. This has tho effect of lncre~sing the number or 
pa1rs available for uee because thls ~ceal wo zld" con~~ra1nt m<•<lns 
that the cable installed will nevec be less thon the n~~ber ot 
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pairs needed, bu~ is likely to be greater tha;. the number of patrs 
needed, thus generating additional spare capa~ity . Therefore, It ~s 

not possible to derive the actual fill factor by stmply dividtn~ 
the ~dble sizing factor by the number of pa1rs per hou~lng unit. 
For example, a 100 percent cable sizing tuct.or divided by two pairs 
per housin9 unit mean11 that the hlqhesl the fill !actor cc1n be Is 
50 percent. I t is likely to be something less, such as t.he 40 to 
50 percent fill factor that BellSouth and Sprint calculate from 
their inputa. 

The fill fact:or Lhat results from the input:s cun hav'' ,, 
significant. effect on the cost. For ox11mple, assumln<J '' Clll 
!actor o! approximately 40 percent, as BollSouth expertencos, then 
for every 100 pair cable, 40 pairs are in use, whtle foO pa1rs arc 
vacant. This ceans that 40 working pain1 pay !or thl" l'ntlte 100 
pair cable. 

BellSouth argues that even though it places approximately 1.4 
to 1.5 pairs per housing unit, two pairs must he used as nn input 
In order that the resulting !ill factor approximate~ Roll South' :1 

current fill factor. Sprint, on th" othor hand, placos t W<J pair:J 
per housing unit. It is unclear whcllwr GTEFL is .Jctu3lly placJrH} 
2.5 pairs in its territory. 

No i ther Bell South nor Sprint prov lded reasons w/ ,y t h•!i' 
believed 100 percent to be the approrn"~" cable sizing !actor. 
GTEFL reflects two percent fo:: spare In ils cable s1~lnq :.1ctor, 
reducing the !actor from 100 percent to 98 percent. ThiS h~s the 
effect of further increasing spare capac1t.y . 

We again emphasize that thts proceedtng 1s to develop the 
!orward-looklng economic cost of bas1c scrv1ce 1n Florld.J, ~h1 ch ts 
d~fined as flat rate residence and slnnle-llne flar rate bustness. 
We agree that spare capacity is essent:.11 1n the con~t.ruct1on ot 
every network, even a hypothctictll r11•twork. tlevcrthelt· ., wr 
disagree lhal simply because BcllSouth' n .>ctual dlotrtbullon tIll 
factor ls 41.3 percent, for example, that tho effective fill (actor 
in a forward-looking economic cost proxy model should ~l"o be 41.3 
percent. furthermore, BellSouth itaolt is not placing two pal r:. 
per housing unit, rather it is placing 1.4 to 1.5 pairs. We a1s 
disagree with Sprint's contention thclt a 15-.lO percent socond lH•c 
penetration rat:e translates today 1nt.o a two pairs per housing un1t. 
assumption. GTE Florida's 2.5 pa1rs per housin9 unit ~ssumptlon 
creotea even more spare cavacity th.:Jn Pithor of the two ott ... r u:ca. 
Althouqh GTEFL's second line pon•·troltton hu6 la•en glvt!n 
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confidential trea~ment, we are not persuaded that 2.5 pairs per 
housing unit remotely resembles a reasonable assumption. Pather. 
it app• ars to be designed to produce a ltklximwn of s;>are capacity 1n 
a network, to be paid !or by current customers . 

We are not persuaded by either BellSouth or Sprint that t wo 
pairs per housing unit is appropriate as an input to this model. 
Certainly, spare capacity is necessary, but the cable s1zing factor 
can be used to ensure adequate spare capacity . ~i kewlsc , we do not 
agree that GT£rL's 2.5 pairs per housing unlt represents what an 
efficient provider wou'd provision. The ~ECs seem to base their 
arg~.ents on the projected ongoing increase in addlttonal household 
telephone lines. We agree that the pc~etration 01 second lines has 
increased and is likely to Increase. But 1t is too e<1rly to 
conclude that a current 15 or 20 percent second line penetration 
rate me.,ns that a forward-looking econom1c cost ~>odel should 
reflect at least two pairs per housing unit. We note that thi~ 
proceeding is not to determine the actual cost fac~d by any ot 
these ~£CS, but is rather to esti~te the forward-look1ng co~t ot 
an efficient provider buildino a scorched node network all •H one(• , 
all at the same time. AT&T /MCJ wltn~ss Wells notes thdl w1lh 
1\T,T/MCI' s proposed inputs, there are approximately 40 :Jp.u<· I !nNr 
for each group of 60 customers. We arc persuaded by AT&T/r~Cl thdl 
for the inputs to the distribution !ill factor, an ~tf1c1enl 

provid~r building a scorched node network would not us~ two or 2.5 
pairs per housing unit, thus providing approximately 60 spare lines 
for every CO lines in service. TherP.fore, we a9ree wtth AT&T/MCl 
that the nwnber of residential patr5 per unit should bo! I.~. 

All three LECs proposed six pairs per bu~HIIC!lll, wtth 
AT&T/MCI's counter at three pairs P"r bus1ness location. 1\s at.ot•!d 
earlier, witness Wells believt~s th.H because ~the .• ctu.J 1 nun:ncr o t 
lines are modeled for larqe bus1ne~se:.," the number o l p.Hr·• pt!r 
business should be reduced from thf' ~ECs' proposed s1x, to three 
pairs. We have no evidence on what the a~erage number of lines ~·­

per small business location. According to BellSouth , BCPM 3.1 
"uses the actual number of business lines H it exceeds tho user 
adjustable line per business loc<~tion (currently set at 6) ." S1nc<> 
the model overrides this user adjustable input i! necessary, Wf' do 
not believe that it is necessary to input six pairs per bu:Jin.,:::J. 
Therefore, we are pereuadcd thtlt. c1 :unaller nurnbcr of p~lra por 
business location may be safely 1nput 1nto the model. Upor. 
consideration, we shall rf'qutrf• that three pa1rs per lou~inos:. 

location be used. 
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It is unclear why GTEFL believes that witn a 2.5 pairs per 
hous ng unit assumption, GTEFL felt it al~o necessary to reduce the 
amount of cable available for use fro~ 100 percent to 99 percent. 
Simple arithmetic shows that using 98 percent simply increases lhe 
amount of spare capacity. Reducing the cable s1zing factor (rom 
100 ptrcent to 99 percent reduces GTEfL' s proposed nax lmum (ill 
factor from 40 percent to approx1mately 39 percent. We are not 
persuaded lhat the cable sizing factor should be reduced from 100 
percent "hen the numbe. of pairs per housing unit is 7. . ~ . We ace 
persuaded by GTEfL that a t wo-point reduction in the cable sizing 
factor to account for administrative spare on 1ts face may be 
reasonable, but that any reduction can only be conslder.!d 1n 
concert wilh the number of pairs per hous1ng unlt . . 

Uoon consideration, concomitant with our determination of 1.~ 
pairs per housing unit and three pa1rs per bus1ness locat1on , we 
hereby odopt a cable sizing factor of 90 percent, providing a !0 
percent allowance for administrative spare capacny. This will 
produce an e f fect1ve maximum fill of 60 percent, which we believe 
to be an appropriate upper limit for the di.stribuuon (111 t .. ctor . 

feed~r till factor. 

BellSouth proposes a single feeder ~abLe sizing (~ctor ot 71 . 1 
percent for each density zone. GTEfL proposes a single feeder 
cable sizing factor of 65 percent for each den3it; zone . Sprlnt ' s 
proposed feeder cable sizing factor ranges from 53 .48 percent 1n 
the lowest density zone to 59.30 percent in the hlghrst density 
zone. Sprint wi tness Oickecson increased each factor by 
approximately 10 percent at the hearing n this proceeding . This 
increases the range from approximately 59 . ~ i, the lowest densllY 
zone to approximately 65.2 percent in the highest density zone. 

Because feeder size is based on the total of ull resld.,ntldl 
and business lines in a specific googt<lphJc are.,, there is no 
an<~ logous input to distribution c .. ble' s x (d var1abl•'l pai t"S pet" 
hovsehold or busi ness location. Ther:efore, tho c.oblo 8izlng 
fa-:tors are less than for distribution cable. 

As with lhe diat r ibution cable silln<J f .,ctor, uso o{ the 
i~edor cablo sizing foceor re~ults in a fill 9omewhat luS5 than ~he 
!actor. The actual !actor will vary based on, again, the "real 
world" constraint that f eeder cables only arc oold in cl"rtaln 
sizes: thus In some r outes, a provider might need to go to lho nexl 
largest site cable. Thi~ conslraint increases spare capacity . 
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Ag~in, Bell South proposes .1 Ieeder cable sl zing (actor th,)t 
"Is designed to produce a fill for !ceder cable reprcsontat1vc of 
the projection of actual fill of copper !eeder plant experienced in 
florida over time.N BellSouth's actual feeder 1111 u 65.4 
percent. GTEF"L found that HS 6~ percent value resulted 1n an 
•effective average• copper feeder !ill of 53.5 percent. Spnnt 
asserts that its "<:lena reflects a real worla bal.:~nce between 
inventory carrying costs (non-working cable palrs) against th~ co~t 
of construction for adding additional cable pairs at a later date.• 

AT&T/MCI proposed feeder cable sizing factors of 65 percent in 
the lowest density zone , 75 percent in th~ next lowest denstty 
zone, and 80 percent in the remainder of the zones. 

Aqain, we are not persuaded ti .. H cc~lculaling tnputs so that 
they result in an LEC's actual !ill Is the ~est approprtate way to 
build a scorched node network uslnq a torward-looktng econo=1c cost 
model. Given that the standard is that of a low-cost eC!lctcnt 
provider, we f•nd that a hypothoti cnl provider would need to ~trt ke 

the right balance between ava ll<lblt• pairs !or g ro wtt .1nd other 
necessities and the cost or those sparu pairs. Bel!South's Ieeder 
cable sizing factor is far more representative of •In clft c i~nt 

provider than either GTE<L' s or Sprint's. furthermore, w•• believe 
that much like distribution !ill, le<'dor fill 1~ not territory­
specific wi•hin rlorida. We believe, however, that feeder ftll lS 

likely to vary by density zone. Although there are dlftercnces 
between BellSouth's feeder cable slzlnq lactor .1nd AT&T/MCI's. ~he 

differences are not siqni!icant. 

Upon consideration, we hereby 
ground: the reeder cable sizing 
territories shall be 68 percent in 
percent in the nex~ lowest density 
remainder of the zones. 

G. Manholes and Handholes 

1 l•·pt <on approx1m.1te m1d<l~,.. 

(.lcto !or- all throe LEC 
t11c lowest don!lll y :om· . 72 
zonr- , and 7!> prorc.,nt. Ln thc 

A manhole is the larqe physlr:a I "nco1serr.~nt wl), re cctbles are 
l>rouqhl und.,rqrour.d. Included within the manhole i.nputa c.:~tcqo:y 

"r" holndholes, adders, conduit and ll sharing tactor. 

AT&T/MCI' a runhole costs include t.he co"t ot ,, pn•r •• bric<ltod 
concrete manhole, including bac ktlil and testoration. Uet.south's 
manholn and hftndhole inputs are based on an avcro1ge of th<' 10 
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BAI 

~ .. ,nh~h: - 12·~'7 
-Uoro..ll -s ~.640 
-Soft Rock 
-Hard ~ock . 

llellSouth ann Spri.nt• 

-59. ~0'1, 9~ -~lt),"f .... ).J} -$4,!11. 

- 9,~09.9~ . IO,'ll,,Jl - •. s j' 
- 18,018.81. - 16.~?7.80 - !t, 1!,1 

As lllustrated in Table V Gill, the total con !or 1!\at>holcs 
and handholes in some cases varies sign1.f1cantly between the 
par•ies. In determining the manhole and handhole costs to be lnpu· 
in th~ selected model, we believe it is approprlat~ tn use data 
repr~sentative of florida costs and conditions. Bf'llSouth •>nd 
GTEfL hAve provided florida-apeciflc costs. Howevrr, 35 ~iscuao~d 
in many o f the other inputs, we are not oble to porfonn an "applrs 

to apples- comparison . GTEFL filed support !or Its speci!lc 
:nanhol" an:1 handhole coats for such thtngs a!l materi.lls, !abor, 
engin~erinq, and placement under confidential cover. BellSouth, 

on the other hand, provided the total costs o! catertals and labo. 
for normal placement based on a straight average of tts OSP 
._ortt.rcn t:~ !oc hord rock ploccment, BollGou~h lr1eludttd .add1t1on.Jt 

labor cost5 . 

In reviewing and COIToparing the limited 1nfonMtlor. provided by 
GTEFL and BellSouth, we have been unablf' to de~erntne ~hy there rtr•• 

some slqnificant discrepancies in handhole and ,-..,r.tol•• c •Sts. Wh<'n 
GTE:f!.'- wiln.,ss Tucek was asked why GTErt •- costs "l'r•·.1r to b,. so 
much greater than the 8CPH default, ht> stcned: ·w .. hdVf' no 
information on those defaults , so I'm unabl•• to tnll you what's In 
them." 

After reviewing GTEfL' s contidcn• lal lnfor~T~<Hion on thl!l 
subJeCt matter, i t appears that lta placemd.t co!lts drt• •• 
stgnt!tcant percentage o! lts total costs. We do not l<n '" 1f this 
1s because of qeoqraphy or simply because of th" wo~y the or-p • .ny 
chose to colculate 1ta placement cost:~. ln addltton, IH:t'L' t o •.tl 
mater.als loadinq (which includes Creloht, Sdleo t<>X , pr .vtsicu:nq 
and minor rMterialsl seems to be 11 slgnJ !ic:ant pt•rctmt<~gc of tts 
tot.ll CO~lS. 

Again, we note that this proceeding is to determ!nt• til•• 

torward-loolc1ng costs that an e!!ic.ont provtder ot lOCdl servlco 
would 1ncur. We believe that 8ellSouth' s han•Jhole ·H•d r-.anholc 
lnputs, loss 1ts inflation or deflation !o:~ctors, ,,r., c'n arprcprl.•te 
:;urroq.,t ... W,. b<:-llevf' thc't a.lnce 8ell5outh' :> cost "''" dtlllV('d fte•m 
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.1 straight average of its OSP contr.Jcts in each dJ"tr let in 

B<>llSou~h' s te r ritory in florida, it captures vuyln<J costs 
throughout the various regions in the st.at~. 

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 Wltness Caldw~ll, since 
the adder called Cor by BCPH o~as the same size as th~,o m.lnhole 
(12 • 6 • 7), "there wasn't .eally any need to place it in the modrl 
again . • She went on to state that anything that. BellSouth is going 
to pl4ce can be 4Ccommodated with nine ducts . We find ltull 1t iS 

appropriate t.o include the costs of an adder , since nino rlucts may 
b~ sufficient. for BellSouth, but it may not be for tho generic 
provider for whi~h costs are being determined. 

Table V-<0(2) 

BAI Be~~South <OTErt. Sprint• 

IICI'.I~r -12• 6• 7 
·Nor-mol •nl• -n/4 ·SJ, 206.94 .,';' ,tJ4 0 

·:JofL Rock - 1 ,401 .30 ' • ttOU 

·ll·trd Rock - l . ~9~.6ll J . 'ii10 . , 1r ant. •do p ted the IJCI'H defoulto. 

While GTEFL proposed inputs for an adder for each soil type, 
GTEF"L notes that: "No adders are used tor so!t rock. ror hard rc•·k 
the following number of adders are used: Handhnlc:•4; Monhole 
4 • 6•7 8 ; Manhole 12•6• 7•20. " (;TEFL d1d not provide apcc1lic 
rna~cr1al and labor coats for its adder lnputs. We ate puzzled by 
the note referenced above; if GTEf'L does not use <!lddurs tn solt 
rock, why is there an input? furthermore, 1t appear~ tho~t th•• BCPM 
m• Jol only includes the adder with the 12•6 •7 ma'lhol•• tor oll soil 
types; GTEF"L notes adders are used (or dl fter1n9 suu mclllholcs and 
handholes. 

Sprint's adder inputs are the BCI·M d<:ldult v<!lluc•:L According 
t.o Sprint w!tnese Oickereon the declston to use th~ tiCIM default 
"as based on recent unhole 1nstallat1on 1n Sprint's Ncvad& a~rv1n9 
area. Absent better information, we believe the IICFH det.::zlts 
adopted by Sprint are an appropriate surrogate for &dder costs. 

Condy!t Co:sts 

The next component which makes up manhole 1 "'put 111 conduIt 
costs. HAl's conduit cost5 are $.60 per foot. Ac<nrdln•l to th" 
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HIP, these costs we re obtained from several suppliers. The labor 
to place conJuit in t renches is included in the cost of the trench, 
not t~e conduit cost . 

GTE:fL, BellSouth , and Sprint also provide conduit costs on a 
per duct foot basis . SellSouth' s conduit input is based on an 
average of the 10 e xisting SellSouth contracts 10ith OSP contractors 
in Florida . GTEfL' s inputs are based on GTE:-speci!1c poces. 
Sprint has adopted the BCPM default . In each case, it appears lhat 
the pa r ties a r e providing onl y their total materials costs . 

We find no e vidence i n this proceeding regarding how per Coot 
costs for conduit s hould be calcul ated or what sharing factor 
should apply. 1\!ter reviewing the limited data , we believe 
BellSouth' s input of $2 . 24 per foot is clearly an outlier, when 
compared to GTEfL' s input o f $1 . 39, Sprint' s input of $ . 73 and the 
AT&T/HCl input of $ . 60. Although the specif1c numbers are 
proprietary, we have reviewed GTEfL- spectfic mater ials input and 
found that an engineering end a matertals loading is applied . (We 
do not have similar data !or AT&T /MC1 or Sprint. l GTEfL' s 
materials costs before loadings are comparable Lo th~ total coat 
proposed by Sprint and AT&T/MCI . We believe an average .:>t the 
inputs proposed by AT,T/MCI. GTEFL, and Sprint will provide an 
appropriate estimate of costs an ef!lcl.ent provider could Incur 
statewide . Therefor e , we adopt a conduit cost of $ . 91 1er duct 
foot. 

With regard to condul.t sharing, we have no informatlon or the 
AT&T/MCl recommended sharing perccntagc !or conduit:. BcllSouth's 
percent assigned to the telco account 1s 99·, GTE's is 97l, and 
Sprtnt ' s is 100\. Upon review, we lind that. the appropnate 
shating factor is 98\. This number was der1ved by averaging the 
data provided by GT£fL and SellSouth. We belleve this dat<s is 
representative of conduit sharing characterist1c 1n flor1da and 1s 
a reasonable surrogate for an e!C~cicnt pr.:~vldcr statcw1da . 

Manhole Sharing 

With regard to manhole sharing, the GTEfL and BcllSouth 
percentage assigned to the telco account !or their manholes is the 
uam<> '"' for their conduit:. Tho BCPM dotault values adop<od l:>y 
Sprint range !rom 75\ Cor the handhole to 90\ for the 4 •6 •7 
manhole. (We were unatle to locate HAl's manhole sharing 
percentages in the 111odel documeototlon. l A3 with conduit sh.1rJng, 
we find that the appropriate sh .. ring !actor would b•· 'J8\ . Tluo 

_j 
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number was derived by averaging tlle data provided by GTEfL and 
BellSouth . We believe this data is representative of r;onduit 
sharing characteristic in florida and is a rea~onable 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 Cor 
material , as well as other comporents necessary so that the cost 1s 
provided for engineered , furnished , and installed (Ef&l) cable. 
The HAJ inputs are Cor a total , Ef&I cost. 

Each party developed its fiber and copper cables cost u9lng 
the same methodology . Therefore, the summaries below refer to the 
development or both fiber and copper cable. 

AT&T/MCI' s outside plant inputs for use in the Hr.I model "have 
been developed and validated by the HAI OSP Engineering Team.H In 
addltion, input values have been validated by contacting ~ variety 
o! material vendors and contractors o! OSP ~orviccs. Membo:s of the 
OS? Engineering Team have compared assumption~ and input values to 
those of the LECS by members o! the OSP Engineering Tenm. 

for copper cable, the HAl docum~ntation states that: 

In the opinion of expert outside plant 
engineers whose experience includes writing 
and administering hundreds of outside plant. 
"estimate casesH (large undertakings), 
material represents approximate•y 40~ o( the 
total installed cost. This is a widely used 
rule of thumb among out side plant eng ir.cers. 
Such expert opinions were also used to 
determine that the average engineerjnq content 
for installed copper cablo is 1 ~" of tho 
installed cost . Tho rema ining 45,. n:pro!lonts 
direct labor for placing and spllcing cable, 
exclusive of the cost of splic1nq block 
terminals into th~ cable. 

For fiber cable, however: 
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Splicing Engineering and Direct Labor are 
included in the cost of the Remo~e Term1nal 
Installations, and the Cent r al Office 
Installations, since field splicing is 
unnecessary with tiber cable pulls that are as 
long as 35 , 000 fet t between them. 

Placing Er~ineering and Di r ect Labor are 
estimated et $2.00 per foo: , consisting of 
$0.50 in engineering per toot, plus $1 .50 
direct labor per !Dot. These estimates were 
provided by a team of Outside Plant 
Engineering and Construction experts. 

BellSouth witness Caldwell described how BellSouth developed 
its cable cost inputs: 

BellSouth used BellSouth-speciCic costs f or 
both copper and fiber cable . Material prices 
for copper and fiber cable were ob~ainod from 
procurement records that reflect actutl 
BellSouth purchase prices ar ' contractual 
agreements . .futu re int ation trends 
(TPis) were also taken into consideration in 
order to reflect forward-looking costs . 
Telephone company engineering and labor costs 
were deri ved from BcllSouth'~ Florida in-plant 
loading factors. In-plant factors convert 
material prices to a rlorida-speciflc 
i nstlllled investme nt (less contractor costs 
chat are handled separately in tho structu re 
tables of BCPM 3.1). BellSouth-spec~fic cable 
costs reflect economies of ~cale and vendor 
prices that: an efficient prov~dcr would be 
able to expect to achieve on a golnq (orward 
basis . 

The TPI that witness Caldwell referred to ~s an "account 
specific• telephone plant index that "lndlcate(sl the pr1cu ch.onge 
fo r material that will be anticipated." This future pricu r. h<>nqc 
may be i nflationary or d~tlaL1onary, dcpendln9 on the account . 
BellSouth applied the TPI to develop mate r ial costs for 1998, 1999, 
and 2000 . Then, BellSouth used a three-year "straiqht• average of 
the 1996 , 1999 , and 2000 matcriol costs. 



ORDER NO . PSC-99-0068-fOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 139 

The TPI is the first of several !actors BellSouth applied to 
each of 1ts cable material costs . In addition to the TPl , other 1n­
plant lo6ding factors were applied to the inflation-adjusted 
rna teria l costs . They include factors for exempt, tax , tel co, 
contract, and engineering. Exempt is do!ined as expensed material 
costs . Exempt includes , tor example, terminals less than 100 pair 
and splicing enclosures. Tax is s1mply the sales tax. 
Telecommunications represents the cost of BellSc-.. th'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 inClation . for example, fer 
underground fiber cable, the TPI indicates a 3 percent deflation. 
Once the underground fiber cable material cost has been adjusted 
for th<! c;.,flation, then the other !actors arc appl1ed. for 
underground fiber cable, the exempt !actor is 22 . 14 percent, the 
tax is 6 percent, the telco factor is 45.56 percent, the cont r act 
factor is 8 .85 percent, and the engineering factor is 9.13 percent. 
An idontical percenta9e for each of the in-plant loadings 1s 
applied to each si ze of c&ble. For example, the fDctors are the 
same lor underground fiber cable whether it is 24 pair cable or 288 
pair c.:~ble. 

The factors , other than tax, vary by cable . f'or example, 
bur1ed copper cable's 1nflation factor is 4.0~ percent. The exempt 
factor is 57 . 28 percent, tax is 6 percent, the tclco factor is 
148 . 93 percent , there is no contract !actor, and the cnqineerinq 
factor is 45.35 percent. 

GTE: t'lorida based its material and labor inputs Mon the prices 
that GTE currently pays for these inputs in n.,rida. w GTEFL' s 
proposed inputs ~have been present:ed on a combined m.1tcoaJ and 
labor bas1s , in order to preserve the cont idenoal 1ty ot the data. H 

Thus, it ~~ not possible Cor us to describe how GTEFL developed its 
cable costs. 

Sprint witness Dickerson described how Sprint dcvelop~d its 
fiber and copper cable costs: 

The inputs Cor cable costs were developed 
separately for copper ar.:l fiber cable .lnd 
include labor and material costs. Co~>IWJ 
cable inputs wore based on Sprlnt' s curn•nt 
moL uc l.al pdces and Florida speci( ic camptlny 
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and contractor labor costs 
engineering and installation. 
costs were developed in the same 

prices for 
fiber cable 

manner. 

Sprint applied !our !actors to their material costs. These 
include a tax rate of 6 . S9 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 i ls 
material. These factors, though, unlike BellSouth's factors, 
apparently differ by cable pair size. Our analysis demonstrates 
that actua! cable material cost as a percent o! total cost !or 26 
gauge buried copper cable ranged from less than 9 percent !or 12 
pairs, to almost 64 percent for 4200 pair cable. AR the proportion 
of actual ~~terial cost increases, then, of course , the proportion 
of loading factors decreases. This implies that some economics o! 
scale for non-material costs exts~ as the size of cable increases. 

In cor.trast to Bell South, Sprint did not use any type of index 
to calculate potential inflationary effects. 

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

Table V•B (l) : ODdoe J'i.ber Cable Tot&l Co•t Cooq>a.ri • o n 

Siu A%U/ICI S.llSO\Ith CTI:rL 8pr1.nt ,.._,.) 
288 NA ,H.82 $11 88 ;!•,.ot -
216 $13.10 NA ~~ W\ --
144 sg.:;n $8.00 ''0.64 s• ' 1 

96 $7.11! $5.52 . l9 $7 ~1 

72 ~5.90 34.28 $4.94 so.!>S 

60 SS . JO $).56 $L45 :l..Ol 

48 ,4.70 $2. ?7 $j t.;" G!. ~1 

36 H.lO S2.08 $2.94 $4. ., 

24 $3.50 Sl.6:r Q?. )7 $-C. ~8 

18 #3.20 ~ 1. ~· S:'. l 1 ~4. 4' 

12 $2.90 G I. 10 51 18 S4.2J 



ORDER NO. PSC-99- 0068-FOf'-T t' 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 14 0 

Table V-8(2): Buri.ed l'iber Cable 

b"" .J.nr/HCl• Bell SOli th 

288 $19.06 

16 I lA 

$~.6) 

~t. $6. £~ 

n $S.H 

.o $4 .29 

4 3l . S8 

36 $2.SI 

2C s 1. 941 

l8 H.~o 

12 $1. 3? 

Total. Co•t •ri.•on 

CTII'L lpr.1nt 

Sll. 77 Sl 4.?o 

IIA tu\ 

510.12 se. --
S6. 46 ~0' 2 I 

s~.u1 $!L 16 

$$ 4 .!1 54 .64 

$).6& $4.07 

$).00 $). C2 

!,2.() ~3.0(. 

52.0~ $2.90 

:.1.~4 S2.o9 

• HAJ !:».Olt ll'lput.• Port-to.lto •hov:~ coo;ta tcr un1"t1rnund "nll wrl\l ttL._, tt,t-d'l'r, 
bu~ non• !or burJed ftber reeder. 

Table V-8(3): Aerial. l'iber Cable Total Co•t Coepari.•on .... Ar~rtwCJ ..llSouth cnn. Spr1nt-

(F-.:1 

288 IIA $19.70 51•.~4 ~1.1.?0 

21f> 513.10 till ~h tiA 

IU s~.so $9.9~ ~ 10.16 $1. &2 

96 $7.10 So.88 $7.07 $~ 9b 

12 SS.90 $S.3J $~.~!) ~~.J) 

60 SS.30 $4.U ~· b8 SL•ij 

48 SC.70 $3.11 sc 32 SC.I~ 

36 $4.10 $2.~9 SJ se ~3.10 

~· S3.SO $2.06 ~7 S7 $J.71 

~~ 53.20 Sl.~S 52.24 $).0) 

12 52.90 $1.31 st. as s •. 8.1 
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Tabl eto V-H ( 4) th r ough V-H ( 9) prov 1ded a side-by-" Ide 

(..:>mpa r ison of the proposed copper c<~blc prices . The HAl !J.o., 
Inputs Portfolio SUites that for ! ecd_,r and dist r ibution, P•' ir :.1:." 
below 400 pairs i s 24 9 auqe; !or 400 and above pa irs , '}6 '7•''"1" 
cable i s used. The copper !ceder costs are dcscr ibt•d fnr 
undet9 ro und and aerial, wh ile t he typo o f copper distribution c.•bl •• 
is not described at a ll . The refo re, fo r cumpar ison purposc11, th<' 
dist lbution cable will be shown in the Bu r i e d Cable Tabll'!l . 

Table V-H(4) : 
24-Geuge Ond.eJ:9round Copper Cable Total. Coat i C-r eon ...... AU'I'/MCI .. uaout)> ann. •print 

cr-.:1 

""""!) Sll~.ll S1J.H 561. ~~ 

J6.: ~ $11.61 ;6),4 0 5~0.{.1 

JOOO sn .ot S\J.Il so.·.~ 

1400 $~4. 41 $42.ij4 s .... t. ~1 

1100 $41.91 $J7.86 527.~0 

1800 S4,,H Sl? .. ,, $23.80 

1100 $21.19 ........ 40 Stc.:•t 

••o $29. 45 S17.19 S12.l• 

(0g s 14 .68 Sli.l> s~ 9S 

4"" $? 11 ~,. ll So >: 

)CU 57.34 $' . ll $7. 10 

100 $ 4. 2~ 54 eq ~c ~~~ $~.0 

too $2.50 $2 45 •• .,. S.C.01 

5Q $1 .n ~I 81 $). 'J 1 

H tO Gl $1. lJ s "·. J 

'" 50.6' Sl I] S •• IH J 

1. $0.61 ~1.)1 :;! ..... 



ORO£R NO . PSC-99-0068-FOr-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAG£ 142 

Table V-8(5) : 
24-Ga~ Buriecl C~r c • ToU abl l Co•t 

Si-ze .un/HCI ~aouth CTI:FL 
(OiJI t..r.i.bu Uonl 

4200 $83.16 $84.96 

3600 $71 . 28 $13 . 10 

3000 S59.10 $61.23 

2400 $41.52 $ 4 9 . 31 

2100 $41.58 $43.61 

1800 $35.64 $35.16 

1~00 523.73 $21.54 

900 $11.86 $16. Cd 

600 $12 . 02 $11.2', 

400 U.JO $7.59 

300 $6.66 S!J.9!J 

]00 $4.25 5 4 .35 S4.H 

100 $2.50 52.31 $2.6& 

50 $1.63 $1. JO $1.95 

2~ $1. 19 $0.78 £1.)5. 

18 IIA $0.78 G1.J~ 

!2 $0.76 $0.78 Sl. 3~ 

t SO.bl IIA tt" 

C~ar i •on 
&pnnt 

$~3 . 39 

S CJ.21 

~)74.(~ 

$26.18 

S23.18 

519 . 83 

S1l.H 

$10.24 

~ 1. !; ' 

$!..30 

$~.11 

S•C.!; 1 

$),07 

$2.~~ 

S2.2'J 

51. qq 

$1.1) 

IIA 
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Table V-8(6) : 
24 Gauqe Aerial Copper Cable Total Coat 

Si .. e AU?/HCI S.Ul8outh cnn. 
cr-rl 

4200 $1 2 3. 9~ $70.39 

3600 5106.24 360.59 

3000 $88.53 $!10.78 

2400 .J70.83 $41).q8 

21011 H I 97 S38.19 

18vO SS3 12 S3!.01 

!2U( $34 .78 .. 
~ .. .4) 

900 $26.67 Sl\.13 

~00 $1 8.23 ~10.99 

coo $1 2 . 38 $7.04 

300 39 . 5 1 $!1 . 99 

200 $4 .25 57.37 S.4.J2 

100 $2.50 $4 .05 ~J.(,~ 

50 $2.53 $1 84 

<~ $1.63 ~~ )7 

" $1 . 63 .. .. l7 

... $1.63 ~1. 37 

Compariaon 

Spr.a.nt 

H~.1c 

$lb.U 

$ >2. Ol 

$.:1.82 

s: . 47 

$:, '' 8 

SIC.8J 

!i~'• • .,~ 

$7. ld 

S!..18 

$4. 80 

$4 .Ft 

$2.<.n 

$7 :.1 

~:'.:8 

~ l. JO 

SJ.£t i 
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Table V- 8(7) : 
26 Gauge Underground Copper Cable Total 

lia• A"UT/HCI Belllouth CTIFL 
(F.-dar) 

4200 129.00 $78. 40 S~6.1l 

36~0 $26.00 $67 0 68 ~~o.n 

JOo:iO $23.00 $57.08 SU.~) 

2401 S20.00 $46. 20 SH.)2 

2101) WI $40.19 ;,)o , )4 

18011 $16.00 $)~. 32 S24. 54 

1200 $12.00 $24 0 61 SP.28 

~00 $10.00 $18.92 $12.82 

600 $7 .75 $12 . 67 G9.01 

400 06.00 U.H $~. 18 

300 $6.33 G~. bS 

200 $4. 22 SJ. 40 

100 $2 11 $4,.- 1 tJt 

~0 $1.06 ~ 1. ~8 

. '· SO.SJ Sl.'1; 

:= SO.SJ ::; 1.::-

11 $0.~) ': .• l 

Coa t Compar i a on 
Sprint 

$61 0 6 11 

$~0 0 bl 

~· ).b!. 

$iL ., ~) 

.. ,_;;' 

~- OS 

$. I . 1 I 

SIO.Sl 

$7.10 

Ol.vt 

Db.4P 

s~.ob 

~ I.·~ 

; J ' co 

s ' II 

s. II 

::.~1 



OROE:R tlO. PSC- 99-0068- fOF-TI' 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 145 

Table V-8(8) : 
26 aaucze Buzied Copper Cable To~ coat 

She A%£T/HCI Dell8outh GTEFL 
COietdbut.ion) 

4200 IIA $69.11 $56. 18 

3600 rlA SS9.29 $48.37 

3000 IIA $49. 41 $40.S6 

2400 $20.00 S39.S3 $32. H 

2100 I lA •35. 10 $28.95 

1800 $16. 00 $30.80 $23.41 

1200 $12.00 522.88 ~1~.80 

900 GlO.OO SIS. )I >12.14 

600 .$7.75 311.87 Sti.51 

400 $6.00 n.~J ~!;.91 

300 35.68 $4.77 

200 $4. 09 $) .• 9 

100 S2.24 SZ.21 

so $ 1. 38 $1.60 

25 $0.95 ~ l. 23 

18 $0.95 ~ l . :' ~ 

12 50.9~ !-l.2J 

Colllpaxiaon 

8pr1nt 

SSJ. 3'' 

$43.21 

$37. 4~ 

S20.ijh 

Sl8.53 

S!!>.Rl 

ss.ao 
So.24 

S6. 21 

s~.41 

$4. b1 

$4.07 

s1.e~ 

S2.U 

s~.n 

Sl. 94 

~~. 10 
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Table V-H(9) : 
26-Qauge Aerial - Copper Cable Total Coat 

SJ.a• .UU/)Cl a.Utouth cnn. ,,. ~ rl 

4200 S29.00 $97.63 s~· • o 1 

3600 526.00 Sbl.68 $48.23 

3000 523.00 $69.7 4 sco. ') 
2400 520.00 $53.08 Sl2. 6? 

2100 I lA SC6.CC S JO. CC 

1100 516.00 542.11 S2C. 77 

1200 $12.00 528.90 :1t~.28 

90 $10.00 $22.2~ s:2. c 5 

,, $l.H $15.9) $8.64 

coo $6.00 $10.90 $~.91 

JOO $8.~8 $4.83 

200 $6.13 $). C1 

100 $).55 $;.- .21 

~0 $2. )2 $1 0 6:' 

51.68 Sl 27 

It 51.68 : l n 

1' $1.69 . 1 27 

C-.>ariaon 

tprint 

~c ·,.tc 

~Jb.U 

SJ./ n • 

$18.!.4 

Slf. 11 

S-14 c 

s~. ~ 

sa.u 
Sf ~~ 

.S4,. 'H 

$4.11 

s l. 8' 

' •'. 1 • 

$.- Cl 

s •. .?1 

~1.'1~ 

s 1. ~~ 

Tables V-H(10) through V-11 (181 prodde .1 std('-by-s1de 
comparison ot AT,T/MCI's, BellSouth's , <tnd 5ptlnL-florld<l ' s 

m.:~torial costs and material as a pt•rcent of tot.•l cost. GTE 
florida ' s Material and labor costs '"'' conCident1o~l. 
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Table V-8(10): 
Ol>cierqrOUAd ribec Cable Nat.dal Coat 

MU/K:l (F-rl a.ll&outh 

11•• Hat.ari&l Hat.ar1d Mac..c1al. Ka t.er iAl 
Coet ... ' ot Coo t .. 'ot 

~ocal 'l'ot.al 

288 I lA lUI $8.!.1 ~:).8\ 

.dt $11.10 • • • 7\ HA llA 

144 57.SO 1P 9 \ $ 4 )0 ~).8t 

96 $5.10 11.8\ S2'. (U ~l.U 

• $).90 66.1\ $1. lO \). 1\ 

GO $3.30 62 . ) \ ~?.00 ~6.21 

48 $2.70 S7. H $1 . 60 '• J. II' 

)1, ~2.10 51.2 \ s I .12 ~J.b \ 

14 Sl.SO 42 . 9\ $0.89 ~].9i 

18 $1.20 37 .5\ oo.eq 11.6\ 

12 $0.90 J 1.0\ $0. ~·J ~J 6\ 

Cocpaci aon 

aprl.nt 

Kat.er1a l Material 

Coet •• ' ot 
Tot.al 

$7.()1 .. , .. ', ~ 
IIA Ull 

$). u .fi O.,. \ 

$1. ~J )~.\--

$1 9~ 29 . &-.. 

~1. fi , 11. )\ 

Sl.J'i .:.• .. ~ ' 

Sl.OZ 2o.e .. 
SO.SJ 19 I' 

s.o. 1 -.. 1 (, '" 
~0.6.1 l 4. '" 



ORDER NO. PSC-99- 0068-rDF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 148 

Table V-8(11): 
Bur.f.e<i F.f..ber Cab.le Nat.d&l Coat C~ar.f.aon 

AUT/MCI Dell8out.h Sprint 

S.1a• Kat.erUJ. KatAriaJ. KatAr:-1&1 KatariaJ. KatAr>aJ. KatAnaJ. 

Coot aa \ ot Coat •• ' o t Coot •• ' ot 
Total Total TotaJ. 

288 $8.51 4 c. 61 $7.01 49.2> 

216 Ill< NA IIA 1111 

lH $ 4. 30 44. 7\ $).78 ~ 5. 1\ 

~~ $2.97 U.1\ 52.~3 cz.z. 
12 $2 . 30 H. h W\ N/\ 

60 $1.00 4b .... ~I ~6 J~.~ · 

~ 8 $1.60 44.7\ Sl.l!l 3 ·t ... \ 

)6 $1.12 '4.6\ ~~ 0 02 24.8> 

24 ll0 .8 ~ 44 .7'\ ~0.6J 1:1. l'" 

18 SO.&? .J .... ). ~ J , .,. :• .. , 
12 G0. 59 cc.n 50.63 23. !1'\ 
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Table V-B (12) : 
Aerial Fiber cable Nateri a1 Coat Cc.pariaon 

AUT/Hel er-r) Del Uou t.h 8pE"l..nt 

Biaa Material Hatedal Hate rial Ha~edal Hateoel Hateual 
Coat u \of Co a~ •• ' of Coo~ •• \ ot 

'fot.&l To tel Tote I 

;t88 NA M $8.~1 o . .. , $7.o8 ~~-J\ 

216 $11.10 84 . 7\ IV. tV. IV. NA 

144 $7.~0 11,9\ 54. )0 C).l \ SJ 18 n " 
~- ~s. 10 71. . , s •. q1 . ' ' .·. -. •7 ••• ; I 

< .n 90 66.U ~ .... JO 0.1\ $..:.. I~ n. h 

60 SJ.JO 62.J\ $2.00 • ~.o • Sl.bb )~ ...• 
48 $ 2 .10 !P. H $ •• ~0 0 . 1\ s 1. 19 ).l. '~' 

)6 $ 2 .10 !>1. 2 \ $1. I ? 0. 2\ $1. 12 30 . .II 

2 4 $1. 50 42. 9\ $0 . 89 43.1\ $0. I? ;t4 . ~ · 

18 Sl. 20 J7.5 \ 10.89 •, I •• ~0 hl U.1• 

11 $0.90 31.0 \ $0.59 4 .It $0 - ~ 4 !'J.l' 

'fable V-8(13) : 
24-CO.uqe On r cable Material Coat iaon 

ATI.T/ICI er-r) llell Sou t.h l'pr-1.nt 

·~·· Hatenal Material Material Kat.e_ri.al Hat.er1al Material 
Coo~ •• ' of Coot •• \ o C CoAi t •• \ or 

Tot.&l To t.a.l To tal 

4 200 $20. 37 ll. 4 \ Sll. Jrj ~5. I \ 

3600 $17, 46 71 . 4' S2 I, ?H 51. ,, 

lOOO $11.5~ ~ 1. 4' $11. ,,_i_l •. 4 o• 

7400 $11.64 11 .41 $1~.14 ~I ... , , 

2100 $10.2S 21. H $14.01 !IO.t \ 

1800 •g Q(. . I .. . :I . b1 4 '•. ~· 

1~00 $6. 0) ,tl.4 t St..J7 ... :' 
900 $~. )0 1l.H ~!lo.t.l 4~ ... 
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A'UT/HCI er-r) 

Si.ce Hatarial Matarial 
Coat •• ' o:l 

Total 

600 

coo 
300 

200 n.1o 40.0\ 

100 $1.00 40 .0\ 

~0 

.~ 

u 

12 

• 

U.Uiouth Sprint 

Hat.er1a.l Hat.ed.al KatAr1al Kate.r.a.a1 

Co•t •• \ ot Co• t •• ' o t 
Total Tot.al 

$).14 n. c\ SJ. 19 ·"·)· 
S2.09 .I.H s. ''· l• • ll 

S1.~7 .;).4\ $?.09 29. 4\ 

SI.O~ 21. ~ ' $1. ~0 21. H 

$0.52 11.2\ $0.69 17. I\ 

$0.2L &I. 3\ $C.40 ll 4\ 

$0.13 21. )\ $1 1J 7.1\ 

$0.13 21.3\ s.a q •• 

$0.1) ~ 1. )l $ 17 t 1\ 

llA tl/1 NA Ill\ 
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Table V-B (U) : 
2•-G&U9e Bu.ried ~ r Cable Material Coat c~piaon 

.UU'/)Cl: Dell sou <h Spnnt 
(Dietzibut.ion) 

She Hat:erlal. Hat.ed&l Hauri&l Hat&rial. KateC"J.al M&t.e..r~•1 

Coat aa ' ot: Coet •• ' of Coat •• ' ot 
'l'ot:.&l 'l'ot:.&l Total 

C200 522.35 26.9\ $)).'19 oJ. 1' 

3600 $19.16 26 . 9\ $27.29 6l.ll 

3000 $15.97 26.9\ $1). ~q ~3.01 

2400 $ 12.77 26.9~ $16.1 4 61.7\ 

'100 $11.18 26.9 \ $1 4.01 60.H 

1800 $9.58 26.9\ S II. 87 59.9' 

1200 $6.38 26.'H S6.27 54.7\ 

900 54. 80 26.9\ $5.63 ~5.0' 

600 $3.23 26.'H $).79 • 0 . 2' 

400 52.23 26.9\ $2. •5 40. S\ 

300 Sl. 79 26.,, s2.o• H. 71 

200 $1 . 70 40.0 \ $1.11 26.9\ $1.50 .lJ . )I 

100 $1.00 . o.o• S0.62 26.,. $0.69 :z.~· 

50 $0.65 40.0\ GO.JS 26 . ?\ s~ .40 1~.11 

25 so. •e 40.01 $0.21 .?b.9 ' SO.'Jl IO.ll 

18 NA IIA $0.21 26 . 9t $0.26 I J. I\ 

12 S0.30 CO.O\ $0.21 26.91 50.11 ~.81 

6 $0.?5 40 .0 \ IIA II/I ""' IIA 
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Table V-8(15): 
2t-Gauqe Aerial r Cable Material Coat Coaq>ariaon 

ATn/)Ct lf..O.rl hlllout:h lpc.Lnl 

liae Hat.dal Katedol HatAtr1al KatArlcal HatAr1ol Hater1&1 
COat aa \ ot Coat aa \ O( Con •• ' of 

Total Total Total 

4200 $21.0) II. 8 \ SlJ. 40 1&,. u 

3600 ~1a.u 17 .8• $l7 .28 '4 1\ 

3000 til~.1) 1L81 :.).5~1 . l. L o 

1400 $12.~q 11.8\ ~1(..14 h 

2100 :.11.01 11.8• $14. 01 t-S.H 

1800 : 'J 4 4 ll 81 '!: 11 ,, l \1 

1200 h.\8 
11 ·' ' 

Sb.•l ' 1 t ' 

900 ~4.14 !7.81 s~.L~ H •• 
600 $1. 24 ll '8l SJ79 Cll, 1\ 

400 $1.70 40.0\ $2.70 17.8\ ~1. !t':l H ,\t 

JOO $1. 00 40.0\ Sl.l'l 11 . e• H.09 4l.!J\ 

200 ~1. )l P.81 !It. •,o 1~.~· 

100 $0. '· 11. B\ $ •.• t'1 :-J.~ · 

~0 .n 4 ~ I .. ~~ $1 co !~.!<· 

25 ~D .' . ! 1 ' '1 ' SL7J 10.11 

18 $0.2~ 11.81 ;., .. " 1 I, l I 

12 $0.]'f 17. 8 • ~(l. 11 10.4 1 
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Table V-8(16): 
26-aauoe on ... · und Cop;>er Cable Nat.~eial 

A'UT/HCI er-r) Bell !Iouth 

lh• IC&C.ri.&l IC&C...bl Kat..rbl Kac.n.al 
Co•t a.a t o t Co•~ •• \ ot 

Tou.t Total 

4200 '11. 60 40 .0\ Sl•. 0~ 11.91 

3600 $10. 40 40 .0\ '12.13 17.9\ 

3000 $9 . 20 40.0\ $10.23 17.4\ 

2~0ll $8. 00 40.0\ $8.28 I 1 • il\ 

2100 HA NA $7.31 11.9l 

1800 $6. 40 40.0\ $6.31 17. •H 

1100 $4.80 40.0\ $4.4\ I 1. 91 

900 $4.00 40 . 0\ ,3.39 11.9\ 

600 $J.IO 40.0\ $2.27 11.'!1 

400 $2.40 40.0\ Sl. Sl 1'/. 9\ 

300 $1.14 18.0~ 

200 '0. 'lt. 18.~\ 

100 $0.3B 18.01 

~0 SO .I q 17.9\ 

2~ $0.04 17.01 

18 $0.09 17. o• 

12 ~o.oq 17.0\ 

Co•t C.-pari•on 

lprln< 

Kac.ru.l Hatez.la_l 

Co•t .. \of 
Total 

$33.99 ~~.)\ 

527.28 ~1 .9\ 

S?l.~9 ~4.0\ 

$11.52 41.1> 

510.84 46.5\ 

sq. I~ H.6' 

$4.46 )8. ll 

H.27 40.6\ 

s2.1Je J7,H 

$1. 'I~ 1~ . 4;. 

S 1. 64 7~.3· 

s .;o 1,,., .. 
so.~.; 14 , I\ 

so J2 ?. 4\ 

$0 19 t • • 
$0.13 II. Jl 

$0. 15 f~, Ot 
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T&ble V-B (17) : 
26- C..uqe Buried - r Cable Material Coat C iaoo 

.-.ut/ltCt kJ.l8outh Sprint 
(Diatribut.ionl 

81•• Ha ... rial. Material Hat.rial Hatar!ial Hatar1al. Kater1al 
C<>a t. u \of Co•t •• \ of C<>at •• \ of 

Total Total Total 

4200 Nil 1111 $16 . 09 2).2\ $33.99 ~).1\ 

3600 WI liA $13.19 23.li $21.;'1$ 63. I\ 

3000 WI liA $11. 4'1 23. l \ Sll.~~ 6).0\ 

2400 $9.00 40.0 \ 59. 19 23.7\ Sl2.~2 60.01 

2100 AA liA 58.16 23.2• $10.84 ~8. ~· 
1800 (;,6. 40 40.0\ S7.16 23.h S9.l!t ~1.8t 

1200 54.80 40.0\ $5.32 2). )\ S4. 46 • 0 • ., .. 

900 54.00 40.0\ ~3-~6 2). )I S4.?1 ~I. 8\ 

600 $3.10 40.0\ $2.76 2J.J\ $2.86 46.4\ 

400 52 .40 40. 0 \ $ ). 7~ 2).1\ $1. 9~ lb.Ot 

)00 $1. )2 2>.2\ Sl.~ C )~.6 1 

200 S0.9S 23.2\ $1.20 29.5\ 

100 $0.S7 23.21 $0.~ 4 18.91 

50 S0.31 ?3.2\ ~0.32 1 j, )\ 

25 $0.22 2J.2\ so. 19 8. 6\ 

18 $0.22 z .. z• $0.23 ll. c,, 

12 50.22 .2J.2' SO.IS 8.8• 
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Table V-8(18): 
26-Gau.cre Aezial - r Cable Material Coat c-•r iaon 

AU't/MCI (r..dar) S.lllout.h SprLnt 

Si"• Hatedal Kateri.U Hateri.u Kat.erlal Hat.rloU Katar1..al 
Coac .. \of Coat .. 'ot Co e t •• ' o C 

'to cal Tot.al Tot:.a.l 

4200 $11.60 40.0\ $H.14 1~.~\ S33.99 1~.)\ 

3~00 $10. 40 40.01 $12.91 1 ~. ~\ S27 . 28 14. l I 

3000 $9.20 40.0\ $10.91 1~.51 $2).5Q 1).61 

2400 $8.00 411 .0\ $~.23 15.5• $12.52 67.5\ 

2!00 tiA Ill\ $1.20 15. 5\ $10.84 64.8\ 

1800 56.40 40.0\ $6.6) 15.5\ S9.1S 63.~1 

1200 $4. 80 40 . 0\ $4. 48 1~.~· $4.40 !11.0• 

900 $4.00 40.0 \ $3. 4~ 15.~· $4. 2'1 ~2.2\ 

600 $3.10 40 . 0 \ $2.41 15.~1 $7.88 H .O I 

400 $2. 40 40.0\ a 1. b9 I~ .' I $1.95 ]8. 5\ 

300 S1. lJ 15.51 $1.64 ]8.41 

200 $0.9~ 1~.S\ $1.20 'I o. 

100 $0.55 15.51 $0.54 19.H 

so SO.Jb 15.51 50.)2 1).1' 

25 $0.~6 15.51 SO .I • b.5t 

18 $0 2b l!J.·~· $0.13 \.£.4~ 

12 $0.26 15.51 so.n ~. )\ 

Careful review of these inputs and rPl&ted lnformaLton 
illuscrates that each LEC calculated lls cablP costs dtCrer••ntly. 
For example, BcllSouth indexed its maL~rldl co~t~ Lor inflation, 
while Sprint did not . Unlike ~ellSouth , Sprint apparently does not 
include c1 factor that reflects any expensed 11\dterial. GTE florid,, 
includes both ma t erial and labor in its cable costs. 1\11 thr<••· 
LECs, however, state that the ml\t••rt.ol ptlc'"' .uc b.1sod on ,,ctual 
material prices paid. Since CTEt~ !"led !~r conltdcntial treatment 
ot tho piece parts to its cable inputs, and Sprint did nvt provide 
the actual !ac t ors it uses, It is not possible to nxhnustivPly 
compare on an •apples to ap.,les~ basis any cabl(' ·o:1t t.ompOIIL'Ill 
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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 HAl's inputs . 

It is not possible to determine whether each LEC calculat~d 
cable costs in the sa.m2 manner, or even included the same c;>st 
components . It is possible that one LEC might have captured a 
particular cost in cable cost , where another LCC captured ,t 
somewhere else . Therefore, it has been difficult for us to compare 
final cable costs and ensure that the cable costs include the sa~e 
components. 

AT&T/HCI's crltic1sms of the LECs ' cab~e costs are, tor the 
most part, confined to copper cable. MCI wilness Wells found that 
1"11 ' s fiber cost s ~are shown to be very reasonable. " This i5 
apparently because HAl's cost is either w.thin lho u:cs• range or 
above it . 

for copper cable, witness Well:s' prim<~ry cri ticism !or all 
L£Cs appears to be that, although there is no 24 gauge copper cable 
"manufactured in sizes larger than 2400 p<lirs,n the LECs have input 
values for the sizes above 2400 . In respons~. BcllSouth witnos.1 
Caldwell agreed that the 4200 pa lr 1 s no lonl)er m<•nufacturod, 
a lthough she stated that the 3600 p<~ir "can be spec~ally ordered ... 
Since BCPM 3.1 includes these sizes. BcllSouth "extrapolatedn •he 
costs. GTEFL witness Tucek states that GTEfL also "extrapolate(d] 
the inputs.H ror its extrapolation, GTEfL assumed that it rece~ved 
"tho same economdes of seale of ~cop~ in pur~hAntnq ~ablns ot this 
size that we get with the smaller size C<'lble." Sprint witness 
Dickerson, on the other hand, ~fully understands that there are not 
24-gauge cable manufactured tor tho sizes and, thererore , it has 
satisfied the model input by inputting its 26-gauge mater~dl 
costs." Although it is unclear why BCPM 3 .1 would include cable 
sizes that no longer exist, we believe Jn LEC could reasonably 
develop numbers either through extrapolation or through thu use ot 
another size copper cable. 

Ccitlcl9ms of BellSouth' s copper c..Jble .1nput!l 1nclude: 11 
Bell South' s not modeling distdbution cable below 25 pair. 21 
OellSouth' n feeder cable costs improperly includlng term1nals, and 
3)Bell5outh's 26 gauge cable:! incorrectly priced h.lgher th.1n 24 
gauge cablas. In addition, wltnes~ Wells crltlc1zed BellSo~th's 
use of material loading !actors. 
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BellSouth does not use 18 or 12 pair-cable in its distriblltJ.On 
network because "it ' s easier to invenlory, m.aintaln and just place 
the 25 . • Therefor e , Bel1South models the same price for z~. 19, 
and 12 pair 24 gauge and 26 gauge copper cable. GTEFL al!Jo me-riels 
the same price for 25, 18 , and 12-~1ir 24 gauge and 26 gauge copper 
cable; it appa rently does not purchase 18 pair and 12-paiJ. cable . 
Sprint, however, does model dlf!erent prices for 25, 18 , and !2 
pair cable, although it is not clear wheLher these are extrapol~ted 
prices . BellSouth m.1y not fi nd it efficient to use 16 and 12-pait 
cable, but another e fficient LEC might . Therefore , sincu lhis 
proceeding is to develop the cost of an efficient provider , not 
simply of the incumbent, we agree with witness Wells that there 
should be discre te pr ices for tB and 12-pair cable. 

The reason that BellSouth includes lermJnals in ils feeder 
cable costs, is that BellSouth includes terminals of 100 pair or 
less in its material loading category, exempt material . Exoll'pt 
material is ma t e rial exempt from track~ng ; thus, Lt Ls expensed 
rather than capitalized. Exempt material is delermined lhrough the 
use of a loading factor, a percentage oi investment. We agree with 
AT&T/MCI ' s criticism that thls creates an anomaly in a cost 
proceeding such as this or '• although we have no sol~tlon as to how 
BellSouth might correct this anomaly. 

Another criticism of BollSoulh's use of loading (actors is 
that they are linear -- that is, no adjustmenl is made for size. 
The factor is t he same whethe: it is applied to the smallest 
increment or to the largest size of mat'!rio<~l. We ! ind thal 
BellSouth's use o! linear loading tactors , while easy tor BellSouth 
to apply, can generate results thal seem to bog questions . for 
example, for 26 gauge burled copper cable, actual malerial co~t a~ 
a percentage of total cost stays constant al about 23 percenl no 
matte: whether the cable is 12 pair or ~200 pair. Thi:J means that 
the total cost of this cable ls alw<~ys about 4.3 lime!! the actual 
macerio<~l cost; lhus, no economies of scale for exempt materi~l. 
engineering, or BellSouth labor, ever occur. It seems v••ry 
unlikely that ther e are no economies gf'nerate I .,~ cab!., !Ill"~ grow 
larger . Sprint apparently agrees, "iuc•· !or lhL• "ame cable the 
total cost ranges !rom 11 times the m<ltorlal cost lor 12 pair cable 
lO approximately 1.6 times the cost for 4200 pair cable. 

Tn detennining cable costll , BeUSoulh alon!! holS u:Jcd " TPI to 
adjust its cable prices be!o e il applies the loadings . Bo11South 
uses TP!s because it assumes costs will be computed tor the average 
midpoint ol a 1998-2000 planning pnriod. BellSouth is careful to 
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note that in some cases usc of tho TPl rcsul ts in dt>Clat ton, not 
1rflation. While use oC o plannlnq period may be necessary ln" 
proceeding that involves 11 specified time period, e.g., a contr.,ct, 
use or a price index and planning period does not appear u b•· 
necessary for a proxy cost model. The proxy model constructs " 
network at a certain point in time based on the input valu(•s of 
that date, not over a thre~-year planning period. Sprint did r10t 

make "any speculative future adjustments . . .. " We bellovl' that 
tho use of TPis in ~onjunction with a three-year planninq p rlod 
unnecessarily complicates an already complex process. 

Witness Wells critici-ed Sprint, asserting that Sprint's 
underground cable costs 11re improperly higher thiln HS aer •1 l Mod 
burie~ costs. Sprint ' s witness Dickerson responded to this 
criticism by stating underground cable has higher labor placement 
cost.s because o! the need to ~pump out manholes, w and ~1110nl tor 
continuously for the presence o ! gas." he al~o asst>rtcd that "th!s 
u 11 red herring issue 11nyway in that there's very lllLl" 
underground cable assumed in Sprint-florida ' s plllnt milL" We 
believe Sprint's e xplanation Js plou~lblc. 

The primar y criticism leveled at thr HAl cablo cost Input~ is 
thllt they 11re not based on 11ctual exporience. ln their drf•·n3"• 
thf" HAt sponsors provided o1 con!ld.,ntial copy o1 the r..~~· . .-tt 
papers. Dean Fassett, a member ·~t th~> HAl cnglneenng tc~tm, 

solicited validation data !rom various, confidential firms that 
supply telephone mat~>rhl. We have reviewed this document. It is 
unknown how many, if any, ot the price quotes supplied COI'I'II !rem 
contractors that work with LE:Cs ir. nor ida . The papers .He not 
orqantzed in a fashion that would .. ven perr.:J.t u:t to review a 
au!MI4ry of data supplied. Pocttons ot the Fas:;utt papers were 
virtually illegible due to handwrltinq and th~> fact that th•• t l•·d 
copy was obviously several copies aw.oy frLm urlqtn.>l P·'Pf'rs. Wo do 
not believe thllt the F.tiiS<~t t fMpcrs provsdo sulll' lt•nt 
substantiation Cor any cable prices. 

We believe that where possible o1nrJ practlcoll, Hor 1d.1 "f "<"11 t­
doll4 should be utiliz.ed, keeping In mind th<lt tl"' CC'!HS shvuld LJ•• 

tllone of an e!!icicnt provldor. Diflcrcrot eft Jctent provtdors, 
howovoc , ore likely to see dl!foront costs. Sprint wltnoss 
Dickerson attributes much of dlfferinq costs to providers• "nbl l try 
to negotiate a price with a veo1dor, whic-h 1s lolT'J"IY ·I !till• t lurt o t 
volumr purchaaea .... • In addition, wit ness Dlcinrson ncllcvcs 
that DC.:=.u of the differential may be causeo by cquipef•nt 11izes: 
"For rxatr;Jle, a large RBOC 11111y usc a larqer type ot NJulr:nent th.,n 
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SF~int might use i n a more rural .:srea , <1nd so , therefore, they 
might get a better price on a particular unit that services a larg• 
volume o f capacity. " 

The question remains as to whether cable cost should be LEe­
specific. Cable costs a re ~ivided into two components , essentially 
material and labor. We agree with witness Dickerson that different 
compan~es may purcha~~ the same material Cor different pr ices, !or 
the most par~. 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 provid~r ls . A very 
large provider might negotiate a better deal; a smaller prov1dcr 
may negotiate a worse dea l. This proceeding is to d~terminc tho 
costs of an efficient provider, that is , a gonurlc provider. If 
BellSouth were to build plant 1n Sprint '~ territory would 1t pay 
Sprint' s prices tor mAterial? Would it pay t~e material pri ces It 
pay:~ in its historic territory? ~lc believe the an:~wer to bo 
~maybe" for material. But what about lllbor? It is likely th.>t 
some labor rates in Hiam1 d1ffer !rom those, !or •·'<amplo·, In 
De:~t1n. But for the instillllltion o l cabl11? We IJcllcv~ lt n119hl , 
but maybe not !or a gener ic crtlclcnt provider who build:~ pl.1nt ln 
Miami and Destin. 

Upon consideration, we find th<tt a floridil-speclflc . stotLcwidc 
cost is a reasonable assumption lor what iln ef!ic1ent provider is 
likely to pay. We find that BellSouth's usc o! llnear loading 
factors produces inherently unreasonable results. We .1lso believe 
that BellSouth' s use of TPis is inappropriate in this proccedlnq . 
Sprint - florida 's loading (actors, although their prQClse 
composition is unclear, appca r to producc more r•,asonable resu 1 t ~ 
than BellSouth' s factors . Furthermore , Sprint' s results i!pparQnlly 
do not include terminals within cable costs , nor do they Include 
the appllcation of TPJs as BellSouth's inputs do . OuP. to GTEF'L ' ~ 
claim of confidentiality, we are not permitted lo publicly .Jnalyzc 
their results. Upon conaideratlon, we bullcue thott for fiber and 
copper cable , Sprint's BCPM 3.: inputs adequately represent the 
costs an e!ficient provider is likely to pay. Therefore , we find 
that fo r fiber and copper cable, Sprlnt' s DCPM 3 .I lnput:o l.>r> 
utilized as a surrogate for an cf!iclent provider. 
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J. Drops 

Toe drop is the cable that extends from the customer's 
premise~ to the terminal . The terminal is where the drop wires ar~ 
connected to the distribution cable. The HJ\1 and the BCPt1 each 
model drops differently (especially with regard to drop length). 
Therefore, a strict comparison o! the t wo is not possible. 

The HAt model assumes the following 1n determining its drop 
investment . Drop lengths are predetermined and range from ~0-150 
feet. The Lime necessary to place an aerial drop 19 10 minutes per 
drop and 10 minutes fo1 each 50 ft. of drop strung . As with the 
network interface device, the labor estimate assumes a crew 
installing aerial drop wi res throughout a neighborhood ~n 
coordination with the 1nsta1lation o! NIDs, teoninals, and 
distribution <'ables . For buried drop placemm1t Hill ,,lao <tssumcs 
the lubor estimate baaed on a crew installing buried dro~ w.rcs 
throughout a neighborhood. The liAI buried drop sharing fractlon is 
. 50 for all density zones. The percertaqe of aerial drops equals 
the percentage of aerial distribution cable. 

The BCPM determines the appropriate drop lenqth through 
internal calculations. BellSouth used BellSouth-specl!ic costs (or 
the material, travel, and installation labor ossociated with the 
drop. For its drop inputs, GTEFL developed company-specific v3lues 
!or material and labor based on the prices GTEFL currently pays in 
florida. According to witness Dickerson, Sprint drop cable co~ts 
were developed based on Sprint's actuol current vendor material 
prices and speciflc estimates for ln~tallation . 

prop Length 

While the intent of this section is 
appropriate aerial and burled drop c~ble costs, 
necessary to briefly discuss drop lenqths. 
recei ved much attention in this proceeding . 

to establish the 
we bel1eve it 15 
The drop length 

In the HAl model, drop lenqth~ are predetermined and range 
!rom 50-150 feet depending on density. It is assumed thut orops 
run from the front of tho property line. Therefore, holi:Hnq and 
building oet-back:J determine drop lenq.:h. Th•~. modal '""'um'"' ~hat 
lot sizes are t wice as deep as they are wide. The model further 
assumes that houses and building are usually placed towards tl1e 
front of lots. 
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In the BCPM, the road reduced distribution area LS created and 
Js used as a modeling tool to estimate drop cable. The BCP!~ 
assumes the drop extends from the bra~ch cable to the mtti~le ot the 
customer ' s lot and is capped at 500 feet. 

We found li t tle sup~rt for use of predetermined drop length3. 
According to the HIP, house and building set-backs determine the 
drop length. I t l.s assumed that these set-backs range from AS 

short as 20 feet in certain urban cases to longer dislances in mon~ 
rural settings . We are unable to locate any documentation that 
supports the 20 fee t assuroption . furthermore, we note that tt,() 
last ndtionwide study of actual loops produced results :ndlcat!ng 
thllt Lhe a verage dr op lengt.h is 73 feet. In the five densily 
zone: that range from 650 lines per square mile, t.o 10, 000• lln~s 
per square mile, HAI assumes a drop length of ~0 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 HAl ' s predetermined 
drop lengths are "an ill-conceived approach.• He be:leves the 
drops would not reach the customers they are intended LO serve . 
This is echoed by GTEFL' s witness liurphy, who believes one of HAl's 
engineering flaws is that its droo lengths arc uuderstaled. A~ 
discussed earlier in this Order, we believe the BCPM modeling 
assumptions (with the specified modifications) are most 
appropriate . 

proo Cable Costs 

Some of the components which make up the per foot drop costs 
include material , installation , labor, sharing dnd structure 
factors . Table V-J(l) provides the propo:Jed t otal c ost pnr foot 
for buried drops , and Table V-J(2) provJdes the proposed t otal 
costs for aerial drops for each party by density zone. 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-00~~-FOr-TP 

DOCKET NO. 980696- TP 
PAGE 162 

Table V•J(l) : 
Drop Coat-Buried Per 

DlliiiTY AU'l/HCI U.lllouth cnn. 
lone 

0-2~~0 $.14 ~.70 S.62 

2~~0-~000 .89 ,70 .6? 

~000-10000 1.64 .70 ~2 

I • 100• ~.H .70 .62 

Table V·J(2) : 
Drop Coat-Aeria~ Per 

DOfSITY AYU/)1;~ .. 111outh cnn.• 
lon.e 

0-100 s 26 s. ~t. :. • b] 

100-6~0 .28 .26 '~2 

6~0-10,000• .33 .26 ,,; 

toot 

I PRINT 

$,14 

.74 

• 74 

.74 

toot 

SPIUNT 

$.74 

.74 ,. 
•.w&r.tl..'• hurie<l •nd ••tbl or In op "" ' ..,,11 u••Jt • r., t h•• ,.A:II .. , G'TLF'l. h _,.,in I 

DCPH 
Default 

$,71 

. '1 

.77 

.71 

DCPH 
O.Cauh 

$. 11 

·" 
11 

n"J 100\ bui lto-J 

ror the buried drop th~ r.,nius' total cost~ .no_· l<~lrly 

comparable, with the exception cf liAI's cos~ in tho 5000• dtmsity 
zones. In the 5000• density zone IIAI Increases ils pl.1ccmcnt costs 
significantly, with a placement _ t ~! 51.50 per !Out in th~ 5000-

0 ,000 zone, and SS.OO per !ovt in the 10,000 • ::one We agreP. 
"'captually that buried drop pl.:~cemcnt costs • Jl tend to 

1• ease ln densely populated drrdD: h~wcver, at so:~ nQ., t buried 
; l '11\ent would be abandonrd du" to the cost:. o! burj.n<J dropa In 
J'lor areas . According to tne IIIf', the cp1n1on ot OSP cX(•<HtD was 
u· ••d l' HAI to arrive at its per !oot valu"~ · 

I llSouth ' s pla ~mont costs lor t.url~d drop • .rc !) .!>8 pllr toot 
• • .J density zones, and 1~11 dro1 millCClals <Jo not. v.Hy by 
'' • ty zone. Tr.1vcl time wa" averaged, ,.nd pl.:~ccrr.ent umo Wll!l tho 

same in rural and urban areas. Wi tnns:J Caldw•Jll arque~ th.ll the 
di Uerence in travel time would not be> lqnif icolnt ,.nough • o <...;us~ 

a difference in the per foot coats . The> specific placement costs 
~;sed lJy GTEn. are proprietary; howow·r, they arP much clo!ICH t o 
SdlSouth'' reported costs tnan those from the HAT OSP l'xportto. In 
oiddit.ion, whi le w,e d? not have spec !lie placement. cos • <lolld loa 
Sprlnt, it likely would 1>4! closcta to th.H o! IJellSouth, Upon 
rev1ew, ..,. believe d simple <~veroJ?O ot the Lf.C' s total cost 
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estimates is r easonable . Accordingly, we adopt a tot.1l cost of 
~.69 per foot for burled drops. This value is rea9onable based on 
the information available, and it fllll:J wJ.thin the range o( costs 
pt vided. 

With tegard to aerial drops, there are much qrnater 
discrepancies among the parties. GTErL did not model aerial drops 
and did not provide costs. GTEfL witness Tucek, however, admitted 
th6t not all of GT£FL' s dr~ps are burled. There appears to be a 
large discrepancy in material costs f or the aerial drop. 
BellSouth's material cost per foot is S.07 , Sprint's is $.32, and 
HAl's is S.lO . While BellSouth's placement costs are reported at 
S.l9 per foot, and Sprint's at $ .4 2, the HAl's ranqe from $.16-$.23 
per foot (depending on density). We wen: ur.able to determine why 
Sprint' s materials costs for aerial drovs are more than fcur times 
that of Bel!South . Sprint's material cost cor.:es 1 ron the m.\tt'rlal 
lo• da o~base. While we agree that a larqt: firm such as BellSouth 
likely has significant buying power, we must determine the costs an 
r.fticlont provider serving the market would oay Cor this 1tem. a 
is certainly not known 1! these providers will b~ lArqB or nmdll. 

We believe that BellSouth' s muterial cost may b1• too low 
because oc its greater buying power, while Sprlnt's cost appe~rs to 
be too high . Therefore, we adopt HAT's material costs ot S.lO per 
foot !or aerial drops. With regard to placement costs, w~ f1nd 
BellSouth ' s input to be an appropriate surrogl!te. BellSouth' s 
pl;scemer t costo also approximate the mtdpoint of the pl<!cement 
costa estimated by HAt. Therefore, we adopt a tot a I cost for 
aer1al drops ts $ . 29 per foot. 

K. lletwork Interrace !>&vice 

The network interface device 
customer's premises (both commercial 
the drop wire terminates . 

!NIDI is the device .tt the 
ond r•sidentlal) Wlthin whtch 

According to the HIP, the residence NIO .1.s assumed to hdVO thn 
capacity Cor 2 lines, and the busine~o NIO is assumed to h~vn the 
capacity for 6 lines. Tho NIO investment ls calcul.ned <1!1 tlw cost 
of the NIO case plus the product of thP protection block I'"' line 
and trc nuvber of lines terminated. 

ror the resl.dential NlO, HAl uses a loaded labor r.1t<• ot S3~ 
per hour which excludt's exvmpt mllterto~l loadings th.lt normally 
includo the material cost of the 1110 oJnd drops. Tht• Llbor o•slimilte 
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assumes a crew installing tHDs throughout a neighl>orhood 1n 
coo.:dination with the ln!.' allation of drops. terminals , and 
distribution cables . A work t!mt: of 25 minulc:J wa:~ used , based on 
the opinion of outside plant subject matter eY.perts. The same 
labor and work time assumptions were made for the business IH D. 

BellSouth used BellSouth-speci! ic costs for the material, 
travel, and installation labor associated with the NlO. A regional 
labor rate of $43.45 ~as u.sed with a travel time of .1834 hours and 
an installation time of . 7500 hours. The same 1110, pro(ector, and 
inter!ace are used to serve residence and busuH~ss customers; 
therefore, ther e is no difference in the costs . 

According to witness Tucek, GTEfL developed a company-:~pec1!ic 
valu~ for the NIO. 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 !)rice contracts "'ith 
contract labor service providers. Travel time is not ~ separate 
payable rate And, if required, is presumed to be included by thP 
contract firm. This input was presented by GTEfL on a combined 
materials and labor basis, in order to preserve the confJdenclality 
of its data. 

Cost inputs Cor the liTO were developed based on Spnnt's 
actual current vendor material prices and specitlc estimateD for 
installation. 

The BCI?M default makes severdl assumptions with regard to 
Ill Os. Oi fCerent NIDs are used for busines:J o~nd res1dence 
locations. One housing unit is included for each living unit or 
business location, in addition to one protector and one interface 
per drop pair terminated. 

As wi&h many o! the inputs, It apptliHS Lh..ol each party 
calculated its NIO costs differently and did not necessarily 
include the same components. We have re·llewod the material costs 
for the "NIO" from each LEC and AT&T/HCI, but it ls uncleo.Jr what 
components are included in those materials' cO!It " · Ill""· t.he 
capdcity o! tho NIO~ modeled by Sprint and CTEfL 1s not known. ror 
example, BellSou'th provides a material collt for the NIO housing, 
the interface and the protector; the other LECs dld not prov1de 
this detail. GTErL and Sprlnt provided a mGterlal cost tor the 
"NlD" not separated into any piece parts. rin.>lly, AT4T/!1CI 
provided a cost !or the residential and business NID case •nd the 
protector. We assume but are unsure that the !HD case 1ncludes the 
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!ntcr!ace. Table V-K(l) prov1<1es " su~Jn.:~ry of che nonproprietary 
1nformatlon prov~ded. 

TABLK V-lt (1) : 

Reaiden~/Buain••• Coat• tor Inat.Ulecl NID 
(ell denaity aonea) 

8CIIII Dat aa.1 t a.uaovu. an.n. narNT Ar<'fhCI 

..... ..... ..... ..... ..... ... .. .... ..... ... . 
lll.D uo.n uo.n U2.06 U2.06 $<9.0 S29 <9 ·~· 9) 

:11-J,I~ ·~~ 0 

Prouot<U UI.SI u 1.~1 ~·· () 

lnt.erfac. Ul.OC U).O I 

~ uo.n U0 . 7) .,,.61 .,,,,1 .,. u Ht. U .,, ,, Uf IS UtOO 

Upon review of the record ln this proceeding , we are un.•hlo to 
fu . .:f any compelling evidence whlch :.upports calculating ll! D costs 
1n any specif ic manner. The material costs p rovided by AT,T/MrJ arc 
at tho low end o! the apectrum, while Sprlrt ' s mater1"1 coats arc 
the highest. (As noted above , each LEC claims to u!lr> comp.~ny 

speclCic costs . ) There is A much qrcatcr discrr>pancy In m~lvrlal 
cost brtween parties for tho busln.,~·· lliO. Lil:t· Bcll:inuth , <OTf.fl. 
modt'lcd the same total costs !or thn bu:Jiness and rcSH('H'ti.J! 111[.1. 
When GT£FL' s witness Tucek waa queBt1oned on thls matter , he ~tated 
ht: did not know why the cos:s were tho same and had no 1n!orrMtlor. 
that would lead him to believe they 'lhould be dittcrent. Accordlnq 
to Bel l South, it use s the s11me lliO, protector and tn~f'rt.tC<' tor 
residence and businesses ; therefore, u,, re is no dt t terence in 
cost. 

Based on th1s limlt~d inlormatton, wr· tr.ust ''" ~ "'""'rill 
qu< ~t ions. To begin with, should tU 0 co sUI tor purposes c;: " c.os!.. 
proxy model be LEC- speciflc? Lik•• many ot the 1nputs, th•• tHO's 
costs arc basically made up ot matertdls dnd labor. Whtlu "''' dCil 
aw.tre that different companies pay di rtcrr>nt prices lor m.tt••r I otis 
and labor, we must detonnlnn whiH ,,, "t 1 l<:t••nt provHh-r wunhl I'·•Y· 
1'1u•• uloro, we find that NID costs lllhlll not be compolllY"'lf"''•Jt !.;. 

Second, should the cost of the business NID an•J r<•:ud<'nll.JI 
tHO be different? According to the Hff, Hill rrod!'l~ 11 rtt:llllf•llti . .t 
NIO that is as:sumed to nuvo th•• ColfhlC:Ity lur 2 IIIH':I, ''"" ·• 

business NID tl.at is asswnnd to have thl' cap.lClLy lor •· llnt•s. 
1\ccc.rdin9 to the BCI'M 1110del c1ocuoent4tt!on, dl!ferent 1110s •H<' USl'<:! 
for buslnuas and residence location!!: ho.t••vcr, the BCf'M dei.>~J!t 111 

.... .. 
,.0.00 

". _.o 

... 00 
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th same for both. Both Sprint and AT 4 ·rtMCl pcov 1ded sepJ r<lto 
material costs for the residential and business NID; however , tt 15 
not clear what capacity NIDs Sprint is modeling. We note that tho:< 
material cost for Sprint's business NID is almost three time~ as 
h.1gh as its residential NID. We believe there should bo different 
costs for the business and residence N!O . Accordingly, "'" shall 
require a 2-line residence IHD and a 6-line business NID. (The IHD 
capacity should not be confused with our determination on th<! 
appropriate lines per household made in Section V.F in this Ord~r. 
The lines ordered in that seCtlOn arc ror distribution pla~ning 
purposes.) Although BellSouth uses the same sizo NlO (six pair), 
protector, and interface for both business and residence, we do not 
know if an efficient provider entering BellSouth's territory w~uld 
dr the same . 

As noted above, the parties• materials cost estimates vary 
considerably, and where provided , speci fic placement costs also 
vary widely. F'urthermore, in some cases tt is not known what, if 
any, loadings were <tpplied, what piece pllrts arc 1 .eluded, or >Jhat 
15 the capacity of the IHDs being modeled. We do know th.tt 
BellSouth and AT&T/MCI both model a six-line buslnes~ NID. Upon 
review, we find that a simple aver ago o( BellSouth' s •. nd A'HT fMC 1' s 
business 1110 COIItS is appropriate. The totlll cost lor a business 
U!O shall be $50.00 . With regard to the two-llno resid~nt!al UID, 
the total cost shall be $30.00. '!hl:l input was derived ba!!ed upon 
the relationship between the cost of the business and residential 
1110 provided by both AHT/MCl and Sprint, where the cost o[ the 
rasidont.ial NlO la app r oximatel'l' GOt of th•t eo.ot of the bu!lin<Jss 
NID. 

L. Oucside Plant Mix 

Outside plant mix describes the mix ol aerial , burled, ~nd 
underground cable by normal, soft rock, and harrl rock terraln by 
density zone. Outside plant mix is def1ned Cor three types ol 
outside plant: distribution (copper); copper (redor; fiber !ceder; 
and fiber (interof!ice) trannport. 

AT&T/I~CI's proposed inputs are the default values tound in HAl 
5.0a. Referencing Bellcore's BOC Notes on the LE:C Networks - 19~4. 
HAI 5.0a states pole~ are the most common structure for 
dlt~ltlbution, It also 8lato!l th.ll fiAJ ~.Oil ' S rl,.f.,ult v~lucs 

~,cncct "n increasing trN>d towt&td une ol btu IN1 • uld•· ln rt••w 
subdiv1siona.~ Three reasons contrlbuto t<> thin ltf'nd. nnn, 
prior to 1980, buried c11ble was "relatively expenolvc ;~nd 
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un rcl iable" because ~cables f i llcd wl th water bl ocHng compounds 
had not been perfected.H Second, ~reliable" ~plic~ closures fot 
burled cable ~were not the norm." And, lu::t, "th•" public no"' 
clc4<ly desires more out-of-sight p!;snt tor both aesthetic and 
safety-related reasons . H Underground cable, according to HAl S .Oa, 
is "primarily used for feede r and lntero!fh:e transport cables , not 
for distribution cable .• For copper and fiber feeder cable , the 
same reasoning applies . 

Bell South witness C<lldwell supports the BCPII 3.1 ' s default 
input.s dS Bell South' s :ecommended inputs Cor outside ?lnr\t: 

BcllSouth analyzed the BCPM 
at the wire center level. 
between aerial , buried, 
placement was !ound to b~ 
the BCPM 3 . 1 defaults were 

J . l dclault VAlues 
Thtt distribution 
and undergrou~d 

ro•JSonabl e. Thus, 
U!l<:d. 

When asked whether BellSouth knew its plant mix , witness 
C<tldwell replied that BellSouth, through i t:J loop sampl inq fnr 
unbundled network elements study, kn<>w tho plant mix only ot Lll(' 

statewide level . BellSouth defend~ it~ use of the detault~: 

While BellSouth acknowledges that plant mix 
varies b y soil type llnd dl'nsity of l1nes 
served, actual data at this granular level of 
detail does not exist. Bel!South does 
~aintain aomo plant mlx d~ta 4t Lhe wlr~ 

center level. BellSout.h' s analysis ot the 
wire center datil reinforced our subject m.otl<;r 
expert judgment that the BCPM 3.1 dct • .ult 
plant mix was representat ive ot wh;,t would 
occur in BellSouth' s territory. rn 
particular, less buried and unde.qround c.~ble 
is found in rocky soil, less aerial and more 
underground cable is found 1n urboHI areas, 
etc . 

GTEFL witness Tucek states th<lt "thl' 1nputs for :;tructun• mix, 
sharing , and the prices of Ci>blu anti the other oiJt!llde p!.wt 
components largely determine the cost of the loop, wn1ch make!l up 
roughly 73 percent of the total cost per l1ne. GTE changed the!ie 
inputs because of their relative importance to overall cost~." In 
order to develop the structure mix numbers , GT~f~: 
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mapped each exchange served by GTE ln florldd 
to the BCPH density zones based on the overall 
density, line density, o[ the exch~n~e l1nes 
per square mile; and we took actual exchanqe 
level data on sheath feet by outside plant 
type ; by type , feeder and distribullon, 
aerial, buried and underground. And the 
actual data falls out with the numbers that we 
see here. 

Sprint's proposed inputs are ":specific" to its serving area. 
Sprint witness Dickerson described how the pldnt mlX u.puts were 
developed : 

The cable plant mix inputs are developed 
separately for copper feeder and distribution 
and fiber feeder. Th•• p••rcentag<'s of co1bl•• 
facilities place I Jn •!lthrr burled, 
underground or se1ial locat1ons were based on 
an analysis of Sprint' s tac.llties in florlja 
adjusted to reflect a forward-looking t rencJ 
!or greater use or burlt!d copper cdble and 
Qreater use of underground fiber cable. 

In order to determine i! Sprint-florida ne:edcd un "1 ustm..r•t, 
It analyzed the gross plant additionR for 1994 - J9G7: 

Conat:ruetion addition• wera u5ed as t.tu b.l~ ·~ f r 
de to mining the forward-looking adjustment tor plant nux. 
Construction addition~! for tho penod ot 1994 thtc)ugi. 
199'1 were trended through ~h<• yea. :?OOO wIth I t ne.<r 
regression, and the porce:nt plant mix wu!l calculated tor 
each cable type by year. The resulting change in plant 
mix, by type of cable, !rom 1994 to 2000 w~s detcrmtned 
to be the forward-looking adjuutment. In Lhc Ca!lc o f 
fiber cables, underground fiber tncrea~ud 41 ovor thts 
period, buried decreased 4~ and .wnal rem.nned 
unchanged. for coppP.r cables, undergrou11d copper was 
found to decrease J\, buried increased 3\ and dl'ri.JI 
remain unchanged. These pcrccntaqo changee wn r<· t h•!n 
appl!Qd to tho actual !JlllnL mix perconLB'J•'S C<llrulatcd 
from Sprint's cable information in the FDW (f'actlttleS 
Data Warehouse), with tho cxceplton ot copper 
distribution . No adjustments wore made to dlstrlhutton 
cable, as underground copper distribution cable wao only 
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of 1. 21 
ad)US 
cHt~tr 

the total distributlon cable, and u~nnq the .lboV<> 

tments would result ln 0\ underground copp<!r 
ibution cable . 

illustrative purposes, Tables 4{1)-1 throuqh 4(1)-1 2 
side-by-side comparison of 

For 
provide a 
and Soft R 
!iber tran 
Order, inc 

the parties' inputs Lor Norm<~ I 
ock for copper distribution and feeder, tioer feeder, <1nd 
sport. All of the input values that we establ.tsh In thiS 
luding those for Hard Rock, " e ln Appendix II. 

Table V-L(l) : 
uti on Pl&nt Ki.x (Noraal and Soft Rook) - Underqround 

~-100 

101-200 

b~I-USO 

~001-10000 

>10001 

AnT/)CI 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

~\ 

5\ 

10\ 

Bell South 

0 

2l 

~· 
e~ 

t ~\ 

25\ 

401 

60l 

9~· 

Table V-L(2) : 
ibution Dht.r Plant Nix (No raal and 

M'T/)CI Bellllouth 

c -~ 7S\ ~ 

~-100 7S\ (,}t 

101-200 H \ tlt 

.:-o1-t1!JO 70\ f, ... , 

70\ 6~· 

8~1-25SO 70\ 65\ 

65\ ~~~' 

~001-10000 35\ 
' '. -

>10001 5\ lOt 

cnn. lprtnt. 

.2h 

• 21• ' Ol • 
• JAl 1. 1\ 

• tl :· ; I .it 

.81\ 
l. ~·· 

, 9fo I I. II 

.~3. I. 4' 

1. ')!,' I.U 

1 • :_t• •• 1 •• , . 

Soft Rock) - Burled 

cnn. lprtnt. 

,.B.ltt ,, 
78. ll' 8 , - 1 t 

7). 91\ ~ · ' 
..,., . ( "' •• 
79.!, .. ' f;t,, 1' 

69. :nt A~. •t 

~4. ' ' ~ ..... .. 
~ • • 1 .. -~.~ · 
14.141 8~. 3• 
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Table V-L(3) : 
Diat.ribution Pl.aDt Mix (Normal and Soft Roclt) - Aarial 

O.n.oity A'U'f/tC.I U.lllouth cn:FL SprJ.nt 

0 5 2S\ 40\ 71. o,.:t' 11. \ 

b 100 2~\ 11\ 2l.b,H I I . ''' 

101-200 2S\ ll\ 25.72\ 

2JI·650 30\ JO• 21 . ,,. 1 •• c ' 

~51-850 30\ 20 \ 19. t:.l\ 

,. 1-2550 30\ l"• 29.£~\ 12' 8\ 

z~··l-~000 )0\ ' ' .. -~ ..,, 
"01•1-10000 60\ ,, 13. (t\ 1 J ' • 

>10001 85\ 73. 9t 1 j " I 

Table •u1 -•: 
Copper l'eedar Plat1t Mix (Noraal and Soft Rook) - Under round 

De noity An'f/ICI 8ell8outh cn:J'L Sprl.nt 

o-· S\ I " ~ .... ••• 
t -100 S\ 1 ~' 6.2\ IH 

101 ·100 S\ . O• l4.H •• 7l 

201-650 20\ • , •. o~ • 

• :.~··~o 40\ 4 • 29 . 06 \ I~. H 

8~1-2550 60\ b' t )J .871 

2~~1--~C~D '5\ .ft. ll.Ef• 

5001-10000 8S \ IJ:'' t.4.2i• 

•10001 90\ C)', ' b4 .l.U 

I 
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T@le 4(1)-5: 
Copper reecS.r Plant Mix (Normal and 

Dennty ... T£ThCI Bell South 

0-5 45\ 50\ 

6-100 45\ 45\ 

101-200 45\ 40\ 

201-650 40\ JH 

651-850 30 \ JO\ 

851-2550 20\ 25\ 
1---
2551-~000 10\ 20\ 

5001-10000 5\ 101 

>I 000 l ~ · 51 

T@le 4(1)-6: 
Ccpper r-der Plant Mix (No~l and 

Oerutio:y ATnhCI llelllouth 

0-5 50 \ 40• 

~-100 SO \ 40• 

101- 200 SO\ 40\ 

201-650 40\ 40\ 

6~1-650 30\ .:• .. 
851 - 2550 20 \ 10\ 

7551-5000 15\ 0 

5001-10000 10 \ 0 

>10001 5\ 0 

So t t Rock) ied -Bur 

cn:n. Spr:a.nt 

82.4H 84.7\ 

67.4 1\ 8;t . _it 

6a . J6\ 61. H 

5~.8\ 8U.l> 

•O. ll• 19• 

'.0. 26\ 19.1t 

48.32 \ 11.2< 

12.5H 76.5\ 

22.5H H.BI 

Sott Rock) - '-trial 

cnn. Sprl.nt 

ll. )9\ J. J\ 

II. Jq\ .! • II 

17 24\ 1.n 

lb. I ?I "81 

11 • •.•.' 0 • ., ' 

l~.tfba } . • 
20.031 •• !, 1 

1 J.l4' •. l) 

1 J .... .:. • ) t 
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Table 4(1)-7: 
Fiber ,._ car Pl&nt Nix (Normal a n d Sof t R.oclt) - Onde round 

O.:U01ty Bell So" th cn:n. Bpr 1.nt 

o-s 51 101 86.91 \ 

6- 100 5\ 15\ 25.81 

101-200 20\ 92. I<\ 28.6\ 

201-650 to• 25\ 90 . 78\ )1.8\ 

651-850 40\ 451 91. 1H H.&\ 
r-------~--------~---------+-------

851-2550 601 6~\ 40 .8\ 

2551-5000 75\ 80\ 

5001-10000 85\ 90\ 96.67\ 'S.BI 

>10001 901 67.81 

Table H l) -8: 
Fiber I' eed•r Plant M.Lx (No rmal. a nd Soft R.oclt~ - Buried 

O.n• ity AUT/HCl U.llaou th cn:n. Spr .1nt 

o-s 60 •,o 12.89 14.~ 

6-100 60 cs 12~9(1 1 ;-. 1 

101-200 60 co ' . tj 1 ( ., ... 
201-•50 60 JS ij.24 ·~ 2 

651-850 30 JO S .lJ \!..:. • t 

851-2550 20 2S 1. ca '.J7..C 

2551-5000 10 20 1.~1 Sl. I 

5001-10000 5 10 ~ 41.7 

>10001 5 5 0 10.~ 
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Ta.ble 4(1) -9: 
Fiber reedAir Plant Kix (Noraal and Sott Reck) - .1\.edal 

Oenel.ty AUT/K:% Bellao..tl\ cnn. •prlnt. 

0-~ H \ 4 "' 
.... .... 

b-100 )~\ 4" \ .'11 \ ; . :' 
101-200 )!>I COl .... , ' . ' 
701-650 301 COt • ~ It ... o\ 

651-8!>0 lO\ .... ~ , I • I I\ l. 1 1 

8~1-2550 20\ 10• l.J:If• ' • 
.:SSI - !>000 IS\ 1, Ill I • 

!>rftl-ICOOO 10\ ), " ' ' • 

~10<)01 51 :; . , ' ' •• 
Ta.ble 4(1) -10: 

ri.bez Tranll]>e>rt II l&D ~ ( 1 d t t Noraa an So t Roo k) - n rqroun d 

O.O.~ty AUT/K:t Bell Iouth an:n. lpr1nt 

0·!1 20\ '"' Jj' t • 'll \ '. ~; 
I.- 1!)0 20\ ... ~ ... d' ]~ "'" 
lol-100 20\ . • ~:. ~.' :r •• 
201-t50 20\ - • •), •• Jl "' 

6~1-8~0 20\ •, . d. c' ]~ -· 
~~t-25!.0 20\ I • 90.6~· CQ,ij\ 

"'' .!.1·5000 20\ " • 'H "I' .. , .. ·' 
SOOI-10000 20\ ' tt•. t. l l !JlJ.ti\ 

•1 10• I 20 \ 'I • ft., 
0 

I • t •· • - -
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Table 4 (l) -11: 
Fibez Tranaport Pl..nt Mix (No.cu.l and 

Douait;y A'!~T/MCI BellSouth 

0-5 60 \ 80 \ 

6-100 60\ 71\ 

101-200 60t H\ 

201-650 60\ 70\ 

651-850 60\ 47\ 

851 - 25 .. 0 60\ 22 \ 

25~1-5000 60\ I~\ 

5001•10000 60\ 15\ 

>10001 60\ 5\ 

Table 4(1) -12: 

Soft J\oolt) - Buried 

OTZn. Sprint 

12.89\ H.n 
12 . 89 \ 12.1\ 

7. 63 \ 69.4\ 

8.24\ 66.2\ 

5 . 13\ 62 . 3\ 

7 . 48\ 57.4\ 

2. !17 \ ~! .I\ 

0 42 . 7\ 

0 30.8\ 

Fiber Tranaport Pl.&Dt Mix (No.cu.l and Sott J\oclt) - Aezi&.l 

Douait:y ATU/HCI Bellllouth ann. Sprint 

0-5 20\ 10\ . 21\ :' • 1 \ 

6-100 20\ 8\ . 21\ ". 1' 

101-200 20\ 6\ . 2H 2\ 

201-650 20\ 5\ . 9'1\ ;>\ 

651-850 20\ )\ l. ll\ l. CJ\ 

851-2550 20\ J\ l . 88 \ I. 8\ 

2551 -5000 20\ 0 2.33 \ 1. ... 

5001-10000 20\ 0 ). )3\ !. 5\ 

>10001 20\ 0 ). 33\ 1.H 

Bot:h AT'T /MCI and BellSouth u!H!d d<' I <11Jl l input ••. GTEFL 
developed inpu1:s based on il:s current plant mix . :;prinL do•tr>lopcd 
input~ bDsed on it3 currc~c mix, ~nd then went one 3Ccp fucthcr . 
It performed an analysis to see if the structure mi x was changing. 
Sprint found that ~ts st:ruct:urc m1x was ch~ng1ng 1n feede:· by 3 dnd 
4 percent, for copper and f iber , respect1vely. 
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As discussed in the introduction and overview to Sect.1on v o! 
this Orde., we are not persuaded that national inputs wh~ch have 
not been reviewed by subject matter expert~ familiar with Florida 
are appropuate for use, if Florida-speClflc t) r Florida-reviewed 
inputs are available. 

Sprint witness Dickerson asserts that fiJI I' s national defaults 
are "heavily skewed toward aerial cable which may have a lower 
initial cost. . . The maintenance co:st.s for aerial cable and 
poles is (sic) significantly higher than the ma1ntenance coots for 
burted cable .N Witness Dickerson states that Sprint placns "large 
aMounts o! buried cableN because oC "the ease of burying cabl e ln 
Florida's soil and the obvious need to signi ficantly storw-proof 
3priut' s network ." We arc persuaded oy wl.tcne:~:~ Dickerson ~hat. 
HAI'~ national defaults !or structure mix are not appropr1at.e !or 
use in Florida . 

0! the three LECs which have submitted proposed structure m!x 
inputs, all developed them differently. BellSouth used the BCPM 
), 1 defaults ; GTE florida :~ubmitted 1nput;:1 ba:;.Jd on its current. 
plant mix; and Sprint submitted inputs based on its currer.t m1x, 
adjusted for current and future trends. 

Based on the record evidence, we find that in what pro>Ortion, 
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 consider.ltion, we find tha• Sprint ' s 
methodology is the most appropriate because SprJnt adJusted its 
current geographic mix for !uture trends . However, we would have 
prefer r ed to see, for example, Sprint's plant mix geographically 
deaveraged for its Centel and United territori es. This type of 
deaveraged information would have beer. mort• reflecUvt· t Sprint­
Florida's territory. 

A new, efficient provider is likely ro have a plant. m1x 
reflecting today' s conditions , not yesterday's or 1970s' 
conditions . The types o! trend analyst•s thdt Sprin• U~"d .1ppe.u t•> 
capture how plant mix is changing in hs territory c~nd <Jre 
indicative or the expected plant mix of another prov1der operating 
in the sume territory. 

We would prefer that CTEfL' :s dnd Bl'llSouth' :1 muthodolo•JY L>·· 
similar to Sprint's methodology. GTEFL used current dac~ but did 
not p~rform a forward-looking adjustm~nl. However, It is posstble 
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~hat G7Ef'L'9 Clbor data doe9 reflect current plan~ rn1x. II!J can be 
seen in Tables 4(1)-5 and 4(1)-6, ~hu majority of GTEf~'9 copper 
feeder in the lower density zones 1~ buried caolo, whlle 1n the 
h1q~•r density zones, it is pri~rily underground cable. This 1~ 
d1tferent from fiber feeder, where fiber is prillklrlly undcrqro,rnd 
cable in all density zones . GTEfl witness Tucek did not ~now why 
this occurs, other than it ~is the results thv: came out of the GTE 
data.H Given that Ciber is a relatively recent (post 1970s') 
technology, we believe that the plant mix Cor fiber Ieeder might be 
more reflective of current and future placements than !or that o! 
copper feeder. 

BellSouth's structure mix inputs, as noted above, urP 
unadju:.ted BCPH 3.1 defaults that have been reviewed and .,pproved 
by BellSouth employees. We ace puzzled by BellSouth' s use of 
defaults when !t 11li9ht have extrapol.ned the inputs t rom o1vullable 
data. 

We believe that Spunt' s method for developing wputs is tho 
rrethod GTEf'L and BellSouth should aspire to in any futute unlvLr.!lal 
service proceedin9. However, the adjustmPnt:. made by Sprint (3 ~nd 
4 percent) are small enough, assuming !llmllar citcumstanc•: ~. that 
w .. believe that G7Ef'L's inputs need not be altered. We would have 
Leen uncomfortable with BellSouth's use of BCPM 3.1 defaults 1! 
BellSouth' s network department had not revic.,ed th<•r.; .tnd found them 
appropriate. We believe qeographic-spect!ic inputs ~tre preferable 
and most appropriate Cor structure mix. If those arc unavaili!ble, 
wP. bel~eve that tho second-best choice 1s rev~ewed and approved 
defaults by knowled9eable employees !all'.Jl!ar with the qeofjraphlc 
area. We 11lso believe that the incumbent provider<> lo:now best what 
the appropriate structure mix should be ln ~h,.ir gcoqro~phlc are<ls, 
representing what an efficient provider's structure mix would 
likely be. 

Upon consideration, we find th.n llro· LF:':·; ' propo~•·rJ at ruct u re 
mix inputs tor BollSouth, GTE Florid·•· <~nd spnnt-l'lorida are 
tCol!lon.,bl<> surroq4tCD for what An el f1CH!nt provider would u:,.- 1n 
ench geog=aphic area, and, thus arc 11ppr• vcd as sub:-.1tlP.tJ tor usc 
10 those respective LEC territories. 

1~. Oiqlt.ll Loop Carrier 

According to the HAl Hodel 0Pscriptlon, one o f two types o! 
digital loop carriers IDLCsJ is selected when i lb(n lt•f11cr 1s 

used. The DLCs sro designated as htqh or low dens.ty bo~~wd on the 
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number of lines. When DLC equipment Js used, th~ investment ts 
calculated in the Distribution Module. There are 12 separate ltems 
which may be included in HAI ' s total OLC i~vestment. Th~se are 
items such as site preparat.ion, power , common equlpment, anct 
opt.ical patch panels . The DLCs are equ1ppcd by the model wah 
"line cards of the type required to provide the appropriate grade 
of service on the analog and digital (1'-1) pair'> fed off the D!.C." 

BellSouth has chosen to use the BCPM 3 . 1 default input8 att.cr 
BellSouth' s Networ:. experts reviewed them and found these dcfaul ts 
to be reasonable and reflective of BellSouth' s operation i~ 
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\ cng~neering fill factor for both large and small 
OLCs. 

GTE:FL' s OLC inputs are baaed 011 GTEfL-spccl!lc l11pllt prices; 
materials and labor inputs are based on the prices GT~fL currently 
pJys for these inputs in Florida. GTE:fL' s :opeci!, c costs arc 
proprietary. GTE:fL' s DLCs do not include huts or environmentally 
controlled vaults (ECVs). 

Sprint ' s DLC costs were based on its current vendor costs and 
actual installation costa withtn its florida serving area. 
Sprint's next generation digital loop carrier WGD!.C) :nodcl 
configuration includes costs only to support the level 01 baste 
service specified by the FCC. Sptinl' s spccil1c DLC costs arc 
proprietary . 

The majority of the record evidcnc• regarding the OLC was 
directed at the DLC placement and the number oC 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 ca •l er remote system 
(OLCRT) , the central of lice tcrm!nol (COT), POT:> curd" (or 
nonextended range line cards) and e><l"nd.-d r.mc,o 1 ill<' cards. Tabh• 
V-M(l) provide!! the costs proposed by each party. 
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Table V-M(l): 
DLC Input• Propo•ed by the PartJ.es 

DLC -ot.e Tenlina.l 

DLC SIZE BCiH 3 . 1 Bell8oul:h CTII:FL Sprint. 
Default: 

0 519 , 120 . 17 $19 . 120.17 $23, 7~J. 40 $23,1~8.~1 

2~ $19,203.56 $.9 , 203.~6 $23, H3.40 $23,158.51 

49 S2l , 789.75 S23, 789. H ~23 , '7!;3.40 SZ6 , 97&. 10 

97 523 , 886. 56 523 , 886.56 S30 , 29q.76 $26, !128 .10 

121 S37 , 691.12 S37 , 69!.12 $)0,299.76 $36, 6H. 90 

193 $)7,873 . 22 $31,873.22 546,238.96 $]6 , 67~. 90 

241 $64. 291.00 $64. 291.00 S~L liS. 71 $12~. 0)1.75 

385 568 , 317.00 $68 , 371.00 589,196.£>~ Sll0,818.01 

673 596 , 859.00 ~96,859 . 00 GI11 , 12S.29 Sl48, 56a.12 

1345 $165 , 236.00 $165, 236.00 5132. 112.15 ~l66,10'i ~~ 

DLC C..tzel Office Teraina 1 

DLC SIU BCPtt 3 . 1 Bell8outh GTZFL Spr i dt 
Defaul t 

0 $11 , 268.16 $11,268 . 16 SJ, 31'L04 51. Zf.4. 02 

n 6 1 1, 749.)0 Sll, 74 9 . 30 ~3~ 3l 1'LOC $1 , 264.02 

•9 512 , 711.57 512,771 .s·1 $J, J19.0.C tl.26C.Ol 

~7 $13,192.71 513,192.71 ~6.!17~-~0 s I. 2G4. 01 

121 ~14. 608 . 60 GH,808.60 s~.91!· ~o $ t. 2(,4. 01 

153 Sl!i,770. 87 SIS, '170.8'1 !11? • .-9~-'·4 ~J,JbC.UJ 

2~ I $21,176.00 522,176.00 $.] -,, 030. ~8 ~8,311.',t 

38~ $22,176 . 00 '22, !76.00 $?3,961.73 G8 . 5(0.!l~ 

G?3 522 , 176.00 S2?,17t.OO S2't,HJJ If. ~~·,.!tt"'. ':I !I 

IJ(S $26,891.00 $26. 89!.00 nr,.•H.n SlO,O':!~.".)~ 

ATU/HCI 

$18,300.00 

$18 , 300.00 

~!8,300.00 

G17, 70(). 00 

527 , 700.00 

$37 , 100.00 

s n, 100. oo 

570,000.00 

$88 . 500.00 

ATU/HCI • 
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Tabl e V-H ( 1) : 

DLC Input a 5'ropoaed by the Partiea 

DLC Hon-• • tended R.anQ• Line C..nia 

DLC SIZ.II DCW. 3.1 O.l.Uoutl> Gni'L Sp.r1nt. 

O.fau.lt 

0 $94 .00 $72. 2~ $~8. ~~ 

2S SH . 00 S12. 26 $'18.~· 

49 594.00 412.26 $ ?8 • • , 9 

97 $94.00 $72.2~ S9tt. ~9 

171 $94.00 $11.26 $'JQ.~9 

193 S94 .CO $1lub $~9.~9 

241 SB9. 11 ~1:.2:6 soe.o~ 

)@'· ~99.11 :;1-,.,,.,,, '$~H • .~ 

c7l $0~. II cn .... zt. ~t;,s. ~2 

1345 509.11 ~6). 8'1 : ~8 .02 

Ita tand<od Range L-1-ne C.r d 

DLC SIU: IICPK 3 . 1 Bellllou tl> Gni'L Spr i n t 
~au.lt 

WC9f'lr $197.50 $187.50 ~l~J 0) ~10~.89 

Sln.l II $125 . 00 $12-:· .00 S18J.OJ #ll.;.. ;,tt,. 

AUT.h«:I 

$100.01) 

$100. 

SlOO.flO 

$1CIU . OO 

SlOC.I.OC 

SJ"I.~O 

s 1'.. . ' 0 

~ 1 ~ .. . ' 0 

~ , ~.·t) 

~ '} 'J. r 

AT,T/t«:J • • 
tnputa 

. .. . KAl dld not provide COT inputs. HA! .. DLCRTe ar" O'Q'J~ppf"d wtth .~ l.nf" c 1rr1, 
therP!Orf'!'. i t 1a not a d:oparoto input . 

As i llustcated in the table "'bovc, costs vu.ry sl gn lt 1 c.1nt 1 ;· . r, 
some cases. AT&T/MC1 ' s costs 1n most cases seem to be much ~··so 
than the costs proposed by the LEes. M noted above, AT&T/MCl t•·l'l'' 
included many ite ms in their DLC costs ; how(,vcr, GT!::FL' s wltr.t•s; 
Tard~ff argues that the costs associated with Dl..Cs ln the I!Al me lei 
do not include some very crJllCtll 1tum• an the c.d ulH1ons. 
Witness Ta rdi ff believes capital costs loz 'iqhts-of-way ha''" not 
been included beyond the $3, 000 allocated !or site preparall.on and 
power . He also s t ates that costs of underground sites, wh1ch dC•· 
u:sed by tho LE:Cs 1 n u ·ban <HOa:J but not mort<1 lr-d 1 n llf.t S. O.o, ~., n 
range up to SlSO , OOO . Accordlnq to the IIi!-, th•· rn-l)orlt:; t th•· 
HAl OLC inputs a re based on the expurlence and opinion ot a to.:"'"' oi 
outsid~ plant engineers. We agree with witness Tardiff thdt HAl ' ~ 
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costs apparently do not Lnclude costs for 'lghts-ot-way. Although 
specific numbers are conf idential, Sprint has included in 1ts slt~ 
pr •paration costs for easements. It appears that these costs may 
be slgni!icant and should note be omil:led . Since the 1\T&T/MC:I 
numbers seem very much out of line with the Florida-specific data 
provided by CTEFL and Sprint, we do not believe the AT&T/MCJ OLC 
costs are appropriate inputs into the selected proxy cost model. 

While the most substantial variances in costs appear to be 
between those proposed by 1\T&T/ MCI and the LEC~. there are scmc 
s l gn 1 t i c .. nt discrepancies in cost proposals among th<> LEC:s. 1 n 
most cases, Sprint's costs, especially !or the larger size DLCs, 
are greater than CTEf~'s, although Sprint ' s COT costs appear to be 
much less. As discussed below, we are unable to do an apple to 
dpples comparison of conts to determine why these discrepancies 
ex•st 

We were provided wi th CTEFL' s DLCRT, COT, dnd line card costs 
undec confidential cover. CTEF!.' s co11ts .lppear to include 
m.ltcrial!J . labor, installation and 1!'1.1 itll<•nanc<·, eng1110er ing o1nd 
planning, and a loadinq factor, which includes freiqht, ~ales tax , 
provisioning, and minor materials . While costs were provl cd, 
there was little supportinq documcnt<Jtlon , so we a e unable ·o 
determine what is includod in the total co~ts. On th'-' otht'r hand, 
Sprint provided a very detailed breakdown of its costs. While the 
actual numbers are confidential , what makes up these c::>sts 1:1 not. 
Sp~ in t • s costs specifically identified components such as slle 
costs, assemblies, transceivecs, cabtnct!l , battertes, channel unlt 
cards, enqineecing, and installation. With regard to St:'rtnt ' s DLC 
cost , witness Dickerson stated "our cost is ouc cosL." He 
believes, based on slmplc business dyn.Jmlcs , thdt a larger provider 
such as the Bell compa.tles could purch.l!ll! those 1 terns cheaper than 
Sprint. 

Since t.he cost information provldl•d by CTErL and Sprint were 
1n two very different formats, with varying degcecs ot spec1t1Ctty, 
we can not do an apples to apples comparison. As noted by CTE>L's 
wJtncos Tucek, it ia unknown what costs other panics h.>ve lncludod 
ln their correspondinq input!l, even when the inputs .nc •cterred to 
wl.th the same name. Furthermore, he also states, "I can assure you 
that only Sprint and DellSouth can "'"'t I fy to .,h,,t. thel r coDtS tor 
DI.Cs oc any other network component tncludee . .. We did ~,.vlcw the 
IMtCrial cost11 pr<'vided by CTEFL and 'ipnnt. tor ! hr PLC!>T, .ond the 
maLer1al costs can vary conslder<lbly lor cump • .tr.obly :JI:t·d 
aqulpment. In addition, we have rev1cwcd oLher document!l whtch 
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show how drastically comparably sized DLCRT ' s co,.ts ciln v.H·y by 
branri. 

Once again , we must emphasize that the purpose o( thls 
proceeding is to determine the costs of an effictent generic 
provider to be input into a cost proxy model. The model only 
allows one input for each size OLC and COT , and non-extended (or 
POTS) and extended range line cards . These input" J nc 1 ude many 
component parts that var y drastically depending on vartou~ factors; 
therefore, in the ~real wor ld" , a provider could incur varying 
costs for placing the same size DLCRT . We believe the total cost 
provided by GTI':f'L and Sprint are thcJ.r best estimates based on 
their experiences with certain size DLCRTs , COTs , and ltn~ card 
purchasing and placement . Similarly, BcllSouth believes the OCPM 
default values arc reasonable and reflective of BellSouth' s 
operation ln Florida. 

Upon considerat lon, we !ind that an .Jppropriat•· sur 1 oq.•l" co:1t 
!or an erficient provider in the state of florida Cor DLCRTs, the 
OLCCOTs, and the extended and nonextendcd range line cards is an 
average ot those cost estimates proposed by GTEFL, Sprint, and 
BellSouth. We believe that there are a number ot vario1bles in 
calculating the costs for the DLCRT. With co:;ts for similarly 
sized items varying significantly by brand, it i~ unktown what an 
efficient provider would or could select or purchase. In addilion, 
costs Cor sito preparation, rights-of-way , and other componcnt:t 
vary. We find that this averaged cost is a reason.>hle C!ltimat<' of 
what an efficient provider could ~xpcct to incur. TherPto~c . we 
adopt Lhe values found in the table bolow. 

Table V-H(2) : 
Comai••ion-Ordered DLC rnpute 

DLC ~te Terminal 

Si&e Ordered 
Input• 

0 $22 . 011 

2~ SZ2,039 

49 $24 , 824 

91 $27. 038 
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Table V - M(2 ): 
Commi••ion-ordered DLC Input. 

121 $34 , 889 

193 $40,263 

2H $80 , 189 

385 $96, 131 

6"13 $119, 518 

1345 $154 ,486 

Central. Ot't'ice Terminal 

Si ca Order ed 
I nput• 

0 $5 , 28~ 

25 $5,4 44 

49 $5 , 78~ 

97 $7 , 144 

121 $7 . 68 3 

193 SD, I ~6 

241 $17 , 9 40 

385 $19,226 

673 s2o, n6 

134 5 $25, 00 
·-

Non-- tended Ran9• Line Car~ 

Sima Ordered Va.lua 

0 sea 
25 $80 

49 $88 

97 $88 
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Table v-M(2) : 
Commieeion-Ordered DLC Input• 

121 SBB 

193 $88 

241 $76 

385 $76 

673 $"16 

1345 $74 

btende<l Ranqe L!J\e c.rd 

Sise Ordered 
Input• 

Large $159 

Small $147 

N. Terminal Costs 

This sect !.on w 111 .address the llpproprlatc l npuls for th" 
indoor and o~tdoor serving area lntcr!ace (SAl) , commonly referred 
to as the feeder distribution inter!ace (FOil . This secllon wtll 
dlso add r ess the drop terminal. 

Serying Area Interface 

The SAl connects distribution cable:s to a feeder c.lbl<· . A !ir.J 
may be placed indoors or outdoors. 

AT4T/HCI Wells states thllt. the prices for the HAl 5.0.t modo! 
arc based on the opinion of engineering expo res . Bell Soul h u11ed 
company-specific FOI costs to reflect BellSouth' s costs ln Florida. 
The material prices were obtained from procurement records .1nd were 
adjusted !or inflation . The engineonng and labor costs were 
developed from florida-speci!ic in-plant factors. GTEFL' s outdoor 
SAl inputs are based on GTEF'L-epecl !ic prices. The tndoll f.Ar 
costs are the BCPH defaults. 
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Table V-N(l) illustrates the costs presented tn tt•ls 
proceeding for the indoor SAI , wh.d<.: Table v-N (2) presPnts th~ 

proposed costs o! tne outdoor SAl by the various parties. 

Table V- N(l ): 
S•rvice AJ:ea Interface (SAI) - Indoor 

IJCIK ) .1 hllaou\h -.,,lnt. cnn. * a.o. 
Dehlll< 

)0 ·;t.OO 

100 111.60 z.ou .• o I, IOl " 011 I ? IHt.OO 

~~ t,2'tJ.Ot •. o•' J .. ~"". to 1. 1'' • .,, . .,., 
'oO l,tU.11 •• 14' . 10 ··'~1 .~1 LH l HIA 

<00 2, )14.03 l.llO. 40 •,ll).l .. l.J:c J · •:-.co 

6110 :!,1)7.00 12 ... ~~ ' ~. ·~· &l ):, ,~., .... oo -
,00 4, tOl. 3~ ll,lll , 8,04l.H C, ljQt )I Litl.OO 

llOO 6,161.06 24, ~II. U Ht,IIIZ!t,.1~ 6,161 .o. L 1h .oo 

1800 e ,nt.36 36.116. It ll. t H.J1 a .... , .. H •· ...... 00 

1100 11.09~.80 ., .. , •... ; Jft.Ot-Llt. lt . o··~.tto till\ 

1400 ll,~~l.1l 4t,01.&: ll ~1. • .. o 11 1).~:,. 11 l,J•.:.oo 

3000 l6,6n.n U,211 n :'f. 'fl.· " ,t.,ttrt,"ll 'II A 

H·>U 19, t.O~. 41 l), :Oll . .•• '· • 114 .. .... frO~ ••• ~ •• ~.8.00 

" 2l,lc.Z.42 • , • .,.~ 1 n.:.. .,, •l.)t.:_ .... tlfA 

~ · ·· -,1•1.00 ·-
.._ ll: . '-'~t.OO 
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'!'able V-N(2): 
Service Area Int.r.tace (SAJ:) - Outdoor 

8CJM l . l a.u ......... lpc-int. CTUL 
o.La.Ut 

~0 

!00 1.n~.oo l,t.-1~ .•.• 1,197. (.I 1. ~·1) .]11 

•o• 2,120.00 ), 2)1.16 1.)11.)9 1.14l.<2 

)00 2,))~.00 c, en.o!> •• ~90.:.4 1, ':f)" •• ";l 

400 :,sto.oo '· .,. '· l. •4 • .JI :-,t") C .. 
600 ),)09.00 9.~~· )0 1,4 4 l.t~ l,llil .. 

,.JO 6,1 ... 00 11,614 14 I,)U ~~ '· .,. lf 

Uo"' ' · ~u.oo u. ~J' n C, g )CO lJ ~ .•. ' 
1100 1,717.00 19, 401.1 4 ~. 7)( .• 1ft 7,1J •;,IC ,...__ 
2100 11,490.00 22,)U n t,t>tc. c·, 10,0!.1' ••• 
2400 II , 490.00 24, Jll.28 l,tto.n lO.O~l.tH 

)000 11 , 71),00 ll,l)l.9) "·'n.~c, IO,Olt. L~ 

l600 14, 0)). oo U,101,!tl I l , ) li )l 12,04).91' 

4. 00 16,398.20 4S,J1l,.)C l.', 01J.Ol 14. 0~1 Jl 

' .. 
'?,1)~ 

* S ~ O• 

z•J? .OO 

J':.D,OO 

600.0<> 

"'" 
I, 00 

•• cow.vwo 

1. too.oo 
:. <00 GO 

J.<OO 00 

tt/A 

• ' .100. 00 

U/A 

.. ooo.oo 

"'" 
~ .. 00 00 

1'0',000 00 

The costs !or the SAYs VIHY sPm!~.c .. ntly ,,,. ·n1 tl~t• p1Ht1cs. 
He note . h~ co,ta for the SAls provtdc<J hy A!>T/XC ! ... ~. :!'<f'l o rt•·l.l 
IJy the lllP. According to tho 1111', "ptl Ct!S are the OfllriiOn o l ,J 

')roup of cng1neering exper ts.H GT£f'L ~t!tness Murphy A!wcrt:~ tha~ 
a c har: sponsored by AT,T/HCI witn•"· Wel!:s, whtch wa:s int<'ndc<J to 
snow tho HAI ' s default value~ . provLd~s costs ijl• htgh<'r th<r tho 
lowest oat imates recei vod by thl' OS I' <'ngl ncer ing "xpert~ . wh \ch Wd !l 

omuted data on SAl co"ts. Tht ItA! •·ngtnec< lnq tc-"m <t!Ceived 
contractor/vendor data for SAis in several slz•s. Tdble v ll(l) 
Illustrates tho information provided. 
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Tab:.a V-N (3) : 
Contract Vendor Data 

Siaa Bi9b Low Avarag 

• 
3600 $6,61 $6 , 11 $6,364 

2 6 

1800 3 , 710 
3,850 3, 570 

1200 3, 587 
5 , 330 2 , 610 

600 2 , 171 
2 , 825 1, 529 

400 992 

200 902 

100 642 

Regarding the cost information prov1ded by the LECs tor the 
indoor and outdoor SAls, it appears that the costs for these inputs 
were calculated differently by each LEC. f"or exampl••, BellSouth ha" 
indexed its material costa !or tnflatlon , whtle it ~ppcars 1 h.•t 
Spn.nt has not. While we are a ware Sprint h"s applied Vtorlous 
load~ng factors , such as a supply expense !actor , to 1ts material 
costs , we do not know the values o1 tho (actors appl1nd. GTEfL's 
outdoor SA[ costs include mater1alfJ olO<l labor . GTEFI.. h.1s adopt"d 
the BCPM default for indoor SAl costs. We can do an "apples to 
applesN coMparison of the LECs ' costs only for ~terials. Although 
GTEFL's request for confidentiality pr>cludcs discussion ot 
numbers, we note that the material prices provld,.d tor the outdoor 
SAl do vary significantly by company. The numbers show Br•llSouth 
genetally has the lowest material costs , whi le Sprint ' s appcdr to 
be the highest. 

Wo rind very little opposition lO the '"J:t lll :.ubmii!Hd hy tlw 
LE:Cs. Witness Wells was critical ot the tact Lhal lll'll:.;outt1' !l 
enqineo~inq cos~a were appliod on a linear basis b~sed on ~h~ pair 
count of the SAI. The exai11Pl" provided by w1tnc5s ~lells shows that 
BellSouth lncluded $312.66 to enginter" 100 pair in<loor SAl Mld 
$13 ,131.68 to onqineer a 4200 p.tlt SAl (1..,., 4• 11111e" mon· ;. 
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According to witness Wells, -real world enginccrinq costs t or an 
indoor SAl va::y little by pa1C she . •· 

BcllSouth witness Caldwell stated that eng1necrtng costs do 
va y by she. She also explained that the blg cost dnver s arl.l tllto 

:ecords and accounting necessary to update ,,11 of Be llSouth • s 
r ecords on each one of its cable pairs. She notes t~al a record 
must be kept of where each pair works ond what !L is connected to. 

While we agree with witness Caldwell that cnglneerinq cost~ 
IndY vary somewhat by pair si:te, we do not dcr<lpt Bcll!louth' " llrll!at 
assumption for engino.1ring costs . Whil<• B<'llSouth ..tppedt·s to have 
tho lowest materials costs of all the L~Cs , they have significantly 
higher total costs in some cases more than three times as much as 
the nex· closest LEC . This is li kely due in part to the 
engineerinq coste and the application of an Inflation foetor . 
Therefore, w~ reject the use of BellSouth' s indoor and outdoor SAl 
costs 1~ the selected proxy cost model. 

While each company has proposed it'S own costs tor .ndoor and 
outdoor SAls wit.h the exception of GTEf'!. who adopted the BCP!i 
defaults for the indoor SAl , we arc not pcrsuoded that SAI costs 
must be LEC-epecific. As was discussed 1n sections of l'lis Order , 
LEC-specific costs are not necessarily appropr~atc , qtvco~ the many 
variables a generic new entrant may face in f'londa . Accot'dlnqly, 
we ~o~ill require state-specific CO!lts for indoor and outdoor SAJs. 
Upon consideration, we hereby adopt ·he state-wide costs tor the 
Jndoor and outdoor SAls shown in Tables V-N(41 and V-N(51. While 
these costs are those sponsored by Sprint, wn believe they are 
appropriate surrogates of the costs Laced by an efficient provider. 

Table V-N(4): 
Coaaiaaion-Or<Mred Indoor SAI Xnputa 

aia• Ordered 
Input 

100 1.102.(4 

200 1. 91?. oa 
JOO t . Hn.'Jt 

coo ),7)J.?!J 

600 5,412.&3 

900 U,04 I. H 
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Ilia• Order-.! 
Input 

1200 10,8'~-'~ 

1800 13.4~6.31 

2100 18,067.16 

2400 2 1.~00.11 

3000 26,912 . 73 -
3600 32,174.96 

C200 37,~81.S9 

Table V-N(S) : 
c -t ••ioa-Ordar.c!. Outdoor SAl Inputa 

Siae O<CS.red 
lnpuo:. 

100 1,197.67 

200 1.311.~9 

300 1. 590. ~ ~ 

coo 1,794.08 

600 z.co.r.6 

900 J, Jbl. t"l!, 

1200 4, 039.13 

1800 ~.73G.7& 

2100 b.CS4.4!. 

2 400 7,110.22 

3000 8~673.~9 

3600 IO,l48.JI 

4200 12,0'/3.0] 
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prop Terminal 

The drop ~erminal is whert• the drop wires arc conn<'c:tccJ ~o th• 
dis~ ribution cable . 

The full installed cost supported by AT&T/MCl tor ~h•• 7S pai1 
aerial drop terminal is $128, and $170 for the 2~ pair burled drop 
terminal. According to thc HIP, price quotes for JUSt the m.oto 1 tal 
portion were receiv-.d frol'l se·1o r ll1 sour::es . Be11South ' > drop 
terminal costs a re included as exempt mateoa l in the in-r 1o.lnt 
factors used to develop thr .1 nstJllcd I nvc.strr.cnt ol c.ot>ll.!. 
According to GrEFL witness TuC•!I. Its rn..nericu and labor costs .He 
based on the prices GTEfL cur rent! y pays . Spr 1nt ' " costs Wl.!re 
devel•>ped based on Sprlnt ' s actua1 current ·:endor l:l.J~t>r •• •1 prlc•·s 
and s peci!ic estimates for tnstolll.nion. 

Table V-N ( 6 ) illustrates thf• tot.i1 costs for th•• .... n.d .ontJ 
b•Jr illd drops supported by each p 1 rt y. 

T tAl B i~ 0 ur 
11\lri<ld Dcop AUT/HCI 
TanU.naJ.o 

6 Llne nlo 

1:1 I..! no ,.,. 
2, Llno Sl70.v 

Mri • l Drop AUT/HCI 
Te r.1nal• 

,, nlo 

12 n/a 

•• $128.00 • 

Ta.ble V-N(6) : 
d M i 1 D an r • rop Te rai l na Co•t• 

&ell South cnn. Cpr1nt IICPH Default 

"''' ... o J.(IO 117.1"1 I', 7. 0~ 

nl• ],' I Q} u· .2·• HO.el 

'·'··· ,, '• l~ :' 1 ·t ., ,, ,C I ~ "" 

BelUouth cnn. Spr1-nt DCPH O.fa\llt. 

n/• ::~ .. l . .. •!». 'fij 

nlu . ·~ ; 180 .It 1)1.81 

n/a ••• I• ••'•;.H }lt,.llQ 

As illustrllted llbovc , Bul!South dld noL p1 wid" cn:;t:: !or 
aerilll o r buried d rop termlnaltt. ll"llf.outh nott.•d th,u th«• m.ttt'n,,l 
cc.s t of drop terminllls loss liMn 100 valr is not "''JMI.Jtllly 
tden~i!ibblc ln tho in-plant calcui.Jttc.r.s ioc pl.JCtt H••n\9. 'fit<'!!" 

terminals a r e included in exempt m.tt<'t><d cl••""IC!c.otions tor 
aodal and buried cable dCt:'ount.s and .ttc therefore :!1•1oct.1 011t In 
t t.~ ACPM . 
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As shown in Table V- N!6) , HAI only casted the 25 pt~tr 
terminal. While the HlP states that price quotes tor th<• rnau:riol 
portion onl y were received from sc·Jcr.:.l sou1cus , these sources wer e 
not further identified . 

We believe that the costs of the aerial and buried drop 
terminals s hould reflect florida data characteristics when 
available . The costs proposed by Sp1inL and GTEFL for aerial drop 
terminals are !airly close . While Sprint did provide ils material 
cost:s separately, GTEfL did not provide this same inforrnatton. 
Based on the fact that lit: t le ev !donee was prof Cered regarding 
cost!! for drop terminals, we Infer Lho1t the parties must not 
believe this input is a significant cost driver. Therefore , we 
find that for aerial drop terminals a simple average o! Sprint and 
GTEfL's costa would be an appropriate surrogate for an efficient 
provider throughout the state . Table V-N(?) illustrates the vcllUe:! 
that we adopt . 

Table V-N(7) : 
dared Cceaiaaion-Or Aeri.a.l Orm> Te rminal Input• 

Si&e Ordered 
Inputa• 

6 Sl38 

12 1713 

25 288 
•Rounded to next whole dollar. 

Sprint and GT£fL' s total costs {or buried drop terminals 
dl!fer . We believe that this may be due to qeog~aphic d1tfcrences 
that result from burying drop terminals. Sprint's material costs 
for buried drop terminals arc less than its aerial drop tormtnal 
material costs, although its total btlf Inc! cost" <>tu <neater. 
GTErL' s total costa are greater Lho:Jn SJ' r I nt' s totul burled terminal 
costs. W<• h~tvo no evidence that burying drop termtn.>l~ 1 n GT£FL' s 
territory or Bel1South's territory would be any more ccstly than in 
the territory o f Sprint. Therefore, we hereby adopt Spnnt ' s 
buri"d drop terminal inputs as " reason.>ble stat.:-wtdc surrogdtf'. 
The approved V4luoo are illustrated in Table V-NCB1. 
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Table V-N(8) : 
Cccaiaaion-()rdered Buried Dro 'O Terainal Input& 

Size Ordered 
Inputa• 

6 $117 

12 $145 

25 $220 
• Rounded t o nex t whole dollar . 

0. and P . Switchin9 Costs and Assoc iated Variables and 
Traffic Data 

This section refe r s to the costs of the switches and various 
component parts . Because Section V-P Traffic daLa ls an integral 
component of developing s witching costs, we have includ•d it with 
Section V-0 Swi tchinQ costs and associated ·1ari 11blcs . 

AT6T/MCI's proposed s wil..chlng o'tnu u .. fllC inputs arc u.,scrlbod 
In the HIP . Given t hat these inpuls arc structured somewhat 
differently than the BCPM inputs, and that AT&T/MCI did not prov1dc 
equivalent BCPM inputs, we W>ll not provide a detailed discussion 
of HAl ' s s witching inputs . Some of the HAl nwitchll\g tnputo include 
Switch Port Administrative Fill, Analog Line Circuit Offset for DLC 
Lines, per Line, and Processor Feature Loading Multipller . Some of 
HAl ' s traffic inputs incl ude lntraLata CallQ Completed, !.ocal DEMs 
(Dial Equipment Minutes) Thousonds, l ntrast<lte Bus lnr!ss/Rcsidel\t l .11 
DEMs, and Residential/Business Holdlnq Time Multipll~rs 
(Residential/Business). We will discuss, howevor, AT&T wltness 
Petzl~ger's criticisms of the LECs' BCPM 1nputs. 

BellSouth witness Caldwell e xplained how BellSouth clrvl!lop<!d 
Its sw1tchinq costs and traffic dat11. Bt:llSouth Flond.c-spccl 1 1c 
·•n.clysos were u:~ed to provide the detclilcd data tor wire centers 1n 
the stilt.e . State-specific information on calling rates, usaqo 
rates, loading f a ctor s and h •st/remote c llaractcri!'ltlcs were u:~cd 
along with company average data and line counts th.lL .1re corcs1 t •·nt 
with doli! generated !rom other BCPI1 modules. 
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GTE Florida wi tncss Tucek descnbod tlow the swi tchl ng dnd 
traf!ic inputs were develo~ed: 

The percent of local calls .snd tt-.., percent of 
residence lines were based on actual 1997 data 
for GT£ florida. These values were 84.63 and 
71 .4 0 percert, respectively. As ~otcd above, 
the switch percent line fill is based on the 
national average value for GTE. The land and 
build~nga loading f.1ctors are based on the 
ratio of the corresponding 1997 ARMIS account 
balances to digital switching investme~t. 
where these numbers have been ad)usted to 
replacement values using C.A. Turner lndtces 
where available. The investment by wtrc 
center for each category li5ted above arc 
b3scd on SCIS and Costn.:>d runs for 
representative modal offices In GTE's n~twork, 
and on the switch type and number of line5 In 
each Florida wire center . These lnvestm!nts 
reflect the pricing GTE obtains £or inillal 
switch placements and for capacity additions. 
The investments include tulco engineering and 
installation cost.s, -lS well as comm:>r~ 
equipment and power. Accord! n<J 1 y, t h<l aCPM 
inputs for these factors have been !let to 
ze:o . The usage inputs, ltno-to-trunk ratlo, 
the percent o£ local calls that ~rP 

interoffice, and tho call completion fraction 
were set to values consb;tt:.'nt "ith th., SCJS 
and Costmod runs. 

Sprint witness Dickerson described the inputs necessu<Y fo: 
s witching and how Sprint-Florida developed th<·m: 

The inputs included ln BCPM related to the 
development o! swltc!"llng costs an' included 1n 
the SW (switching) State Default Inputs Tahl<·, 
the Signaling Investments Tdbl<·, thf• 
Switching-Coet!icienl Input Table , the Global 
Inputs Table, and the sw Discount Factor 
Tables, the Audited L&C Switching Model IALS~) 
and the Switch User Data Ftle. These tabl~s 
tnclude data spec! fyinq tht- call J nq 
characteristics o! Sprint ' ~ cust>mers 1n 
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Florida and financial in!ormatlon necessary tc 
determine the cost o! switching equipment uscd 
in providing l ocal telephone ser•tice in 
florida . The i n!ormation inc 1 uded in these 
tables is used by the model to d('tcnnine the 
amount of switching J nvestment requIred to 
provide the level o! local service ~pccified 
by the performance parameters in the tables. 
The model also uses the information included 
in these tables t o determine that portion (of) 
switching equipment costs that arc required to 
proviJe the basic local service . 

The company specl.Cic inputu lnclutlud ir• the sw 
State Default Input Table are the SESS and OMS 
share inputs . The r emaining inputs in the 
table are default values that arc believed to 
be representative o! Sprint operations 1n 
Florida. Additional company specific input!l 
contained in the Aud~tcd LEC Switching Model 
(ALSH) and the switch user datd File includ~ 
the following : 

Hinimurn Investment per line 

Getting Started Investment 

Line CCf Investment and Trunk CCS lnv•,stment 

SS7 Investment 

Umbilical CCS Investment 

Engineered Call per lin•· .wd <.CS per line 

Line/Tr unk Ratio 

Percent Fill 

ln addition, the inputs !or tho Sl9naling Investment . 
Switching Coefficient , and Global Input Tables "are do!ault v.,lu<'s 
that are representative of Sprint ' s opcr-H 1 on' in flor id,l." Tho !:W 

1Centum Call Seconds, or hundred call seconds. 
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r i 5C:OUOt Factor table's 1 nputs ,, re ac:orr.pany s-pec: 1 I ic:M iiOd ... }1 .. the 
current discount rates appl!c11ble t new swnch10g cqulprr.ent 
purchases for Sprint-Florida and dlstr1button of access l.nPs ioy 
l!wl t c:h equipment type." 

Standalone CoefficientJ . Hoot Coettlclents. ~od R~motc CoeCCici••nts 

All three LEes proposed the BCPM deCilults. The<~u .u., • h•• !lCPM 
switch curv~> coefric:ients. Upon rev.ew, we adopt the default v.l!ut•ll 
as reasonable surrogates !or an e!ticient provider. 

Global Inouts . Switching Qi:!coynt Adlu:!tmPot fartor T4blP . V•·w:!or 
Qtscount:s for Small Switcbc, . dOd Part&ttootnq Pcrc~oldQ~:t t~r 

Sm4ll Swi tcbc3 

Be llSouth, GTEf'L, and Spr lot ha•1e u~-.d de!.., ... Its (or oum••rcus 
lnputa without criticism by AT'T witness Pet21nqer. Thes. inputs 
1nclude Global Inputs (except fc.r thr Excess ccs Opti >nl, Swltchlnq 
01 scount AdJustment Factor T<tblf:, Vondor Olscouo • 11 tor 5!'1·111 
Swil.cheo, iiDd P,Htitioning Per cent•l9e:J for Smilll sw.tch,a. Upon 
review, we approve tho L£Cs' proposed Inputs "" r•'•'"'"'''hl•· "'"' 
appropriate for this proceedinq. 

The Excess CCS Option is to include reserved CCS lnw·stm,.nt In 
eltt.er line port or usage. BCPM docurN•ntatlon :statPs: 

Many local exchange co"'·l "" 1t·~ and t hl!l! 
re9ulating entities have dgreed that the 
Reserve CCS investment is a !unction of line 
ports, while the BCPM switch reqres~ion mod<'l 
includes this investment ~s a part o! usa~"· 
SCIS provides both opuons. Tht> two 
applications can be considered equally 
appropriate, depending on the lndlvldual 
company's engineerinq prac:tl•:t•s and pol Icy .tt 

the state level. 8CPil offer' tid,, option ~o ,,,. 
not to exclude 11ny va It d m:unum I c polt,•l•·s, 

Those companies that include the Reserve CC!l c.tp.lcil y 
swiLchinq investment in the Line Port inve:stm!·nr calt•IJOr y ·'"' 
"requiredH to provide a non-Jis ·ountci dollar <Ur.ount '"" luw tor 
!>t::SS and OMS host/standalon•• o>od rt'mote :switcho:s. In tt>.1S 
proceodlnq, both BellSouth and GT!:FL elected to us<' the Ltnu port 
1 nvestrrent. categor:y, while Spr 1 nt. us<ill the Usaqe. Brc.lu!H• ·'" 
cf(lCi'lnt pro,ider a>ay nOt have aCCI!liS to SCIS, W<' !th,I)J lo'IJUllr. 
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that both BellSouth and GTEF"L include the Re:serve CCS capacny 
switching investment in the Usage category, as Sprint already docs. 

ln the State Default Table, Bell Sot th must zero out lts doll11r 
amount per line Cor 5ESS and ~~S host/standalone and remot~ 
s witches . GTEF"L did not provide this information, so GTEF"L should 
continue to use a zero value for its inputs. 

For the Vendor Discounts for Small Switches and Investment 
Parameters for Smal1 Switches, all the LECs filed the RCPM 
defaults. The discount defaults are zero "because the data u~ud 
for development: of that curve represant:5 net prices ." The source 
for tho Investment Parameters for Small Switches is a switch CJrve: 

. .. developed by Or . OaYid Gable of Queen!! 
College. It was presented to the fCC by 0<. 
Gable on August 20, 1997 in a study titled 
~Estimating the Costs of Switches and Cable 
Based on Publicly Available D<tta ." The study 
was baaed on a regression analysis ustng data 
provided by the Rural Utility Service (RUSl 
for about 136 switches. A final version of 
this report, with slightly reviSf'd results, 
was recently published 

Witness Petzinger argued that the small switch prtces: 

. certdinly would not be appllcable co 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 tho data in the RUS 
study. (l also have serious reserv~tlons about 
using Dr. Gabel ' s data even tor small 
companies purchasing small swttches. 

Witness Petzinger then assert!! Llt.ll lhf' "sltghtly rcvH,.•d 
result:J"' "raise(eJ aorioua que:Jtions .tbout the BCPM sponsor's 
<1efinit1on of 'alightly revised. • •• Witness Petunger did no·. 
however, provide alternative small s witch prices. Absent any other 
information , we find witness Petz1nger'9 .ts!lertions to be unproven. 
Thero(orc , we hereby adopt: the LECs ' p<opoaed input prices for 
Small Switches. 
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The State Default Table hds both required and o~tional Inputs. 
Table V-0(1) provides a side-by-side comparison of the LECs' inputs 
and BCPM defaults for the required inputs . Only BellSouth provtded 
lnp~1ts for the optional Inputs. The optional inputs lncludl! 
tra!Cic parameters such as Number of Busy Hour Local/EAS Call:J Per 
Residence Line, Number of Toll Minutes Per Call Per Business Line, 
as well as Reserve CCS $ Per Line !or SESS and !>MS swt• ches 
duscussed above. 

BCPM documentation states that il "0" is chosen lor Default 
Engineered CCS and CAlls per Ltne or Calculat1on of USf lnve5tment 
per Line, tne model will use "engineered input~ to estimate switch 
in\ •stment." If •c• is chosen, then the model uses the "optlondl 
inputs to estimate switch investment." Bell South chose ··o·· for 
bo,,th 1nputs; therefore, wo shall requi '" that the rcrn<~intnq 

optional inputs be zeroed out, as thoy are not necesslry. 

Tabla V-0(1) : 
Stat& Default Required Inputa 

IICI'M kllllouth ann. lprlnL 
Default 

1\I<Ml s ' l..oc:ol Colls 81. ~' . Utf\ 8!Jt 8~· 

A~lttS \ Toll Calls 18.5\. ld 1 ';, I~ ' 

AJM:S • 1\ealdenc:e :.!nu 61.n• ( . )U :n .... ; ·i~· 

Aft.HtS \ 81uln••• Lines 32. 6\. • f, 4' ~6.6• ~8. I~· 

~ •· t.t•Jlt £n?!neered 2 s 2 ·~ I j :.:.. 
,.Ls/Lin• 

o.rault tnqlneered J.( l •• . ') t 

CC:S/1..1 ne 

l.wd Lo•d 1 nq 0.0111 0 DO 1'1 O.OJJl 0 011 ., 

llul ldln9 l.oadln9 0.01)~ O.IOJ 0. '- t• ·•O I (J I Jtt 

Tft!C:O 1:61 rat: tor O.O!JI1 O.rJ"IU 0.000<1 0, 0~ II 

'o""""n tqu ll""•nt ' Pow•r 0.0612 O.OQQ2 0.0000 O,Ot.di:" 
f'•• tua 

I 1..4>eal Calla -- 60\ H• • t.O, 

h1t ftro! t lc• 

1\fO',Itll CCS/T1un~ 28.1 78. 9 18 ~8.8 
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8CPK 
O.~au.lt 

r-
Featuro Calla/Total calls Not 

Applicabl• 
lo 
Universal 
Service 

SS1 U~aqe Attributable lO 25\ 
Baaic Calls 

L1na/Trunk Ratio 14 

Swi ten Poreont Line Fill 88\ 

5£SS Share 50\ 

OMS Share 50\ 
r--
cau Completion Fraction 0.7 

•"typi.c•l Input Valuo,• Bcnphmork Cost 
!nput3, April 30, 1998 ed. , pp. -9. 

a.llSouth GTEF'L Sprin~ 

30\ 30\ lO\ 

25\ lOOt 25\ 

14 12 14 

8~\ 8t.t 90\ 

69\ 501 22• 

)I\ SO\ 78\ 

o. HI 0.6~ 0. 7 

Proxv HOO•l f!.tl~t:Z"" l. I; s~irs;h HAA"" 1 

In studying these Inputs, we note that Cor c~ch inpuL ~he 

values proposed by the LECs are similar to each oth~r and sometim~s 
identical to the default inputs, with only four major exceptions. 
These exceptions are GTEFL's inputs for Building Loadin~, TELCO E'l 
Factor, Common Equipment & Power factor , and SS7 Usage Attributable 
to Basic Calls . 

All of these inputs are specific to a geographic area, and arc 
thus best estimated by the incumbent provider. Excluding the 
exceptions, the input values are similar, 1 t not 1dcntlcal. 
Therefore, we hereby approve chelle inputs, agdln excluding the 
exceptions, as proposed. 

GTEfL' s Buildinq Loading factor is 5~.9 percent, comp.;red with 
BellSouth's 14.73 percent and Sprint's BCPM default ot 7.38 
percent. GT£FL' s Building Loading t.actor is .1lmost four tim<'" as 
high as BellSouth' s and almost eight times as high as Sprinl ' 3 
factor. This means that for evety switch GT£fL lnst.1l1s, an 
additional 56.9 percent of the cost is added to the switch cost for 
the building , compared to 14 . 73 percent for B<!llSouth. We do not 
find GTEFL's Building Loading factor to b" at all reasonable whun 
compared with what BellSouth and Sprint propose. We 1inu that a 
reasonable, yet conservative apprOdch is to requite GTEPL to use 
BcllSouth's Building Load1••9 factor. Ther~!or~. w~ shnll rcqutrc 
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that GTEf'L use BellSouth's Bu1ldtnq Loading factor of 14.73 
percent . 

GTEf'L oxpla ined that its Tt> leo EU factor and tt s Corr.l'lon 
£quiyment ' Power fa c tor are zeroed out because GT£f'l.. includes 
these costs in the costs of its swltchcs. Wter 1n this Order, w•· 
wil l discuss G1'£f'L' a use of GTD s witch••s, and rt'1uire that GTEfL 
use the BCPM default values for the placement ot !JESS and OMS 
s wnches in conjunction wi th our ordered switch dtscounts. As ., 
result of that requirement , we bol!eve that a n•.,aonable, 
conservat ive surrogate for these factors ts BellSouth's factor 
inputs. Therefore , GTEfL sh.sll use Bell South ' s Telco EH and 
Common Equipment ' Power factors. 

According t o GTEf'L, it attributes 100 percent ot SS1 usage to 
basic calls, compared with 25 percent for BCPM's detault used by 
Bell South and Sprint. BCPH docwnentattou describes its rat ionalc: 

The portion thcH 1S attributable to 
Universal Service is the portion assoctatf'd 
with basic call set up . Other typos o! calls 
are considered vertical services and features 
and are not part of tho definition o f 
Universal Service . 

BC'PM' s documentatiou ia persuasive, and we do not belteve GT£fl..'s 
assertion lhat 100\ o! SS1 usage '"attributable to bdstc calling. 
Therefore, we require that GT£rL's tnput for the Per • ion ot ~S, 

Usage Attribut~ble to Loc~l Call1nq be changed to~~ f~rcenl. 

Switch P!scount foetor Table 

The SW Discount f'~ctor Table contains, tor •,t; and b:~s 

s witches , the New Discount Rate, the Gr"OWth Discount Rdlc, the 
Percent of Llnes New, and the MDf and Protector Discount. The 
BCPM defaults are 50 percent for each cate9ory. GT£fL pcoposed the 
default inputs because it modeled its GTD switches. IJf•l lSouLh 
proposed specific, contidential valuf's for the••c I liP"' s. Spr ln' 
proposed its inputs, which are confidential. except !or the Percent 
of Line:~ llew, which Sprint proposed to b•· 100 percent, 01h1 ch means 
all ltnes are modeled as new. 

AT&T witness Petzinger edt cilos BellSouth tor using 
di ( ferent discount inputs !or "new" and ~qrowlh" 1: 111!9. She 
contends that tho uao o f growth prices 18 MinapproprJ.•tu": 
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All of the models proposed 1n this procecdjng 
are "snapshot~ models . Pertorm1ng !ull , life­
cycle analyses costing is extremely dttficult 
and requires a tremendous amount of 
contentious forecasting. As snapshot , or 
point-in-tlme models , they capture the cost of 
equipment to serve current demand . 
Incorporating the cost of growth 1nto the 
switch rrices changes the fundarnent~1 
definition of the models and the cost s tudy. 
And BCPH uses special growth prlces solely for 
s witching, while ignoring "growth" costs with 
respect to the remainder of the network. 

All the companies shoulrl be using s witch 
prices that reflect the best price that c .. n be 
obta ined tor new switches, as approprtate for 
a long run study where a new network is being 
placed, and whero only the wJ rc center and 
customer locations are fixed. 

Sprint witness Dickerson agreed. He explairiP.d the dJ !fercnce 
between the new and growth discounts: 

One (discount) would be !or the purchase ot 
switches, the other would be for the purchase 
o f additional equipment related to g rowth o n 
an existing switch. What my study that I 
filed r eflected is the conservative , 1n terms 
of resulting in a lower cosL It assumed the 
higher of the two discounts, whtch Is th•• 
discounts (sic) afforded t o unbundled l oop 
switch purchases. 

BellSouth witness Caldwell disagreed w1th wltnesse9 Pet7inqer 
and Dickerson : 

And when BellSouth docs thclr co1lcul "lc>n, it 
is appropriate t~ 1ncludc not only the 
replacem'!nt of a switch, but a certain amount. 
of growth associated with that switch. And 
you have different discounts trom the vundo r s 
based on whuthcn it 19 a r<>placement job or " 
growth job. It ' s their method o! pricing. 
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The SCIS runs Arc not l.J.l •cd just. on 
replAcements. They are b.ls<•d on <1 r.-.eJ J ,r 
growth jobs and repl.1c••ments. 1\nc.J the ,..,,1son 
we do that is, thi" concept of this network 
dropping from tho sky and b~inq there today, 
that ' s just not realistic. I mean, even 1f 
you could do that, tomorrow you've got to have 
growth. So we use ,, meld. So our numbers 
!rom the meld relationship is (sic! go1nq to 
be higher . 

We agree with witness Calrlwell that the "networi. dropplnq fror.~ 

the sky and being there tc.day~ 1" not re.slist1c. tlevenhelcss. 
th.lt haract~ristic is one ot the d,.( "n1n9 p.sratr.etcrs tnr the prOX'/ 
cost models under consideration . Moreover, growth Is lncludod In 
the switching module of BCPM (4S 1t 1·· elsewhere In BCPMI, t.hrouo)l­
the use or !ill factors. Tablo' V-0111 provide:! till' .,,\tCIJOIY Cdlled 
~switch Percent rill, • wl th 1..£• pr OfK>5ed Vd !uPs r,;ngl ng I rom 8!> to 
?Cl purcont . 

We find witness Petzing&r' " o\I()U11'.ents .lgalnst 9tUWth discounts 
and lines to be persutulvu. Furthl'rmore , wu botlieve thut 
Be11South' s defense o! growth i lacking in mertt bec.tuso• ll l• 
based on a false premise, which is thdt th~ cost proxy moJPl is a 
long-run model, not a snapshot modt•l. Thert•!on•, we >hooll t<•<JUlt~ 

th~t 100 percent o! lines be _Jnulrl~r··J new. 

Both BellSouth' s ,,nd Sprint ' :1 discount percentaqlls '"" 
dlf!ercnt. Given that the switch discount p(,cccnt4qes hiiVC hccn 
a~!orded confidential treatment, w,. cannot prov1de "'' exh.tU5ll'JO' 
dtscusaion oC the discounts. We do b••l1uv,. that th•• "wllch rllscounl 
is not specific to a particular •)eoqr;sphi aceo1. Rollher. 1l 1:1 
likely to depend on such folc t ors a:s ,j I..EC"' s purcha~1nq dc•ci:~tcns 

to no brand of switch versus another) olnd purchas1 nq power 1•11 <'•H 

versus mediWII or small). We bel1~ve thdl thc switch J1 ,.,·ount us<•d 
in thla model should be such thllt It 10 ,, tedsonable uutrO<I••t<• tor 
tho discount an e!ficient provider might obto1in. Therefore, wt• 
hereby adopt a new s witch discount rdto ol C6 porc,.nt. Wu ~ tttll 

also require a MD< and Protector discount rote of :>!.I po•r c:e11t. 

GTEfL'Q Usc of GTD Switchqq 

According to AT'T witnes~ Petz1nqer, GTEFI.. "h,ls not usl'd tlw 
default switch prices based on the BCFM regress,on co,.fl lcl••nts In 
the model for some of the swltch••a.H Witness Pt•t7111(111t oUIH'Illl 
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that the GTD-5 switch is neither forward-looklng nor least co~t . 
Witness Pet'Zinger argues that lt is not forward lookln-; because of 
an apparent lack of sales of new switches. She .:>rgues that It ts 
also not least cost: 

In this proceeding, the average price per l1ne 
for the GTD-5 switches is $195 , higher Lhan 
the average price per line for a 11 SE or DI~S 
switches for BellSouth, Sprint and G~~. The 
average break down to consistently higher 
pr ice:s for GT0-5 standalone:~, hos t:s and 
remotes than the equivalent standalone , host 
and remote switches in the other swjtch 
technologies. 

GTEF'L vigorously disputes witness PeLzlnqer' s claim. GTEFL 
witness Tucek points to in format I on he gathered !tom 1 hr GTD 
supp'iet ' s website, tor example, a $12 million llottwore upqrade !cr 
GTO s witches !or British Columbia T••l. H•• did ddmlt tnat GTEFI, 
pt:obably has not purchased 11 GTO ,;witch in the last flve yeac,., 
although he did say that he wasn't sure if GTE .. !. had purchased "any 
digital switches in the last five yencs other than remote 'witch1n9 
units, which would probably includ~ GT0-5s.·• lte did not pJ:OVldc 
any examples of new GTO switches sold, whether 1n the Unltod SLates 
or not. 

Would a new efficient provider choose to purchase ' GTD 
switch? We suspect not because there 19 no •ecord evidence which 
shows that GTO switches arc being purchased In quanti cy 1n the 
Unite .. Status . This proceeding is to determine the cost an 
eific1ent provider would encounter in <lorida . Although witness 
Potzinger did not provide sufficient cvJdence LhaL Lhe GTD swltch 
is not forward-looking because of its tcchilolo9y, we t1nd her 
assertions persuasive that the GTD sw1tch is not in common use in 
the United States , nor are new GTO sw1tches currently be1ng 
purchased in any appreciable quantity. There for~ , '-'C do not 
believe that it is likely an ef'lciont prov1der 1n Florida would 
tend to pur chase a GTD swi t ch rather than a 5ESS o r OMS switch. 
Therefore , we "hall require that G1'EFL usc the dcl.ault V!llues tor 
the placement o! SESS and OMS switches, along WI Lt. our ordered 
s wi ~ch discount. 
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0. Signaling System Costs 

Simply defined, signaling is conmunicatlon among wire centers. 
Other than the HAl S.Oa Hodel descr iption o! the signaling input:~, 
we were unable to find any other AT,T/HCl testimony on signallnq. 
Because we are selecting the BCPH, our analysis will center on BCP~ 
signaling . In her pre!iled testimony, BeltSouth witness C~ldweli 
describes BellSout~'s development of signaling costs : 

Signaling costa are determined in BCPM 3.1 
bas~d upon two investments for signaltng : 
investment per line fo r residence and 
investment per line for business . Default 
values were found to be represcntat ive of 
BellSouth's forward-looking signaling costs. 

tlo mention is made in GTEf'L wJ tnes:s Tucek' s prettied 
testimony, but comparison of GTEfL' s signaling inputs wtth 
BcllSouth show that GTEf'L also used BCPM default values. In 
cont rast to GTEFL, Sprint did address signaling Inputs In a 
discovery response. Spr int stated that IL used BC!'M dofaults. 
BCPM 3 .1 Model Methodology states : 

(T)he signaling cost for a wire center is 
based on a weighted average o! residence and 
bttSiness lines associated wtth that wire 
center. Values in the Input table a~c 
developed by runn1ng the BCPM Signaling Co~L 
Proxy Module (SCPM) (footnote omitted) Cor 
portions of the U S West territory .... In 
general, analysis from SC.>M dat.a runs 
indicates that signaling uccount!l for less 
than ~ of one percent of total per line 
investment . 

The default values proposed by lh<• LEr":s are for •• t.uqc 
company, SS.ll for residence, and S9 . qJ lor business. We flnd that 
the BCPM 3 . 1 default inputs, as proposed J, y the LECs, are 
reasonable and appropriate. 
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R. Transport System Costs and A!Jsoc1at:ed Vact.lble:~ 

In its simplest deflnitton , transport system cost~ 

associated variables refers t~ the costs ot transport between 
centers. It is also commonly known ao lnterofOce tr.Jnspon or 

dUtJ 

wi r~ 
lOT. 

Given that we have aelccted the 8CPM 3.1 Model r.sther th.ut th~.> 

HAl S.Oa, we note that when asked what inputs AT&T would recommend 
to BCPM 3.1, i( tne BCPM 3.1 Model was recommended f)t uoe, AT4T 
provided a number o! inputs. AT4T, however, did not provide any 
inputs for lOT. HAl's intuts ! or transport include, for rxa~pl~. 
Transmission Terminal Investment, Number ot fibers, Tran:unission 
Terminal fill (DS-0 level), D1gital Cr oss Connect Sy~u·m , 

Installed, per DS-3, and Trdnsport Placement. 

Bell South witness Caldwell d••scr •bes ho" BellSouth d•·•·elor.•·t1 
its ~nterof!lce transport inputs: 

Transport costs are determined !rom the ar.PM 
interoffice transport module. Thi!l moth 1 .. 
incorporates the torw<>rd-looklng Synchronous 
Optical Network (SON£T) d ng archi tecturu in 
determining network doslgn and subsequent 
costs. Inputs to this modul.., reil~>Cl 

BellSouth-specitic cost:.. !or florida. They 
include fill factors , SON&T material pr1ces, 
number o f nodes on 4 rtn9 , atr-to-route 
factor, the mix of aerial, underground otnd 
buried fiber in the lnt•!rot nee transport. 

CT£ witness Tucek stc>tes that ~(T)hc maximum number o! nodNl 
on o SON£T ring was set to e!ght.H According to Sprint wllnes5 
OtcY.er!lon, ~(f)rom input parametl•r:l included ln the Tr.m·.por• Input 
Table, the Equipment Price T4ble •• nd the Rin<J SIZe T,>I•J..,, the BCJ·r~ 

3.1 develops the interoffice lrc>nsr~rt fact It til!~ Investment 
necesso ry to provide basic local so rv l co•s ." 

Also, Sprint witness Dickerson dcacribcs how :;pr tn t dow••loprot 
the inputs for the Transport Input T1blr: 

With limited exce,>tlons the 1nputs for tho 
Transport Input Table were developed t ron- d.\ta 
relating to Sprint's Florid,, upe r<Jti ons. Th•• 
Inputs for the percent .. go ot t 1ber opt 1c c.•II!L• 
installed in aori41, burled and underground 
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locations wore dcrlvo>d trom d.Jtil contilined 1n 
the mechanized plant Jn place IMPIP) 
engineering databases, adJust~d to reflect a 
forward-looking trond of increased underground 
Ciber plant . The Ml scclttineous Equipment .:~nd 

Power Factor was derived b<lsed on the vt•r~· 

recent 1997 ARMIS data. 

Tho ait-to-routc mile factor was developed by 
comparing air mile.• calculated using V'H 
coordir1ates to ftCtual route miles for a sa~ple 

of routes .. (sic) The s.:~~ple included over 130 
local and EAS route:~ In .111 areas of the 
Company's service territory. The sheilth 
sharing factor was dev!lloped from engineo·rtnq 
databases of route-specific f1t>er fdcilltlo>s. 

The EAS\ factor wa" developed from 1997 usdge 
datil. Finally the BCPM default values !nr 
Line to Trunk ratio c .. ctor> were detcrm!nuG to 
be representative of Sprlnt-Flor1dtl ' s forward­
looking service quDll ty st.1nd11rds and thus 
were utili~ed in Sprint's ltling. 

The inputs fot the t:quipment Prlcf> Tdbll.' 
specify equlpment and installation prices for 
circ:uit equipnent us .. d 1n providtng 
interoffice faci lit ics. Th•! 1'\dt~ri"l pr ict:s 
included in the table reflect v••ndor 
diSCOUnted prtces, rlorida SollCll t .. x. ,Jnd 
Florida specific eng r·cnrlnq ... ,d l<1bor cost:a. 

The Ring Si~e Table spcc1l1cs tho parameter~ 
!or determining the capaclty oC th'-' t lbt•r 
optic ring facilities u~ed to r•rovldu 
interoffice communic.atiofls. The Inputs 
included in this table arc consistent wlth 
current engineering standard~ employed in 
d:dng interoffice t'ibor optic r tng tacllil i•·" 
in Florida. 

There <Ire three 11\Ain sec• ions of t nput:~ 
the Ran<J 

to th•• Tr.tnllport 
51 :o T11hlu, df1d Modul~: Manual Transport Inputs, 

£quipr~nt Price Inputs. 
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M.aoutll Tron:soort Inouts 

These inputs encomp<lss both 
Tdblc V-R(l) provides the transport 
tho BCPM 3.1 default. 

trolnsport and tiber !.lclor"J. 
factors for the thrPe LEC~ and 

• -R Tabl V (l) : Tranap ort Input• 

IICI'tl ) . 1 .. llllouth onn. lpnnt 
O.Calllt 

l. H•xtaua n~r of node• on a , .. 9 • I 

r In~ 

7 Air to Route factor 1.410 :. J70 I 41 0 1.11) / 

) . Accwaa 11no to DSO tcunk b ~ t • 
I ·' tor •$IOC:1•t.•d with hoot 
r•~·)te llnka 

4. A•;c••• Hn• to OSO t.runk I I :o 
tet.: t r •••ot:'l•t•d with hOlt 
tonde.n t.runke 

~. \ Spoc1&l accooa circulto to ~.0\ !.1.0\ ~.0 I 4 • I' 
tho number of exchanoe 4ccoaa 
linea 

., . tuxlawa repe•tor ·~eln? 40 } 4 4 

t•i~oiJ 

l , HOU per OSI 21G , OOC Ill, 000 , l I , C J ' . p .• ~(/0 

8. Dou • l polnl C 'folded' I N II " 
,, 

rln? uae ••pArate routlnq t or 
t.t.e- ttofO aldel 

9 , Percent of intero!t 1ce HOUa 2~.00 \ : ~.OCJ • 
,, • f • 1 • 

thAt • ,. £AS 

I O, U•ctd to scsontify ' li~· · 7 1 

t .. n.Jem.a 

We Ond that because thP input~ oJff' sdenuc.tl ~ o r 1 •n•· l , 4, 
7 , and 8 , it is reason<1ble a nd <lpproprl.lle t o "dopt th<.>"' Input 
numbers contained in these lines. 

for line l. we believe that ·• s1ngle :.o l11t 1• numlll'l I n 
dpp ropriatc because an o!fJ~Jnnl poovlrl1•1 I!' ltk<•ly ''' """ t11" tt•""" 
nul"loer of nodoa 1n Tampll as In M!.oml ur in T..oll"h"ss<'f.'. Upo n 
ro v iuw, we require t:.hat eight be ua~d because i ~ ! s t eason.lhle 
within the ronqe o f numbers. 
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Line 2, the air to route factor ls ~[A) multlpl1er used to 
increase airline mileaqe dlstance~ L.:> estimate the cable routi! 
mileage distance." We believe that this is specif1c to a g1ven 
;eographic area; therefore, we shall require that each LEC, actlng 
as a surroqate for an efficient provider, usc 1ts proposed number. 

Line 5 is the special access factor or "[T]he percentage ot 
subscriber lines in proportion to the number of switched access 
lines .'' Both BellSouth aud GTEfL used the BCPM default ; therefore, 
it appears that both LECs consider the default to be tho best 
number a vailable. Since we believe that this factor 1s also 
specific to a given geographic area, we shall require that each 
LEC, acting as a surrogate for an eHicient provider, use its 
proposed nul!lber. 

Line 6 is •[T)he number of miles at which polnt a SONET sLgn,ll 
r~ge11eracor is required between two w1r<: ccnte.ns un a SONET r1nq ." 
SCPM documentation indicates that this value "ts dependent upon tho 
SONET terminal equipment selected and .Lnpur for tho study ." S\nco 
each LEC is functioning as a surrogate !or an o!licicnt provider, 
wo believe that since this input is not dt:pcndont upon trat f1c ilnd 
other geographiClllly-acnsitive factors, 1t is appropriate for il 

state-specific number. Since Bell South did not p.·ovide rdcord 
evidence supporting the 35 miles, we shall requl re 40 miles as th<• 
input as it is a reasonable and appropriate number. 

Line 9, percent o! interoffice MOUs that are EAS , presents an 
interesting problem. Only Sptlnt provided a company-spec1flc 
percentage . BellSouth and GT£FL uullzod the I!CPM detaults. w .. 
•elieve that thla is 11pecific to " 'JI'I<'n qeog~aphic dre .• ; 

.erefore, we require that each LEC, acttng il9 a surrogate for dO 

•: icient provider, use its proposed number. 

Line 10 is the input "used in the ~rocess ol ldentJlyinq thn 
h<>ndr. relationship o! a remote to 1tu hoat .md host to 1 t~ 
• <.~ncl•" " This number represents a CLLI !Mtch. llecausc Ill •umbe r 
rq>r"s-.:r ts a CLLI match, we find that it 15 nocessary •o· cu h I.EC 
to us-' 1 s proposed number . 

Ttl·~ 'econd part or these manual lnpulS -~ the l'iber L•cl<.>tS 
• at 1 <: • 

l 
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• - : Tabl V R(2) l'i.be r 

IJCPH ) . 1 
Default. 

1. Hlleaqe &qu1po~ent 1\orlal ., !.t 
hbM (per Clb<tc ,.lle) 

2. Mllaa7a &qulpm.nt '!,' UndelJround Fiber (pur tiber 
,.lle) 

), Hlleaqe Equl~nt Bua.ed H \ 
rat.('lr lpu fiber Zlllol 

4. rlber role F•ct:or .d 

~. Fiber Conduit Factor 0.4~ 

6 llf.ec•ll•neoue &qulpo~ant ' 0.06 
Pawor t•c:tor 

7, She•th Sh•rin9 fActor O.bB 

8. ivo Po1nt Sheath Shoring o.•J 
1'411(!tor 

~. llbet Mix - Aerial !,..0\ 

10. rlb<lr Hlx - Undargrounct lo.o• 
II. Hber Mlx - Bu~ta-d b' . 0• 

Factor Inputa 

a.llaoul:b cnn. 8prJ.nt 

j)l 1~ 001 ,.,. 00\ 

Jh ?!>.00, l!I.OOt 

))I 1~. QO> •< oo• 

o.J27o ..J . l .,, 

0.9~H • 4 ~~ . ' ll 

0 0~11 n "' t.J 4 

0.68 o.~tt 0. )2 

0 ~ 0 ~ o.~ 

9 9. ~.00• ~··.oo• 

48. 7 1 JO,OO• .hi. 00\ 

4. ... ' ' 00• ,,,-.oo" 

We believe that because the Input~ are ldentiC'al tor line 8 , 
it u appropr iate to adopt the lnput numbers conta1ne<1 in thl:S 
line. 

L1nes 1 - 3 provide the utliL:JJtlon rates tor .wno~l. 

underground, and buried !iber. Accocdlng to Sprint wlln••s:• 
Dlcken1o' , Sprint used default values because "thesll <lrE' b.lsed on 
engineering practlces and do not vdry trom state to state.·· GTEfl. 
oll,o used tho default values, with Bf'IISouth prov1 Hng "B••IIS"'lll h-
specitic costs . (fori Clll to.~ctcas." Although llolt:;uuth' 
vlllu!!:s vary :significantly Crom the dcCaults used by GTEFI, ,,n,t 
Sprint , we are not persuaded Lhot u!lc of either actucll v.•luos or 
defaults ia incorrect: . Furthermore , these utili~c)t1on rate!! :~hould 
b" ~,~eographic-speciUc . Therefore, wt• ·•dopt the vdluns oJ!J propo11t•d 
by the L£Cs as representing the •lpproprldte inputs !or tlw:w thre•• 
lines. 

Line 4, the Fiber Pole Factor , olnd line 5 , :tof! Flb•H Conduit 
t"c)Ctor arc multipllers thot odd pole 01n•J condu!t costs wt,. •u ,,.,,1.11 
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and underground cable is "required . " GTEFL uses the BCPM default 
for bo t h, whi l e BellSout h and Sprinc provide the1r own percentages . 
Because these facto r s are mul tipllcr:s, essenually providing a 
generic cost increment, we believe that a simple average would more 
cc.rrectly captur e t he aver~gP. cost of an efficient provider. 
'J'herefore , we he r e b y adopt f ber Pole Factor or 0. 24S, and a 
Fiber Conduit Fact o r of 0 . 67 j . 

Line 6 is the Miscellaneous Equipment and Powe r Factor. Only 
GTEFL used the BCPM i nput . As with the fibe r pole and conduit 
factors, we believe t~t a simple average would best represent the 
average cost o! an e f ficient p r ovider . Therefore, we hereby adopt 
a Miscellaneous Equipment and Power factor or 0 . 06, which is equal 
to the BCPM de!ault. 

Line 7 is the Sheath Sharing Factor , which is a multlpllor . 
It is used to reflect s haring of the .!lame fiber facility by 
mult-ple t r anspor t systems , and reduce:J t.he cost . Again, we 
belJ.eve that a simple average best. represents the average cost. of 
an efficient provider . Therefore, we adopt a Sheath Sharinq racLor 
of 0 . 63 . 

Lines 9 , 10, and 1 1 are Ciber ml.X factors for c~erial , 
underground, and buried cabl e . These (actors represent what 
percentage o f each type o! cable BCPM will use in develop.tng 
interoffice t r anspor t . As with plane mix, we find that these 
factors are specific to a particular geography. Thcre!ore , we 
adop~ each L£C' s proposed inputs a~ rP~~onab1P ~urrnqAtes for an 
efficient pr ovider . 

Rl!la Size Tabl e 

The user adjustable inputs for the Rin~ Size Table is the 
Planning Threshold, which determines the plannJ.ng thre:shold at 
which a large capacity termina l for the ring will be utilized. The 
ring size begins with OCJ , continues to OC12, then OC12 times 2 , 
then to OC48 up to OC48 times 10 . The BCPM default is 57.S 
percent , which is what GTEFL utilized . BellSouth's input for the 
OC3 is 60 . 0 perce nt , while Sprint ' s is 66 percent. For the 
remainder of the table, both BellSouth and Sprint use 85 percont as 
the planning threshold. 

~lith the one e xception !or OC3, BellSouth and Sptlnt h•lvt• 
provided identical planning threshold porc<mtllgos. t'or o~· J, 
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BellSouth' s and Sprint ' s planning threshold percentaqes are 60 
pet:ent and 66 percent , respectively. 

The planning threshold is more appropr1atcly a Florida­
specific number because any efficient provider would be likely to 
use the same planning threshold for OC12 in Tampa as 1t might 1n 
Jacksonville or Tallahassee . We also believe that an appropriate 
approach for determining state-speciCic numbers is to dcterminL if 
any of these LECs have planning thresholds that a r" simllar.. 
BellSouth and Sprint have identical planning thresholds, with one 
exception, OC3. For OC3, we shall require that a simple average of 
BellSouth' s 60.0 percent and Sprint' s 66.0 percent, or 63.0 percent 
be used by BeUSouth , GTEFL, and Sprint. Because BellSouth ' s anrl 
Sprint's percentages are identical, 85.0 percent , we shall require 
that GTEFL use 85 . 0 p9rcent as well Cor the remilinder of the 
planning thresholds. 

Equipment Price Inputs 

There are six types o! inputs in the Equipment Pr!~e Table, 
two of which, Units Required, and OS1 System Capacity, arc 
identical for each LEC . All three LECs used BCPM def<~ult!l. Unlt!l 
Required provides Mthe number of compon~nts required when costln~ 
out a SONET ring . H OSl 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 Required and OSl Sybtem Capacity ~ema1n as proposed by 
the LECs . 

The other tour types are Material, Other (includes engineertng 
and installation}, Utilization, and 01scou1.t. 01scount ts the: 
manufacturer's discount. 

Tables V-R(3) through V-R!51 provulc the Equlpmont Pnce 
Input:s by LEC . GT£f'L used the BCPM defoults. 
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Table v-RC31: kuipaent Price 

KatAOrlal Other 

r!ber Tip Cable $72 $12 
(l<J< nbor 

F!bor Patch $167 $17 
Panel per rtiMr 

So net Te t111i nal $ 16 , 710 S878 
She!! tOCl) 

-OSJ CArd $3, 7 49 $12 4 

-OS! Card $56 C $1 9 

Sonot Torm!n4) l $35 , 656 Sl.BH 
ShelC (0CI2) 

-OCJ Card $6, 418 5235 

-30S3Cud (OC12) ~10,610 GJ 46 

Sonot Terml nal $75,742 $3,9&1 
SMU (0C48) 

-ocJ CArd $1< , 435 5372 

-3DS3Card t0C48) $10 , 698 $282 

OSlO Cross $7 , 016 $954 
Connect She!! 

-DSXJ Croaa 5596 Sl1 
Connoct. Card 

t>SY.l Crosa $1 ,490 $5 , 210 
Conn•ct Jack 
r!eld 

Chanhel BAnk $ 4' 6J t 5271 
Sh.,1r 

-CMnnel Bank $299 512 
Cacd 

riber Repeat or $16, 710 $878 
(OCJ) 

rlber Re~ater 535,656 $1.874 
(0Cl2) 

fJb.nr Rcponter sn, 7C? .C3 . 987 
(OCCU I 

InputJO - BellSouth 

Diecount Ut.J.ll.&a tl. on 

Jl\ 8~\ 

~7\ 85\ 

41\ pt, 

45\ 67\ 

451 100\ 

Ch riA 

·-.. 
39\ NA 

4 6\ 3 t. 8 . 

'll tlA 

57\ tlA 

56\ 22• 

38\ 7 

53\ 271 

~PI US\ 

J)l 85\ 

3)\ ij 5\ 

4 l ' !lA 

41\ llf• 

4 I • Ufl 
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Ttble V-ll(4): • •• nt Price Input• 

~t•rial Other 

Fiber Tip Cabl~ $50 se 
per Fi~r 

l'ib"r Patch n9 $13 
P•ncl par ril>or-

Sonet Turaina1 $27,204 $),190 
Shalt (OCJI 

-053 Card S3,742 S384 

-051 Card S272 S31 

Sonct T .. rmln• l $44, 922 S4. 950 
Shel~ IOC121 

-oc3 Card $9,4S4 $506 

-JDSJCord (OCI21 $4,404 $456 

sonut Tomlnal $83,936 su. 040 
Shelt <OC ~ 81 

-oc3 Cord ~18 . ~81 $514 

-JOS3C.rd (0C481 $5,884 $429 

DSXJ Crou $310 $97 
Connect Shel t 

-DSXJ Cro .. $256 $41 
Connect Card 

OSlO Crou $1. 620 .$785 
Conn oct Jack 
rl~ld 

Channel ll&nl< $4,000 S735 
Sholr 

·Ch•nnol Dank $200 $32 
card 

l'ib~r Rttpn•tcr $25.1i'l3 $3 , 750 
COCJI 

rlb<>r RepeAter $50,~09 $4,500 
(0Cl2! 

rttwtr ftopeater $91,707 58,250 
(0C481 

- GTEJ'L (BCPH Detad t} 

Di•count Utl.ll.uUon 

20l ~1\ 

4 7.~· ~H 

" 1. 5• ll!l 

42\ 67\ 

~H 95\ 

45\ Nl\ 

H\ llA 

36\ "" 
U\ !IJ\ 

~7 · HA 

St\ ~H 

]81 HH 

20\ h1' 

n.SI UO • 

20\ 80 • 

10t UOt 

~2· ~u. 

... , . till 

HI NA 
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f abl e V-ll(5): Equb-nt Price 

Ka .. rial Other 

rlber Tip Coble sso Sl7 
po r Fiber 

f"iber Patch $100 53• 
Pe nal par Flbor 

Sonot TtttliJnal $18 , 112 $6 . 08 4 
Shalf (0C3) 

-OSl Card 52, 278 S76S 

-OS I C<1td $192 $64 

Son.,t Temlnal 539, 323 $~ , 4QI 

Sh•ll (0Cl2) 

-oc3 Ca rd $3 , 016 $799 

-lOSJCard l0Cl21 $ 4, 3 42 $1.1~· 

So not Termin• J $92 . 798 $22.81 '• 
Sh~lt (OC491 

-ocl Cud $6, 2 41 $1, 6~9 

-lDSJCacd (0C48) $~. 63 4 $1, 4 ~~ 

OSX3 Cro .. $311 $10' 
ConneCT. Shel t 

-osx3 Crou $316 SlOC 
Connect Card 

OSiO Cro•e $967 ~Jl .. , 
Connoc:t. J•ck 
Field 

Ch•nnel B•nk ~S,316 Sl,"JAt; 

Sh•lf 

-Channel Ban~ $19~ ~66 
card 

flbor lleput<>r $14,928 s~. 01 < 
(0C3) 

tiber Repea ter $40 . ~60 $]3 , t2• 
l0Cl21 

rt bot Jlepe•te r $71 .. 912 Sl'"l, JL'f 
(t-:"48) 

InDute - Sprint 

Dieoount Ut.J.l.1aa uon 

01 .,(_. ' 

O• ,~, 

0\ UA 

01 (j 1. 
0\ 'JSI 

01 UA 

O• tlh 

Ol ~ll 

Q\ "" 
(. \ ~A 

0\ 671 

c.! l' I 

7!-l't 

, I "I 

01 7' I 

0\ 1 !I• 

01 tlo\ 

01 IIA 

D• till 
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Ir order to determine the Una! cost, Lh<• olsc:ounL in ilpplled 
to the material costs . This number is then added to "Othcr, H which 
i ncludcs cnQineer ing and labor fo:: :ns La ll.~L ion . Table V-R ( 6). 
below , provides the final cost for each Lf.C , ~s well as the BCPM 
default. 

'fable V-R(6) : l'inal Coat Input• 

Bel llouth CTJ:n. aprlnt. 
(BCI'M 

De Caul t,e ) 

ribor Tip Cable per fiber $6? S48 S67 

rloor Patch Panol per fiber $89 $28 Sill 

_,onot Terainel Shelr IOCJI $10. rn $19,101 ;,1, I 'lb 

-DSJ Cud 5?. 186 ~2 . ~~· $), 0 4 J 

-OS I Card $329 S I bl SH~ 

Sonct Tonnln•l Shelf IOCI21 ¥2?,r•tt $19,6!17 St tt . ~l4 

-o<:J Card $1, I ~0 56 , 6~l $3,81~ 

-)DSJC&rd IOCI2) $6,10ij $3,115 s l . .. 1)8 

Sonet Term.innt Shalf (0C48) SCH, !.70 soo. ~ .. 2 :;;t1'J.t11 

•OC3 Card $6.~79 >b . SOl $1 . 900 

-lDS~rd (0CC8) S4.'J8.9 l>J . 018 $7. 1 )2 

OSX3 Cro$• Connect She It H, W I $7~·· $01 

-DSXJ Cross Connect C•rd $2CJ1 s.')cl. Sill 

DSXl Crosa Connoct J4C k rlold ;1~. 9'·~ SL ~,;o Sl,J.ft2 

Ch•nn•l Bonk She It ~l • . !87 ~l.?J:S s 1, 101 

-Chonnel Bonk C.rd $211 ~ l'f} ~lf 1 

fibfor Repoater IOCl) $10,7)7 $16,01) ~19 , '142 

lil>or ~oP4aLer fOCI2l $2l,'tll $.' t ••. , • ' s~.c. ttt• 

rll>ur ~epeatec (OC48l $411.~70 ~~,). 711 $,fl,0Ct 

I'.:J c::on be "cen from Table V-RI6l , GTEf'L. U3<:d the <>CPH 
defaults . BollSouth ' s lnpu:s were provided by lLS networ k sub)ect 
m<~tter experts. Spr int's 1nputs are "csumate(sJ from Networl< 
Planning derived !rom vendor quote," wah the excr·pt ton ot the 
cross connect shelf and card, whose sour~~ 1s a vendor quote. In 
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addition, Sprint stated that the channel bank costs (both shell and 
ca::d) 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 , th'-' 
material prices are r&t.her .similar. !t seems likely lhat Sprint 
would be able to negotiate a discount from vendor prices for these 
materials. We also believe that, whe r e possible, use o! Florida­
specific inputs are more appropriate than defaults . Therefore, we 
find that BellSouth' .s inputs are the most reasonable and 
appropriate. Thus, we shall cenuire that GT£FL and Sprint also usc 
BellSouth's inputs. 

our adopted values for each input table aLe shown below. 

Tabl V R(7 ) • - : C..ai 1 •• on-,Or r Tranapor t I npu t • 
Bellllou th ann. llprl.nt 

I. Mo~x l=w:n number o f n.odea on • 8 e ~ 
n.nq 

2. Alr to Route factor 1.370 1. 410 1.307 

j , /t.cce.oe line to OSO trunk 6 b 6 
!4clor ••sociated wlth host 
r..,mote links 

•• Accoa' 11no to OSO trunk 10 10 10 
taelor aaaoel•ted wJth host 
tandoi.i trunks 

!>. • SJ><!clal access circuits Lo 5.0\ ~.01 ! •.. , • 
th~ n~r o! exc~enqa •ccoaa 
11no~ 

o. Haxtmum repealer •pacinQ 40 40 10 
(mlloo) 

1. HOU por DS1 216,000 216,000 Zl6. 000 

s. Ooe• • 2 poin~ ( • folded') ll :I II 
rinq uso oeparete 
tho two sid-&• 

routln9 !or 

~- Percent or into rot tlco IIOU• 25.00\ 25 00\ S6.?71 
thot arc £AS 

10. U•od to idontlty 'like' 11 1 I 
tandem# 
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Table V -R(8) : C---j eeion-ordered 

BellSouth 

1. Mileage Equipaent Aeria l 33\ 
f1t>er (per tiber ~:~ile l 

2. Mllcage Equipment Und.erground 33l 
riber (per CJ.ber mile) 

3. Mileage Equipment Buried 33\ 
Fibar (per fiber mile) 

c. riber Pole Factor 0.2H 

s. f'J.bor Conduit Factor 0 . 613 

6. Hi.•ce llaneou.s Equipael'lt • 0.06 
Power Factor 

7. !anenth Sharinq .~Act.or 0.63 

6. Two Point S~.uth Sherinq o.s 
Factor 

9. fiber Hlx - Allrlol 9.9\ 

10. l'lber Mix - Undet9round 48.2\ 

11. Fiber Mix - Bur1od 4 1 .9\ 

F iber Fee tor lnpute 

GT&n. Spl' i.nt 

1~. 00\ 7S.OO\ 

1~ . 00~ ~S . OO\ 

75.00\ ~s.oo• 

0. 24~ 0.~45 

0.673 O.b73 

0.06 0.06 

O.Gl n.~3 

o.s o.s 

!1.001 ~.no~ 

JO.OOI Jb.OOl 

65.00\ 6?.CO\ 

For the Ring Size Table , we sh'lll require that a plann.iny 
threshold o! 63 . 0 percent for OC3 be used by Bell South, GTE Fl. , and 
Sprint. For the remainder o f the planning thresholds , GTEFL shall 
use 85 . 0 perce nt , as BellSouth and Sprint have done. 

For the Equipment. Price 
BellSout.h' s proposed inputs . 
displayed in Table V-R(3) . 

S. &xpen$CS 

Table , CTEFL and Sprint must. 
BvllSout.h' s proposed inputs 

usc 
arc 

This categor y encompasses the expens~s necessary to operate a 
telephone company. BCPM 3 .1 has two ways ~o incorporate expenses. 
The first is on a pet Acc~ss line basis, ror certain ••ccountr•, <11td 
tche oecond 13 " " P"""" p;,r J.nvestmcnt dollar. IIA l l ocJ ud--:. bo~h 
necwork and non-network related operatin9 ~xpcnses 1n its expense 
modules. 
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•.ccording to AT,T/MCI witness Wood, the HAl Model Dcscnption 
describes how network-related expenses and non-nc.twork related 
expenses are determined: 

The t wo major categories under whlch network­
related expenses are reported by the ILECs are 
plant-specific operations expenses and non 
plant-specific operations expenses . The 
plant-speci!!c expenses are prim4rily 
lllaintenance expenses. Certain expenses, 
particularly those for network mllintcnance, 
are functions of their as9ociated 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 rati~s are applied to 
the investments developed by the Oiscribution, 
feeder , and Switchin9 and Interoffice Modules 
to derive associated operatinq expense 
amounts . .. . Other expenses, such as networ~ 
operations, vary more directly with lhe number 
of lines provisioned by the ILEC rather than 
its capital investment. Thus, expenses for 
these eler.ents aLe 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 inclut.le "variable suppor L , H whl ch 1ncl ude:. 
such costs as General and Administrattve , General Support, whtch 
includes, for example, furniture and office equ1pment, and 
Uncollectible Revenues. 

BcllSouth witnes" Cbldwoll de.,cribe:s how Dell South dut•.:rrnl no<l 
its expenses : 

The plant-specific expenses consist mainly ot 
natntenance expenses. These types o! expenoes 
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are considered to be causally related to 
investment and are developed from three years 
of projected expense data ret<l:Cive to the same 
period projections for investment. The result 
is an expense per dollar of investment for 
these plant-specific e xpenses accounts. non­
plant specific expenses, such as Network 
Operations and Executive and Planning , arc not 
causally related to investment. These 
expenses are determined on per line per month 
basis using projected forward-looking expenses 
and projected number of 1 ines to derive an 
expense per line . 

GTEFL witness Norris describes how GTEFL developed its cxpcn:10 
inputs for BCPM: 

three types of expense inputs 
within BCPM : capital-related 
expressed as a percent of 

':'here are 
required 
expenses, 
investment; 
expressed on 
support asset 

non-capital-related cxpens1s , 
a per-line basis : ond general 
ratios . 

roc purposes of BCPM, the adjusted ARMIS 
expenses discussed by Mr. Olson are further 
adju:ll:ed to remove expenses as:Jociated with 
non-recurring coscs, billing ond collection 
costs associated with toll and ilccess, .:~nd 

directory coscs. These dd)ust~d expense 
4mounts are then mapped to cost pools. 
finally, the expense 1n!onn.1t 1~n 11\ilpped to thc 
cost pools is used to calculate the throe 
types of expense inputs requ1red by BCPM. 

Expenses, by capital account (<> . g ., A••rl.:~l c.,blo•, Olqllc~l 

Switching, etc.) are divided by the capital .,ccount' s n,vcstmcnt. 
The lnveatmcnt has been adjusted by C.A. Turner Index so as to 
provide all invescment in today's dollars. The non-capital-related 
costs are developed by multiplying the expense data by the locdl 
dircec cost percentage (i.e., local callc divld~d by total cdll5) 
to derive the expenses a~cributable to loc"l '""vier-. Those 
r esulting expense amounts are then divided by the number of "cccss 
lines to calculate a per access line expense. The porcentag•• 
inputs for the qenoral support asset accounts ,,r,. Co\lcul.Jlln<J h~· 
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divid1ng each general support asset account by C.A . Turner-adjusted 
total plant in service. 

Sprint-florida witness Dickerson describe5 how BCPH includes 
expenses and how Sprint-florida developed its expenses: 

Operating expenses are included in the model 
on a per line basis for administrative ~~nd 
retai l ing expenses not associated with 
specific "etwor k facilities. Operating 
expenses 4Ssociated with networ k fnci lities 
were included as a percentage of invest.ment in 
network facilities Both of these estimates 
were derived from the actual operating 
expenses Sprint experienced in florida during 
1997 . These operating expense ratios, when 
applied against the BCP~ forward looking 
investment levels , provlde a reasonable 
estimate of the forward looki..g expenses 
associated with basis local service. 

AT'T witness Lerma had two primary criticisms of the LECs' 
expens.- Inputs: 

(T)he accuracy o! the BcllSouth, GTE, and 
Sprint oper ating expense inputs and 
calcul6tions cannot be confirmed; and . 
the operating expense inpuliJ for BellSouth, 
GTE, and Sprint are based lilrgely on 
historical costs and include other 
inappropriate coats that are not reflective of 
forward-looking, competitive cost!!. 

During the discovery process and the hearing, three expense 
issues surfaced that provoked much discussion: the Inclusion of 
non-recurring expense , uncollectible expense, and advertl$lnq. 

GT£E"L was the only ILEC to exclude non-recurnnq expenses 
becau5e ~(T)he5o coDta arc recovorod through non- recurring eh~r9e3 
associated with service order activity and as such must be removed 
so as not to recover the s;me expense Lwicc.ff AT4T witness Lerma 
agreed with GTEFL' s approach. ln contr.tst , BellSouth witness 
Caldwell disagrees that nonrecurring charqes should be excluded, 
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stat ing M. you're looking at the total cost of serving the 
customer, end there is a service ordering cost associated w1th that 
under your customer operation expense." Sprint ~~~nes~ Dickerson 
agr eed with BellSouth, MI've calculated the total cost Lo provide 
bas1c local service . That's certa inly a component ot the t:otal 
costs .N Witness Dickerson also said t:hac it could be taken out, 
but, he reiterated , " it ' s a component of providing basic 
local service and it's properly included :nt '1 direction given 
otherwise . N He did state that MThe r..,venues generated !rom service 
connection charges, for ex~mple , will not mat:ch the nonrecurring 
cost:s in general. I think the nonrecurring cost~ will exceed tho 
cost recovery a fforC.:ed C rom those ra to..S . H GTErL also e xcluded 
billing and collection cost:s associated with toll and access, and 
directory costs . 

We have not attempted to exclude nonrecurring costs, billing 
and collection costs associated with toll and access , and di rectory 
cos~s, f rom BellSouth' s and Spr int ' s inputs. Giv~n our !indinqs in 
speciCic expense categories , we believe it is not ll"C<:Msary to 
exclude ~hese cos~s . 

Support Ra tio Table 

Table V-5(1 ) shows the support ratios as proposod hy the: LE:Cs. 

Tab Le V-8(1) 1 SUPPOrt Ioputa - Laroe Compan i•• 
U.~Uouth OT&f'L 8pr1.nt 

Mot or Vehicle .837\ 0.81ll 0 . 'IH • 

Special Purpoeo 0.000\ O.OOOt 0.001• 
Vohiclu 

Gara9• Wor k O.OIU\ (J. fl Hd (J.{JJ7• 
Equ!po;enl 

Olher Wort.. 0. 8))\ 0.77 H o. b?'h 
tquipooonl 

F'urntturo 0.086\ o.~ll' 0,7jj l 

Off1c• Support 0 . 276\ 1. 4?6• o. 7011 

Gonerol Purpo•e 2.6621 L~Ol t ,,?6n• 
Cor.putez a 

Tcr.'l\1. SUPI'O~"r C, 711 I .. ~,~· !,, l'i I ' 

RATIO 
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These support accounts shoulu n• t be sp~ct! tc to a qlven 
geoqraphic area because they are nCJt dependent up-.n ~ <JI'O') raphl c 
a 'f:ol . Rather , for the most P•Ht, they depend upon d comp.Jny • s 
str~tteqlc and operational acliviU<•J>. Therefore, " e lind th.Jt 
there should be a fl o rida-spec!! ic :support r<ltio ior each ot these 
accounts , ra ther than a qeoqraphlc o1rea :support rat1o. 

We also believe that becoluse thest• are a:ss~>' to ass••t rat lo:s, 
1t 15 unlikely that smaller ratios w1ll occur ~n the lutur~>, due to 
normal inflation . ::ince we believe tl.ese support to)l1011 wil l be 
relatively stable over time, we shad require t h"t tht? suppor~ 

ratios !or each account be averaged, ·•o "" to r"t lccl th•• <>V<'rdQ•• 
costs an e!ficient provider would Incur. 

We note that while BellSouth ha, usf!d TP!!l ln their 
calcul3t1ons to produce a projec ted r.•·•t Cor 1998-2000, w•· b<'lle"" 
that our required averaging w1ll 5<''''~ to o!!set dny ch,lnq<'s !rum 
support ratios based on projected dollars to tho:se based on current 
dollars. Therefore, we do not believe it necessary !or BeliSouth to 
remove the effects oC TPis from it, calculations of su~port ratios. 

Our required suppor L ralios <H<' "hown below 1t1 Tao!<• V-5(2). 

T abl v 8(2) c • - : • i •• OdeedS OD- r r , •uppor t R.ati o a 

Acoount eo-1a•1on· 
aroar.d Support 

llauo 

Mc>tor Vehicle " ' 
>~ectal Purpo .. Vehlclu n ni)OJ• 

~r•Q• Work &qutpaent • 87• 

Ulher Work Equlpaent 0.744/t 

fornt.turo O.lbJ)\ 

Oft ice Support 0.824 H 

Gen,.ral Purpo•a Computere 1. :q.; if 

TOTAl. SUPPORT RATIO •. e~tl\ 
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Expense to I nyestmcnt Ratios 

Expense to investment ratio!l are calculated for telephone 
plant physical investment, such as cable , s witches , poles, e t c . 
Table V-S(3) provides the LECs' proposed larqe company expense to 
inves tment ratios. 

Table V- 8 ( 3) : ltxpenae to I nv.• taen t Ratio 

BellSouth cnn. Spcint 

llotwor~ Suppon 0 0 0.01~2 

£xpenu 

CO& Swi tchinq 0.03~9 0. 1739 0.0~00 

CO& Tranami•aion 0 0194 0.02~6 0 .. Oi''HJ 

Polu 0.01~~ 0.0110 0.011>6 

1\erlal Copper 0.0399 o.or.,~ 0.0663 
C~bl'" 

Aerial Fl ber 0.001~ n . nlt~ 0 . 0 l ,_,,. 

Cable 

Underqround 0.0214 0.0041 0 0~10 
Coppor C•b1o 

Underqround rlbe< 0.0030 0.001? J.004? 
Cuble 

Bur led Copper 0.0340 0.03V1 0.0~18 

cable 

Buried fiber 0.0014 0.008) 0.00~9 

C.bltt 

Conduit 0.002~ 0 01121 O.OJIO 

BellSouth provided its Network Support ~xpenMc ln lls Monthly 
Expense Per Line input section; GTEfL dld not propose this expense; 
and Sprint provided the expense as part o! its Expens~ Percent to 
T nvestment Ratio table . Net work Support Expen:oe ir.c I udes such 
accounts as Motor Vehicles, Garage Work Equipment , and Other Work 
Equipment. We believe that this type of expense 1s more likely to 
vary with the number of 11nos: t.heretore , we have lP fr IJPrwork 
Support Expense in the Montnly Expense Pee Line Input section. 

Maintenance cost s are a major part ol these cxpens~s . This 
can be seen by comparing the ratios oi, Cor example , underground 
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copper cable with those of aerial copper cable, where one would 
expect to see higher maintenance costs because acri.ll cable 1s 
alway- exposed to the elements. A significant difference between 
copper 3nd tiber maintenance costs is also soon: ugain, we would 
expect newer technology to require less ma1ntenance. 

We believe that although mainlenance expenses may appear to be 
geographic-specific in nature, the new competllivc paradigm 1s 
likely to be different . This lS because an efficient new provider 
is not likely to provide basic local service using historic u:c 
service territories. Tl.ere!ore, we believe that Florida-specific, 
statewide ratios are appropriate . We find chat an average of tile 
~ECs' ratios is the most reasonable way to calculate a statewide 
set of ratios, which we believe to be u 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 ~ single set of 
statewide averaged values , we believe any anomnlles in the data 
should be mitigated . 

All of these ratios, however , reflect a mix of both past and 
current network planning decisions. Because these rc.tios arc 
expected to represent the costs of an efficient provider ustnq 
forward-looking technology, these ratios may be too h;gh. 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 contra~ts and 
their typical upward wage adjuotments. Therefore, we find that a 
reasonable approach would be to leave the aver.,gcd r.:stios 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 <1nd 1nw·~tment. !.!J wlth Support 
Ratios , BcllSouth need not recalculate its uupport ratios to 
reflect current dollars, because we believe that any effect of T~!s 
is min~mized through the averaging process. 

Table v-s l4l provides our required e-tpcnso to 1nvostment 
ratios. 
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Table v-s<•> : 
C: ieeion-Ordar~ • •• to Inveetment Ratio• 

Account Comaieeion-Orde~ 

Expense to 
Inveetment Ratio 

COE Swi t ching .0866 

COE Transmls3ion . 02~9 

Poles .014 4 

Aerial Copper Cable .0592 

Aerial Fiber Cable . 0098 

Underground Copper Cable . 0 157 

Underground Fiber Cable . 'l030 

Buried Copper Cable . 0413 

Buried Fiber Cable .0052 
·-

Conduit .0119 

Per Line Ex pense s 

Unlike expenses such as maintenance, which dppear to vary as 
a function o! investment, many telephone company e xpenses ar~ not 
directly related to investments, Cor example, markt•llng. l'larket ing 
expenses are more Cunct ional1 y related to a company' s scope o! 
operations . A better measure of sr.ope tor these types of expenses, 
t:he parties cont end, is on a per line basis Per line expenses aro 
those expenses not causally related to a telephone plant category , 
such as aerial cable. Alone among the l.ECs , BellSouth used 
reg ional , rather than Florida-specific, exp~nses ~nd access lin~s 
proJected for the 1998-2000 time period, to calculate per Uno 
expenses . GTEFL and Sprint used Floridd 1997 numl>ors . Determining 
t:he appropriate dQllar amount of the Pxpense ""lenory l" wh<•r<' llw 
L.ECs differ and whe re AT'T witness Lerma cr1tic!Zed Bell South'<~ 
methodology . 

Expense categories COI!',>uted on a per line b.tsls 
Network Support, General Support, Other Property and Plant , 
Operations , Market ing, Services, Execut lve .lnd Pl.umlng, 

include 
N~tWO:'~ 

General 
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and Administrative, and Uncollectibles. The proprlcty of 
recovering Uncollectible Expen:se clnd advt• r tising expense ltnclu'l•·d 
in Marketing Expen:se) in the coot of ba~tc local setvicf• w.:s 
disputed in this proceeding. 

BcllSouth witness Caldwell described uncollectlblos "as an 
expense that you would incur as a result of providtnq service Li 
you do not have people that pay their bill:. ." We agree tthlt 
uncollectible expense is a cost o! doing business , and thus some 
level of uncollectible expense should be included tn the cost o! 
basic local service. 

AT'T witness l.er~ contends that ~BellSouth, crEFL, and 
Sprint-florida have inappropriately included advettlSlnq expenses 
in marketing expense per line, evon though there's virtc•lly no 
advert ising for basic local servic'!." BellSouth wllness Cot ldwe ll 
d1:sagrees with witness !.erma's contentions th.\t thor<> ts .tlmost no 
advertising for basic local scrvlct•, and that, thcr• tore, there 
should be no advertising cxponsc~J l ncluded in market incJ: 

(T]here are, and there ~Jhould be ladverti•ll'l 
expenses), because of the !act thoH 
you're required to advertise un1vcrsal 
funding. And these are the advertlslng costs 
associated with your b~sic local exchange 
service, so those are the type costs th3t ar~ 
in there. They h<Jve br,en ad:) us ted t rom l h" 
overall advertising budget ol the co~pany, bul 
they are only the advertising costs associ~ted 
with basic local exch~nqe service ...• lwJe 
do advert1se trom the llellSouth name, and tht• 
title commercials that you sen on TV that 
emphasize the BellSouth products, and that 1~ 

for residence as well as ot~ers. 

Predominantly in this particular caso 1t. would 
be those advertisements that are geared t.o·.-,lrd 
your residence customers as well as you• VHry 
small business customers. 

GTEFL witness llorris al9o dlsaqre,.s wilh AT'T w1 tn•·~~~ l"lmo>, 
ond provides GT£f'L' s calculation ol ""v'" li~inq cxJu·n~•t: 

~TE does a certain amount of advertising that 
is related to in{ormational and lnrtructional 
advertising tor -- you know. i C they ca 11 u5. 
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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. lnc lOJded within our 
calculations in the development o( operating 
expenses is approximately 10 . 5 million dollars 
in advertising expense. 

Sprint witness Dickerson disagreed with witness L~rma : 

(T)he question I answoted W.l s do you incur 
marketing expenses associated with bas1c local 
service. And my response was , yes, we do. 
particularly as you head into a forward­
looking competitive environment. 

(C)ertainly Sprint does image advertising. 
Sprint does aecond line promoli nts. 
Those expenses Mr. Ler~ Is talking about 
would be booked in cu~tomer set·vicf!. The 
category o! customer and corporate operattons 
in my cost study, the level of expense 1s G21 
below the 1991 level. That ' s far and d Wdy 
[sic) sutficienl to cov .. r any mar~otJnq 
expenses that Mr. Lerma ls concerned about. 

Witness Dickerson expla~ned why he thought 1mage adver 1s1nq 
should be included: 

(I)n a forward-looking envtronment . when• we 
have predicted substantial reductions, the 
logic being driven that we're talkinQ about a 
forvard-looking compettt!·"· environment which 
will further discipline companle:. to be more 
efficient, I think lt' s only falr to SU'JCJCSt 
that in that same environment they're qolnq to 
advertise to attract and rclaln customer~. 

Witness Lerma did agree that advortuHnq tor baslc local 
service "could be allowed," but only it ~it was determined that it 
existed,• because •1! a cost 1s being 1ncurrod lo provide that 
service and if there is a rational study that's been preparr.d that 

I 
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shows those costs, you know, were incur- J to prov1de that scrv1ce, 
then they could be considered.~ 

Witne3s Lerma also agreed that image advertising is included , 
as it is part of a corporate operations IJccount. lie also agreed 
that it was not ~reasonableH to permit image advertising •.:hen 
customers did not have choices. He agreed , however, that 
advertising is a ~natura! cost" of business in a compet it l ve 
market . 

Advertising is a cost o! bustness ln ~ competitiv~ 
environment . We do not find persuasive, however , the L£C-plOV1dud 
examples of advertised services, with the exception of BeliSoulh's 
example of universal ser vice funding. Some advenising costs fo r 
basic local service should be included in the cost of basic local 
service. We believe that as competillon grows , we will see more 
advertising for basic local service (rom the LECs and CLECs. 

With the exception of uncolleclibles, which will be d1scussed 
below, BellSouth derived ~universal ~ervice amounts" (rom nRM1S 4J-
03 interstate common line and local switching expense. It derived 
the "universal servlceN co:~t of common ltne by dividing tho 
interstate expense by the interstate factor of 25 percent. ll 
derived the "universal eerviceN amount of local swttchlng through 
manipulation of local and interstate Dial Equipment Mir:utas IDf.Nsl. 
This resulted in "universal servlceH percentages applied to total 
expense that are typically in the 65 to BS percent range. In other 
wor ds, virtually all intrastate non-plant-specltic expense 1s 
attributed to basic local service. nT&T witness Lerma objected to 
BellSouth' s methodology, stating that this proceeding is the fir~l 
BellSouth-tiled BCPH proceeding where BellSouth did not use basic 
local revenues as a per cent of tot.Jl revenues 'IS the unl versa l 
service allocator for these accounts. Witness Lerma recommends u 
single factor ot 40.85 percent, which Is, of course, considerably 
less than the range of factors that BellSouth proposes in this 
proceeding. 

Unlike its other per line f!xpen:~o tac: l c; :eo, lhollSoiJth 
calculated its uncollectible amount by dlvldincJ 1 >tal ll•'llSouth 
b<tsic local cxchan;e rever.ue by total Bell South revenue. Th.­
rosu l t ing 61 percent ra t io was then app l iod to unco llec L1bl o 
expense to determine the amount ot uncollectiblo oxpl'nS<' tthrt I' 
at t ribu~:able to basic local scrv lc•L Bas lc loc" I ••xchdnq~ r evenuo• 
docs 1ncluda revenuoa from vertical aervlc~a and ECS, in ddd1t1on 
to basic local exchange revenue. We believe that Bell South's 
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inclusion of vertical services and ECS revenue clearly overstates 
th~ amount of uncollectibles related to buslC local servtce. 

Sprint's methodology to calculate the (actors applied to the 
non-plant specitic expenses is essentlally the same as that of 
BellSouth. Sprint's factors ranged from approxlmately 90 percent 
upwards. As with SellSouth , virtually dll non-plant spec1f1c 
intrastate expense is attributable to basic locdl serv1ce . 
Sprint ' s uncollec t iblq ll!llount comes from its General Ledger account 
5301 . 110 , •assigned direc t to local service ." We were unable to 
determine whether this account includes only uncollectible expense 
attribut able to basic local Jer vice. 

GTEri. uses its Mlocal direct co,.t porcentag•·, N or the 
percentage derived from dividing local calls to total calls to 
~determine the portion of the expense associated w1th local 
services . " This percentage ls 84.63 percent. 

A3 can be seen in Table V-5(5), not only do the dollat 
expenses vary by LEC, but not all LECs had expen!'lc!l for these 
accounts. for example, Genernl and lldminist rat l vc expen•Jcs ranged 
from Sl.83 !or Sprint-florida to $2.0 (or GTEfL and S2.~4 Cor 
BellSouth. ScllSouth was the only LEC, !or example, to show 
expense for Network Support and Other Prooerty and Plant. Overall. 
BellSouth' s total per line expenses were the hlghesl ot the thre~ 
LECs , at $9.14 per line . GTEfL' s and Spnnt ' s exp<'nses wcr<> 
considerably lower, at $7 .4 2 ond $1. H per line, respccttvcly. 

Tab1e V-8(5): Nonthl.y Per Lin• I ~ ..... 
a.llSouth cnn. t'lprl.nt. 

N'ot.work Support SO.OJ SO.Oil so 00 

C.nord Support SLC~ $0.91 $!.~8 

lnforMtlon 50. 3.1 $0.00 ~0 ll 
Orl9lruot!n9/ 
T.,nalnon.l no 

Oth•r Property $0.0J GO.OO $0.00 
4nd Plant 

Netvoa k $2.?!.1 ~ J . )4 ·. I( 

as>-r•tiona 

ll<lrhtln9 Sl. ?I $1. ~7 $0.tif. 

Secvlc:es $0.46 $1.36 $( • 71 
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t~Cecut.ive and 
Phnn1nQ 

General and 
i\d:U niat rat ive 

UncoUectLblea 

TOTAL 

hll8outh 

SO.lO 

$2.44 

50.32 

$9. )4 

-
CTr:FL 8pru.t 

SO. I~ $0. ~~ 

$2.0 $) 9) 

j ~0 . 88 so .18 

L_42 $1 . 14 

AT'T witness Lc.tma contends that 
calcula~inq expenses a r e incorrect berdUS< 

LEe~· methods tor .... . ' . 

~re not reflective of forward-looking, 
competitive costs , because, !irst, they're 
based largely on historic,ll costs, when in 
fact they should represent costs for an 
efficient carrier in a forward-looking 
environment ; and , number twCJ, they 1nclude 
other inappropriate costs. Adv~rti:Jin~. 
nonrecurring costs are t wo ex.smples of these 
inappropriate costs. 

In a competitive environment there 1s 
perpetual pressure to reduce oper ating expense 
as evidenced by declining cost trends. 
Reductions to general admir.istrutlVf' and 
network operatinq unit costs dre occurdn:J . 
Therefore, reliance on inputs baaed on 
historical expenses resulLs in overstated 
costs. 

If this Commission adopts the BCPM model and 
the inputs proposed to detennlne basic 
universal service costs, r recommend that at 
~inimum the !ollowinq ddjustm~nts to 
BellSouth, GTE, and Sprint ' s operating exp~nse 
inputs be considered, as referenced 1n my 
testimony: A 15\ reduction t o general 
admtnist rative expenses, a 30\ reduction to 
network oper~tin9 expen3eo, and a reductton 1n 
marketing expenses to remove BcllSouth' s 
advertising expe~se. 
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liitncss LertM also recommends the use o! a ":.lngle blsic local 
servlce !actor that represents ba~ic local service r~venucs ~s a 
percent o! total revenuos.H We find witness Lermd'S recommendation 
persuasive because we believe that the LECs' methodolog1es 
overstate the expenses attributable to basic local service. 

We believe that these per line expenses are not inherently 
geographic-spcci!ic ir nature. Rather, for the most part, they 
depend upon a company' s strategic and operational activities . We 
also believe that florida-specific expenses are approprHitC as 
representative o f what an efficient provider is likely to 
encounter . 

·~e believe that a :reasonable method to calcuiate per I 1ne 
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 LEes' basic local revenue and e1.d user common I ine 
r evenue by their total revenues. Using 1991 ARMIS data, we 
determined that the appropriate basic local service factor is 39 . 6 
percent . We then summed the LECs ' non-plant specific expenses. 
multiplied them by 39 . 6 percent, and then divided them by the J.£Cs ' 
total access lines . These amounts wore then divided by twelve to 
yleld a monthly per line expense. We view the results of us1nq 39 . 6 
perCQnt as a rllfinement of the LEC.s ' calculations o! expense 
attributable to basic local service. 

These ratios are developed from data which retlect both past 
and current (1991) relationships. We believe that an et f1c1ent 
prov~der would have an incentive to kt'ep its costs as low as 
possibJ~ from these histor c levels. AT&T witness J.ryrmu recommends 
a 15 percent reduction of general and adminlstrative expenses, and 
a 30 percent reduction to network operat~ons expense . we belleve 
that some reduction is warranted; we believe that a 10 percent 
reduction to all accounts is reasonable. Therefore, we requirl! 
that per line expenses bo roducod by 10 pc=cent to reflect thf' 
impact or the mlx of current and past rel.,tionshlps. Our requtr~><l 

per line expense inputs are shown in Table V-5(61. 
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Table V-5(6) : 
Comaiaaion-Ordered Monthly Per 

Ac<::ount 

Network Support 

General SuppoLt 

Information Originating/ 
Terminating 

Other Property and Plant 

Network Operations 

!iarketing 

Services 

Executive and Planning 

General and Administrative 

Uncollectibles 

TOTAL 

T. Other Inputs 

Wire Center Line Count s 

Line Expeneee 

Monthly Par 
Line Bxpen•• 

$0 . 04 

$0.80 

$0.36 

SO . Ol 

$1 . 12 

$0.75 

Sl.47 

$0.07 

Sl. 64 

$0.30 --
$6 . 56 

BellSout.h, GTEFL, and Spr nt ~ach use actudl wire center line 
counts as of the end of 1997. •e ! lad that this is appropriate 
because it will provide the most accurate data !rom which BCPM can 
build its network. Therefore, we adopt t.he use of actual \oH '" 

centor 1 1 ne counts as proposed by tlw u:cs. 

Loop Cost InyestmenL Cap 

The BCPM default loop cost inv~stment cap is SlO . OOO . This 
means the per-line investment is capped at SlO , OOO. Both GTEFI. and 
Sprint used SlO,OOO. BellSouth used an investment cap oL S4 , J50. 
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 gener1c BCPM default values. 
BellSouth' s study indicates that where loop costs ..:ould exceed 
$4 , 350 , the loop should not be put in place, and a di !!ercnt 
technology, such as wireless, should be employed. We therefo re 
~elieve the $4 , 350 cap is appropriate for BullSouth, Sprint , and 
GTEFL . 

White Pages Pirectory Listina Cost 

Only GT£FL provided a wh ite pages directory cost listing o! 
$0 .4 0 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 ~hich 
accounts . 

We believe that given the statutory definition of basic local 
so-vice, it is appropriate to include a cost for the white paqes 
direc;tory listing. Upon consideration, we fi"ld that Gn:FJ.' s cost is 
a reasonable surrogate tor an c!!icient provider in florida. 
Therefore, GTEFL, BellSouth, and Sprint shall use GTEFL's per line 
cost of a white pages listing. 

Inputs Not Specifically Addre3aPd 

ror each input not specl!lcallv d•s~ussed, we shall consider 
each LEC's proposed input as repr~sentative o! ~n cftlcicnt 
provider in its territory. 

As discussed in the Introduction to Section V, and throughout 
the subpact.s to this section, BellSouth used Telephone Plant 
Indices (TPis) to generate inputs reflective o! an average o f 1998-
?000 costs . In conjunction with our CPCOmmend.llions in oth<>t P"' ts 
of Section V, we hereby require BellSouth to remove the cff<>cts o! 
inflation or deflation, thus us i ng cur1ent costs, !or any input not 
sp~ci!lcally addressed, where it has used TPis. 

l 
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Vl . COST PROXY HODEL RESULTS 

A. ~ECS Wit h Greater Than 100,000 Acces~ 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 BCPH 3.1. The .:~nswcr is quite 
simple . Sections 364 . 025( 4) (b) and (C), Florida Statutes, clearly 
indicate that all companies with 100,000 or greater access lines 
must use the cost proxy model Jelected. Those companies with fewer 
than 100,000 access lines may use the co!lt proxy model 11t our 
discretion. The partie~ unanimously concur that Bel!South, GTErL, 
and s~rint are the only three local cxc~ange companies tha t meet 
tr.is criterion and must use the cost prvxy model . Therefore, we 
find that BcllSouth, GTErL, and Spdnt must. use the cost proxy 
model selected in this proceeding. 

In Section lii o! this Order, we ordered the BCPH spon$ors tc 
n.ake certain structural changes to the model , pr lmar i 1)' associated 
with minimlzinQ the Qap between the .:~nount of facil1ties built by 
the plant versus the requi rod amount 1nd' crll ed by .1 minimum 
spanning tree (MST) analysis. In addition, we required th,tt the 
sponsors submit a revised version of the model (on CD-RO!~l, and 
model runs reflecting our approved inpuls wilh the revised MST 
an.:~lyses. further , in Section V of this Order , we rec;ulrcd that 
certain adjustments be made to some input value!! fllt:d ln this 
proceeding (notably, the rc.moval of inflation/deflat lo.:>n va I ues 
embedded in some of BellSouth's inputs). Accordingly, given the 
compressed schedule associated with prcp~ring th~ report to the 
Legislature that reflects our dccJslons tn this proceco1nq, we 
require that BCPH sponsors submit these compliance tiltngs no later 
than January 12, 1999. 

Due to the requJ red structural ct~o1nqes r.o the model, we are 
unable to provide final cost proxy model results. Appendix B to 
Lhis Order shall be filed with the report to the Legislature and 
will contain the final cost proxy model rc:IUlts. 

8. J..ECS With 100,000 Or fewer Access LliH!S 

Methodology 

ALI.TE:L witnese Curry sponsored th•· unlw>rs.ll ,.,., v•c•· <•miJ<'ddo•d 
cost mcthooology used by al. o! the sm.>ll local exch.•nge compunlc!l 
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/small LECs) in this proceeding. These companies 1nclude ALLTEL 
flc ·ida CAI.LT£L) , Vista-United Telecom:nunications (VlStil-United). 
Northeast florida Telephone Co~r-.olny (Northeast), frontil!r 
Communications of the South, Inc. (frontier), TDS Telecom/Quincy 
CTDS), GTC Inc . (GTC), and ITS Telecommunications Systems, Inc. 
(ITS) Witness Curry states that dll o! the small L£C:; used Part 36 
j•:risdictional separations procedures in developing the embedded 
costs !or each of the companies , and he believes th<~t the small L£C 
methodology satisfies the legislative requirements fo: embedded 
studies . Wltness C~rry adds that rural L£Cs are to continue to 
calculate their interstate Universal Service Cosrs using P.mbedded 
costs until at least January 1 , 2001. 

i'.s witness Curry descrlbes in his direct to·stjmony, .111 of th" 
small LECs used an 11.25\ return on net investment. Modifications 
were also made by the small L£Cs to the ~art 36 universal cost 
study including assigning 100' of non-tra!tic sens1tlv~ plant to 
the state jurisdiction along with non-traffic sensnive local 
switch tng equipment. The small L£C methodology ex<;! uded pr i vat.e 
1 ine costs as well as all expenses, investments "nd reserves 
~ssociated with pay relephones . 

Witness Curry slate!! that th<• cost proxy mod"lll .ore not 
appropriate for the small rural LECs, becilusc tho pccKy mod~l~ are 
not representative of the small company costs. He states that 
because one cannot re-create the n~twnrk with new plant in reality, 
higher costs (or new technoloyy in the proxy models verses t~e 

lower costs o! older technology in an embedded n«twork <=<~uses r.ho 
proxy model results to be hi9her. Witness Curry expl.:~tns th•H 
while electronic costs are declining, coppur and the 1nstalldtlon 
costs are increasing. He also arques that when ono compares loop 
plant that averag(!s twenty years old to new plant. th<• proxy models 
with new plant are going to be significantly higher. 

Witness Curry ' s embedded cost methodology adopted by the small 
LECII generally assigns the sam£• types of cost!! to uniw•r,..,J :IC·rvacf' 
as do the proxy models used by ttw ],Hqer LEe,.. wnca. wltnes" Cut ry 
was asked why 100\ of the non-trafflc setas1tive plant w.os u:a:•HJ!icd 
to the state jurisdiction, he responded os (ollows: 

1! you look at the proxy models or ony other 
ot these cost models, th<sl' s the wuy they• n 
assigning coe:s in there. Wh~t we try to do 
is parallel the embedded cost o( sorv1cP 3tudy 
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wi th the proxy model methodology, ond lhat ' s 
what that is right there . 

lo..tness Curry described the similarities between his Nnbedded cost 
methodology and tho cost pr oxy models in the following manner: 

Well , basically the proxy models , 11galn, they 
take all the non-tra!fic sensitive c sts and 
assign it t o the cost of universal servtce. 
In addi t ion, traftic-sensitive cos~s 
associatbd with local switching are assigned 
by a factor that equates to local usage 
through t he end-office switch, and thdt ' ~ 
basically the co:~t drivers in the embedded 
cost study also . 

Ad lu,uments 

ldthough we will not require major adjtlltrncnts to the general 
methodology proposed by the small ~ECs , we will ruquiru nume1ous 
adjustments to t he monthl y cost per access llnP amounts filed by 
the companies . Each compa ny states that lLs calculations arc based 
on the same methodology . There were several dlfferonc'!s , however , 
between t.he companies . ALLTEL, GTC, ITS nnd Northeas1 Included 
Allowance f or funds Used During Construction (AfUDC) in the 
calculations and the other small LECs did not . A~LTEL, !TS, TDS 
and Vistd included occount 7370 Special Cha:gc~ whil~ lh~ othors 
did not. Account 7370 includes costs such as lobbying and 
contributions. We have removed AfUDC and account 7)70 from the 
revenue requirements calculation, wh1ch is consi:stent with our 
normal method oC colculating revenue n•qulrcmcnts. 011ly llorthedst 
:ncluded uncollectible revenue . uncollectibl~ revenues were added 
for the other companies . None of the companies Included the dmount 
ot gross receipts tax which corresponds to thl• rev.,nue of the 
company . Therefore , we recalculated gross r<>cclpt!! tiiX for all 
companies. 

Somo of the adjustment s have been mi!de to mJke the calcul~tton 
of costs consistent with our usual method ol calculating revenue 
requirements . for e xample , t.he amount o( wot ktrHJ c.1pir al was 
adjusted for each company to the amount computed using tho balance 
sheet. method. This resulted in increases for GTC <tlld ITS and 
decreases for ALLTEL, Nort hPast and TOS to working capital. 
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Company-specific adjustments were nccossary tor severdl o[ the 
companies . rront!er's tiled amounts were for total cor.pany and had 
tc be adjusted to reflect local amounts only. Wo c ,1rrected the 
property taxes and also included intcrc~t expense ln frontier ' s 
amounts . ITS Telecommunication's Systems , Inc. ' s ratebase and 
expenses were reduced to reflect Contributions in Aid of 
Construction, wh ich was not included by the company. Northeast's 
deferred taxes were reduced to properly match the amounts on the 
company' s balance sheet. 

ror the S!114ll LEC!I, the average for corporate ope rat ions 
expense is S6.88 per line per month . ror Northeast and ITS, the 
amounts are S15.31 and S30.7~ per line per month, respectively . 
rtCCOrding to witness Curry, rhe red~ral Communications Co~iSSlOn 
(fCC) limits the amount of corporate expense pet access line which 
a company is allowed for federal high cost Lund purposes. In 
florida, only ITS's and Northeast's corporate cxpens~s exceed the 
limit . We have made an adjustment to limit lhc amount of corporate 
expenses included in the calculations ot costs tor ITS and 
Northeast. based on the rcc• s methodology. This adjustment rcsulrs 
in a reduction o£ the monthly local costs ot $.67 nnd $3.SG (ot 
Northeast and lTS, respectively . Even ,lflCt n.oking this 
adjustment , Northeast' s and ITS's corporate expenses o re well above 
the statewide averaqe for small LE:Cs. Northeast's and ITS' s 
embedded costs per access line shown on Table VI -2 exceed t:he 
results of the BCPM model due c.o the high amou••• o!. corporate 
expenses. The rcc limits corporate expenses , since they are often 
discretionary and subject to management control. We agree • 1lh the 
fCC and balieve that it is reasonable to Umtt tho amount of 
corporate expenae allowed for calculatHig the amount of high cost 
support which a company may need for tntrast<~to purposes. ror 
purposes of thl~ Order, we are lim1t1ng corporate expenses based on 
the fCC's methodology. However, 1f an 1ntr1state universal service 
fund is implemented, we recommend c.hat a further review of the 
allowable amount of corporate expenses be conducted. 

In 1996, the operations of throa compGntes !St . Joseph 
Telephone & Telegraph Company, Gulf Telephone Company and The 
Florala Telephone Company, Inc.) were purchased and merged into 
GTC, Inc . !GTCI. For purpo~<es of c.his procucdinq, lho three former 
companies httvo boon reported separately. 1\(tcJ· \.he purcha:'lle, the 
net plant !ratebasel recorded on the boor.s of GTC was increased to 
reflect a higher value. GTC !~s not prov1ded any lu~titlcation to 
increase its ratebose above the or1g1nal cost o f the ilssets. 
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Therefore, we have adjusted the ratebJses Cor the GTC diVISion~ to 
original cost. 

Cgpital Structyre and Retyrn on Eguit¥ 

As discussed earlier, all ol the small LECs used ~n overall 
cost o! capital of 11.25\ for purposes of this proceeding. tlo 
witnesses appearing on bllh<~lt ot the small LECs offered ·H•Y 
testimony supporting the capital structure, cost of debt, or cost 
of equity underlying the assumed 11.2S· rate of return. Moreover, 
there was no evidence presented to support the reaso.lablene:.s of 
the 11.25\ return other than the (,\ct tho'll thls was the dcfilult 
rate established by the rcc in September 1990. 

In f'CC Report No. CC 98-33 (Docket No. 98-1(.1.) ISSU<'d 
October 5, 1998, the FCC announced that it was seektng comm~nt on 
how th~ formula f or calculating the authorized rate of return tor 
local telephone companies should be modi! led to reflect current 
market conditions . Since the time of the fCC ' s determination ot 
the 11.25\ r ate of return, 30-year Tronsury bond rates hdve tallcn 
380 boais points from an average ot 8.99\ Ln September 1990 to an 
average of 5 . 19\ in September 1998. AT,T/MCI witness tltshleifcr 
testi!ied that given the signiticant decline in capital costs as 
indicated by the dr op in yields on 30-year Treasury bonds, thoro ts 
no evidence to support 11.25\ .ts th•• true cost of cotpit.d t or th•· 
pruvislon of universal service. 

To be consistent w1th our uso ot thr. embedded cost studtcn 
filed by the small LECs for purposes of determining thn cost ot 
providing local service, we have used the cc.ll'pany-,.pect f lC debt .wo 
equ1~y a1110unts and embedded cost o! debt 1n determining th•• 
•• pproprlate cost of capital !or etJch of these corr.p.1n1es. The on<' 
~xceptlon is the determination of the retur, on equity IROf.). The 
estirr.ation of an appropriate ROE is the one input thilt is the stJrr.t• 
regardless of whether the return is uu•!d in an emhcddeo co:~t study 
or a forward-looking cost model. 

Bf!cause no evidence was presented by lhe small I.ECs ro•c;~rdlnq 

oln appropriate ROE for purposes Of thl!t proceudinq, 1l 1:1 n••COliSoHY 
to estimate a reasonable raturn. !lased upon our .11n11lysi:J In 
~<'Ction V-B of this Order, wu shall require an ROE of 11.50\ ~c 
used tur determining the overall cost o! capital. Because the 
purpose of this proceeding is JSsenttally to determtne the cos~ o f 
providing serv1ce to high cost areas, lt ts rea:~onable to 11ssumr 
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the cost o! equity for this llmited purpose would b~ the same !or 
all efficient providers of telecommunications service. 

Rural Telephone Bank stock was removed !com the rate base and 
included as pact of the capitdl structure. We used the company­
speci!ic debt and equity amounts, embedded cost of debt, and an ROE 
oC 11.50\ for determining the appropriate cost o! capital !or each 
company. The one exception was the determination of the cost o! 
capital for Vista-United. Because Vista-Unired filed a capital 
structure comprised of 100\ equity, it was necessary to use a 
hypothetical capital structure to determine the appropriate cost of 
capital for an efflcient provider of universal service . Consistent 
w~th our determination in Section V-8 or t.his Order, we shall 
require a relative capital structure o! 60\ equity and 4n\ debt, d 
cost of debt of 6 . 50\, and an ROE of 11.50\ to determine Vistd­
United's cost of capital. The return resulting from thcne 
assumptior.s represents an appropriate cost of c.>pil.tl tor an 
e!!icient provider of universal sc~vlce . 

Rt;;sult;s 

Table VI-1 shows the cost of basic local tcleconmunicauons 
service per access line per month as filed by the sma>l LECs, the 
cost after our modifications as described above , and tho cosl based 
on SCPM defaults. 



ORDER tiO. ?SC-99- 0069-f'OF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 238 

Table VI -1 : 
Compari s on or ~·u~ta : Kabedded Coat• va . Coat Proxy Hodel 

OCitcPANT • = •••o eon Pn accua LDII IICJM DtrlWL'tl 

r ,." ~y T , .... ec-.t .. l on I 

ALL'l'EI. s 41. 97 s 41 . 32 $ 66 . 37 

Fron~er $ 56 . 13 $ 44 . 30 $ 71.96 
--.-

G'l'C - Flor ala $ 49 . 81 s 42 . 18 $ '16 .l4 
• 

G'1'C - Gult $ 38 . 07 $ 33.0 s 64.69 
r 

G'1'C - S t . Joe $ 44 . 16 $ 38 . 99 s 66 . 8!1 
I 

ITS s 71.00 $ 65.50 $ 51 . 76 

No rthea.t s 65 . 39 s 55.43 s 55.39 

Qui ncy Js 44. 40 $ 42.81 $ 50.87 

Viata-On i ted $ 66 . 54 I s 63.)4 $ J I. 3( 

The amounts shown above in t ho column l<~beled "p••1 Comml:lston" 
are the results of using the small LEC ml'thodolo')y and out 
.td)u~trnents. Those al!IOunts ahou l d be rep.. ned as the 1'1~7 emt>t:tMed 
co:sto o! b.>Gic loc;ol t.elec.,....unicat.ionu service us1nq 'lou • ....,11 u:c 
sponsored ~thodol09Y · The a~ 1nts .tre based on ~~~7 costs. Co~ts 

change fron yea r to year, and t he grneral tromd has l·•·•·n ,, do•clln•• 
ln costs. Therefor e , t hese cost5 ahuuld b<· updatf'l 11n,1 revll'wcd 
Pelore any use is made o! the resultA. 

The elnbed de d cost methodology proposed by thr s"'o~ll l.EC:J .tnd 
ad)usted by us generally p r oduces " low•!r cost tor 1Ms1c lo•~dl 

service than the outputs o! the models . We beli"'''' that It J.s 
appropriate to us e the lowe r costs. It does not seem r••.Jsonilblc to 
provide the small LECs with more !inancial "upport thlln they nood 
ba:wd on embedded coat s . Pr oviding tho companies with morf' :wpport 
tha11 needed will not necessarily lncroaso compelillon 111 ttw hl<Jh 
cost .1reas. If the embedded costs o! the incumbent LEC ar<' lower 
than the costs o! a new e ntrant, then the incumbent LEC has a cust 
advantage and will be able to unde pr lee the new ent rM t .1nt1 II~" I y 
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keep out competition . Providing the same amount of support per 
access line to both the inc~bent LEC and the new entrant does not 
help the new entrant overcome any cost advantage o f the incumbent 
l.EC. 

The amounts do not represent jus t toe cost of basic local 
teleconununications service . The small LEC methodology does not 
separate out the costs of certain services such as call wa1ting and 
call forwarding . It al8o does not remove the costs for otner 
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 IJ of this Order . However, the small LEC methodology does 
generally produce lower costs than the proxy models. 

Conclusion 

Section 364 . 025( 4) (c) ~tates as follows: 

(c) ln determining the cost of providing 
basic local telecommunications service for 
small local exchange telecommunications 
companies, which serve less than 100,000 
access lines, the commission shall not be 
required to use the cost proxy model selected 
pursuant to paragraph (bJ unt i l d mechanism is 
implemented by the Federal Government tor 
small companies, but no sooner than January 1, 
2001. The commission shall calculate a small 
local exchange telecommunica~lons company' s 
cost of providing basic local 
telcconununlcat ions services based on one o( 
the follow1ng options: 

1 . A different proxy model; or 

2. A fully distributed allocation of embedded 
costs , identifying high-cost areas w1thin thr: 
local exchange area the company serves <lnd 
1ncluding all embedded investments ~nd 
expenses incurred by the company in the 
provis1on of univers ll service. Such 
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calculations may be made u~11nq tully 
di~tributed costs consistent with 47 C. r . R., 
sections 32, 36, and 64. The qeographic basis 
for the calculations shall be no smaller than 
a census block group . 

Therefore, for the purpose o! 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 di!ferenL than 
the one selected for th- three L&CS with 100,000 or greater acces~ 
lines. Upon consideration , we shall determine the cost of baSLC 
local telecommunications service for each o! the Florida LECs th~t 
serve fe wer than 100,000 acc .. ss lines using the embedded cost 
methodology proposed by witness Cuny, with the m:>dificAtions 
discussed above . The r esulting costs are shown below in Table 
VI- 2: 

19!17 Coata per 
Aaceaa L~n• 

c ..... y per Konth 

ALI.ftl. $41.32 

l'rontier $44 . 30 

G'l'C-I'lor.Ua $42 . 18 

GTC-GuU $33 . 43 

G'l'C-St. Joe $38 . !19 

ITS $65 . 50 

Northeaat $55 . 43 

Quincy H2 . 81 

Viata-Unit.ed $63.34 

As stated above, we wil l not use o different cost proxy model 
as Section 364. 025(4) (c), Florida Sl.:~tutos, permits. w ... wtll, 
howcv.,r, provide the results !or the t~m•lll LEC:t usu••1 Lhr• BerM I. 1 
cost proxy model with t he Comrisslon-ordcrcd input vdlues . There 
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was concern r~ised regarding the use of ~n embedded cost 
mctho'':>logy to determine !orward-looking costs for ur: • versal 
serv ce !or any local te lecommunications ~erv~ce provider, whether 
large or small. Therefore, we will provide to the Leglslature the 
results for the small LECs using the BCPM with it>. Cornmis~non­
ordered input values in Appendix B with our report . 

VII. CONCLUSION 

We have conducted this proceedlng under Chapter 120, <lorida 
Statutes, and the directives of Sect i on 364.D2~(41 (b) and (c), 
<lorida Statutes. We have based our decision o n the evidentiary 
record before us, the briefs of the parties, and the advl !jory 
recommendation of our start. We believe t hat our decision is 
consi~tenr with legisl~tive mandate. This Order wi ll be attached 
to the report that wo submit to the Legislature to satisfy our 
obligations under Section 364 .D25(4l (b) and (c), florida s::atutes . 

Based on the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the <lorida Public Service Cornm1ss1on ;hat the 
definition of basic local telecornmunicattons ~er 1ce referred to ln 
Section 364 .D25(4) (b), <lorida Statutes, is detincd in Section 
364.02(21, Florida Statutes, as voice-grade, flat-rate res1denual , 
flat-rate single-line business local exchange serv~ces wh1ch 
provide dial tone, local usage necessar y to place unllm~ted calls 
within a local exchange area, dual tone multifrequency dialing, and 
access to the following: emergency serv tces such as .. 911," .til 
locally available interexchange compan1.cs, directory ass1st·•ncc , 
operator serv1.ces, relay services, and an alphabetical directory 
list ing. It is further 

ORDERED that the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3. 1 
including the required modificationo spcct!ied 1n the body 
Order, i9 adopted pursuant to Section 364 . 02~(4) (b) , 
S~atutes . It is further 

taCPMl , 
ol this 
rtorida 

ORDERED that the costs of basic l oca1 tolecommunl.cat1ons 
9ervice calculated by the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3 . 1 !BCPHl , 
with the modifications specified in this Order , should be 
aggregated up to and reported at the w1 r e center level . It 1.s 
further 
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ORDERED that the input values for the Benchmark Cost Proxy 
Mode_ 3.1 (BCPHl, with the modifications specified in th.s Order, 
are adopted as found in Appendi x A to this Order. It is further 

ORDER~D that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc ., GTE F1orldd 
Incorporated, and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated shall use the 
Benchmark Cost Proxy Hodel 3. 1 (BCPMl, with the modifications 
specified in this Order, to establish their respective costs for 
determining basic local telec~~unications service . It is further 

ORDER~D that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., GT~ Florida 
Incorporated, and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated shall make the 
modifications to the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3 .1 !BCPMl and its 
input values specified in the body of this Order and prov tde the 
resu:ts to the Commission no later than January 12, 1999. It 1s 
further 

ORDERE:D that under Sect ion 364. 025 ( 4) (r) , Florida Sta t.ut.e:s, 
the embedded cost methodology, with adjustments a~ specified In the 
body of this Order. is adopted !or ALLTEL Florida, Visld-UniLed 
Telecommunications, Northeast Florida Telephone Company, frontlet 
Communications o! the South, Inc., TDS Telocom/Quincy. GTC Inc. , 
and ITS Teleconununications Systems. Inc., to determine those 
carriers• ~espective costs of providing baste local 
telecommunications service. IL is furt~er 

ORDERE:D that this docket is closed. 

By ORDER of the florida Public Service Commiss1on thts lin day 
o! January, liii· 

(SEAL) 

WPC 
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DISSENT 

Commissioner J. Terry Deason resp~ccfulty dissents (rom Lhe 
majority ' s decision to use an embedded cost methodology !or the 
small local exchange carriers to determine those carriers ' 
respective cost of providing basic local telccomnunication service. 
I believe that the Co~~isslon had three o~tlons available to lt 
when calculating the cost of basic local service: (1) use the same 
cost proxy model that is employed for the large local exchange 
carrierj : (2) use a different cost proxy model tor the small local 
exchan~ ~arriers ; or (3) use a fully distributed embedded cost 
study for: the small local exchange carriers . I believe that a 
uniform cost standard should be used for all local exchang~ 

carriers in any effort to faciliLate competition and encourage 
investment through the creation of a permanent, intr3state 
universal service funding mechanism. 
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«OTICE Of fURTHER PROCEEQINGS OR JUQIC!ot REVIEW 

The Flonda Public Service Commission i s required by Sect!vn 
120 . 569 (1), Florida Statutes , to not iCy partles of any 
administ ra t ive hearing or judicial r eview o( Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120 . 57 or 120 . 68 , Fl orida Statutes, as 
well as the procedur es and t ime limits that apply . This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests Cor an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought . 

Any par~:y adversely affected by the Commission' s final dCtion 
ln this matter may request : 1) reconsider ation of the decision by 
filing a motion for recon~ideration with t he Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumar d Oa k Boulevard, Tallahassc~. 
Florida 32399-0850 , within f i ft een (15) days of the issuance of 
this order in the form p rescribed by Rule 25- 22 . 060 , Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) iud icial review by the Florida Supreme 
Court in t he case of an elec t ric, gas or telephone utility or th•! 
f"! rst Digtrlct Court of Appeal ln th" co!IS" of a water .. nd/or 
~astewater utility by filin9 a notice of appeal with the Director, 
O~vision o! Records and reporting and filinq a r.opy of the notice 
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. Thts 
Ciling must be completed within thirty (30) days a(ter the issuancP 
o f thlu order , pursuant to Rule 9.110 , Florida Rules of Appellate 
Procedure . The notice ol appeal rnust be in th!' form spec ified In 
Rule 9. 900(a) , Florida Rules o! Appellate Procedure . 



TO: 

FROM: 

R£: 

M £ M 0 R A N p U M 

Jancary 7 , !999 

DIVISION OF RECORDS AND REPORTING 

DIVISION or LEGAL SERVICES tcox,Wtc:~~f/ 

1-7 F;l •C 

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP - Determination of the cos~ of baste 
local telecommun1.cat1ons service , pursuant to Section 
364.025, Florida Statutes. 

91'{- ODia'i- Eo F -7P 

Attached is a rin&l Order, with Appendix A only, tc be issued 
in the above-referenced docket . (Number of paqes in order - 441 ) 

WPC/slh 
Attachment 
cc: Division of Communications 
I:\696order .wpc 

OOCUM( li ' '•l'""~'~rll· DATE 

0 0 2 7 9 JAN -7 Bl 
rP5C Rf C~PO~ '"fPORTIHC 
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S.Otioo V•A : 

Account 

Motor Vehicles 

Aircraft 

Special Purpose Veh. 

Garage Work Equipment 

Other Work E.quipmont 

Buildings 

fu r niture 

0! !ice Support Equipment 

Company Comm. Equipment 

Gonl. Purpose Computers 

Digital Switching 

Operat or Systema 

Radio System.s 

Circuit-DDS 

Circuit-Digital 

Circuit-Analog 

Station Apparatus 

!..argo PBX 

Other Terminal Equipment 

!'olea 

Aorial Cable-Mot.allic 

Acrla 1 Cable-fiber 

Depreciation 

Lives 

7 .!> 

5.0 

7 . 0 

12. 0 

12.0 

40 . 0 

11.0 

10 . 0 

7 . 0 

~ .0 

13.0 

10.0 

9.0 

8.0 

8.0 

~ 0 

1;.0 

u. r 

b.O 

30.0 

19.0 

10.0 

Underground Cable-Metallic 23.0 

Underground Cable-fib'r 20.0 

Rate• 

Salvage Vi.llUI'll 

1!>.0 

50.0 

0.0 

0 . 0 

0.0 

0.0 

10.0 

0. 0 

10.0 

0 . 0 

0.0 

0.0 

(5 0 01 

0.0 

0 . 0 

(5 .01 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

(7S . O) 

(35.0) 

(3~.01 

(10 0 0) 

(10.01 
, .. -- - --

""' .. , h 
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Account 

Buried Cable-Metallic 

Bur l.ed Cable- f"iber 

Submarine Cablc-M.,tallic 

Submarine Cllble-riber 

lntra-Blg Net"k Cable-Met. 

Intra-Blg Net"k Cable-fiber 

Condui t 

l.1vcs S4lva9e 'Ia luos 

18.0 ( I 0. 0) 

20 . 0 (10.0) 

18.0 ( 5. 0 I 

20 . 0 (50 01 

20.0 (10 . 0) 

20 . 0 110 . Cl 

50 . 0 (10 . 01 

Section v-a: Coat of Money 

Dobl Ratio: 40\ ·-
Equity Ratio: 60\ 

Cost o! Dobl: 6.5\ 

Cost of £qu1ly: 11.5\ 

Overall Cost o! Capltal: 9. 5' 

Section v-c : T&J< Rat.ea 

State Income Tax 5.!>\ 

Federal Income Tax )~'i. 

Combined Federal ' State 38.571 
Income Tax 

Gross Receipts I . !>J\ 

Ad Valorem .90\ 

Other .30\ 
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APPENDIX A - CCIMISSION-OJ\DEREO INPUT VALOIS 

S.Ct.ion v-o: Support Structure• 

Sprint's Territory-Pole and Cuy Spacing and 
Relative Pole Units (feeder ' Distribution) 

Density Pole Spacing Guy Spacing Relative 
(in feet ) (in fe'lt) Units 

0 250 1500 6.00 

6 2 ... 0 1500 6.00 

101 250 1!>00 6.00 

?0 1 250 1!>00 6.00 

6!>1 150 1000 6. 6' -
851 150 500 3. 3) 

2551 150 !>00 3. 31 

~001 150 :.oo ) . 3) 

10001 150 500 3. ~) 

I':TEFL's Territory-Pole and Guy Spor.-1n9 and Re1attve Pole 
(Feodor ' Distribut ion) 

Density Pole Spocing Guy Spacing Rel.n 1 vu 
Cin feet) (ln [ectJ Unlts 

0 175 1750 10.00 

6 115 1750 10.00 

101 115 1750 10.00 

201 115 1150 10.00 

6~ 1 175 1'150 10.00 

851 175 1750 10.00 

2551 175 17!>0 10.00 

~001 115 1750 10.00 

10001 175 1750 1n.oo 

Polo 

Units 

role 
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BellSouth's Territory- Pole and Guy Spacing and Rela t ive Pole 
Uni ts (Feeder ' Dist r ibution) 

Density Pole Spacing Guy Spac.lng Relative Pol1• 
(in fee t) (in feet) 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 

851 150 500 3.33 
1-

2551 150 500 3. 33 

5001 150 500 3.33 

10001 150 500 3.33 
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Po lea, Anohora, anc1 Guy a 

Sprint's Territory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial Focdor 
Distribution 

Actl.Y1t)' k•• COlt. Den~lty &one3 0-6~0 
Per u.nl t 

C03t AdJuac...nt. In.Jtall•tlon l A.sa tqrwd 
Co:ttl Tolopi>on<o 

rol•• ,2~).00 H9LOO 301 

Anchor a ano Cuy:. t10~.27 $209.00 100\ 

Sprint ' s T~rr.tory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial Feodor 
Distribution 

Activity a...a. Co•t Den•lly Zor:Hl 6~1-8~0 
Pet unit 

Co•t. Adjuat.IMnt. Inntl'lllAt &on \ A.u1on~ 
Coat• Telopnonfl 

to laD G:~:..oo $?41 ~0 301 

Anchor-• and G>.Jy~ SI 0$.27 $2U'I ,, 1001 

Sprint ' s Territory - Nornal, Soft Rock, Hurd Aerial Feeder 
Distribution 

ActlvJ tv baoo Co•t O.uaHv 1.01\(ll:l 8~1>10001 

P•r unlt 
CoJt MJu•ONnt In au llat i,.n l A.JU lgnod 

Costa Telephono 

Pole a tl.$.00 529< •0 301 

Mchora atld Guya $10~. 27 209.00 100> 

--
And 

llo19hlod 
~-..unt 

Sl6<. 10 

S~2.l9 

$211.08 

and 

We!iQhl•'d 
A:oounl 

Sl6L70 

$0.14 

$211 •• 
and 

Wcioht•d 
A:s~ount 

Sl6C.'J0 

'" .29 

$258 0 91 
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APPZNDIX A - CCNa88IOli-ORDDm> I NPUT VALUES 

BellSov h' ~ TEFL' S Territory - Normal, Soft Rorl(, Hard Roc •. 
reod<:>r urad Die ribution 
:.c.ttvJ.t·, ~ ~· CoJt Dentay lul ... 0·(!.0 

Per unit 
Co•t .lldjwo~nl !Mt-•1 htlon \ ~>lQr.od 

Co.at• TQl~pt~o.n• 

Po lo a S229.U $141 II l•·•" 
AnchOtJ: and CUy.t $ 2t. U $72 .01 100\ 

BellSouth' s ' GT&FL' s Territory - Normal , son Rock, Hard Rock 
Feeder and Distribution 

A.;tlvi. t y e.u.e ~t O.na lt y iton• 61~-8!10 
Pwr unit 

Co•t AdJu•~nt. li'\Jit.•ll•Uon ' AsslqMd 
Colla Tulephone 

Pol•~ S229.U Sl6l.ll lt 88\ 

Ancho:-a •nd ~YJI s 28. 4 ~ $12.01 100\ 

BellSouth' s ' GTEFL' s Territory - Normal , sore Rock, Hard Rock 
Feeder and Dis t ribut ion 
Ar.ttv1ly B.t•• Co:n. O.n•tty ton• fl'tl-'>10001 

P•r unJt 
tA•t Ad)uetz*nt tn.t•llatlor. \ ..Us19n~ 

C.:OJt:t Tfllii!phon• 

Pole-" $229.19 U61.81 l9.U \ 

Anchors AnU Guya $ 28.4~ ' 72.01 100\ 

l't:rial 

Nolqktftd 
,.,:CCUI\l 

$156.2'1 

~16 • .,. 

'1.14. ~ .. 

Aerial 

Veiqhled 

'"""""' 
Sl~6.~1 

~1~ .01 

~111.)1 

Aerial 

Weiqht..d 
I\I:)QU.Ot. 

$1~6.21 

' 30.1 4 

$186 .)~ 
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APPDDIX A - CCNCISSIOM-OJU)&JIZD mPUT VALUJ:S 

BellSouth' s Territor y - Norm4l Feeder Condui t 

AJ.~i•lty .... Co.»t 0. n..s 1t y !.ct-e G 
,., root 
Ila!Allecl CO•t ' A..uvuy \ M•19r..rJ T•l•Jchl .. 

Ad)""'-"' 

Trenc.h ' 11. Cl H.OO ... 
&ockl lll 

ltockv Tre nch l. C7 0 n.oo 

D.ack~ 'T r•r\c:h 1. Cl 11.00 99 00 

... nd D1o Trench l. C7 2.00 99 00 

lor 1"9 ~l.tc 2 00 .. 
Cut 1 fl••tore IO. t l I 99.00 
A.tpl>o It 

C\at ' ••ator• ll. IC I oo ,..00 
COncrete 

Cut ' ~'••tore 1.28 2 00 #'f.OQ - 100\ 

1 
i 

tlwlQhl• j ~.l 

~~.~· 

~ 

I " 
IS 

LO: 

II 

ll 

16 

~M. l2 
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APPDDIX A - COIIfiSSIOK-OIIDDED rNPOT VALOIS 

BellSouth' s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit 

,.,uvhv B&.ae Coat Oenalt. y tone ti·AOO 
hr root 
t.n.ull.., Coat ' Act1., t 'I \ M•t-;r . .-d -=•l•r:.nor.• V• l9hUd Allo\.l.llt 

Ad Ju .. u .:NM. 

Trerw:h t. 
., 41 11 0 q, 0' . .2~ • 

a.ckt il. 

1\ocky Troncn 7.41 0 n oo 0 

&.cknoe Trend\ 1.41 11;,00 ·~.00 1.<1 

Kllod Cl9 Tr•nch 7.47 1 00 n.oo .. ~ 
lorlnq ~).,. ; 0 ,, ,o.., I.C.7 

C..at ' '••tor• 10 t1 .. t> . OO 
., •• 

Aopt\<1 It 

CUt ' Peator• ll u 1 0 l'i.OO 26 
Cc.ftt:r•t• 

Cut ' '••tore 1.21 . ' •. oo Ito 
DOd 

1001 :08.!.1 

BcllSouth'l! Territory - Normal Feeder Conduil 

Art.oiP)' S.ae Coat . ,, t)' ! t.--.ntt 1Cl · .o00 
~r root 
lr..-tdlN Coot \ Ac:llVUf ' A..uq!Wd T•l•~..t..c n• W••9''ot..CS ~t 

Adj\Ut8eftt 

Trenc.n 4 $7.41 4• .oo .. 0 ,). 40 

llaokCIII 

Jlc ~y ':r•r~ h l, 4l ' ti . C..v 0 

twu;:khc>e T' •nch 7.47 JO uo 1~.00 2.21 

K.and Dlq Trench , 41 •. "f t, (.O )1 

eortnQ ~3 t 4 4 ) J!I ,(JQ 2. 14 

•• • Jt••~ c r• I ,, ~ uv ,. 00 - ~ · 1\Jpllalt 

ut • Jleau .re ll , lC 4 .oo ... ~ ,.,. 
•• ' ~'~••t o r ... •·a• • D ,, c . 41 

·• 
IQOI 0; ,_ .. 
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BellSouth' s Territory - Normal f'oeder ConduiL 

A4:Uvhy ... COil t • h •t ty :.or .• :o: t.:.o 
Per r oot 
lnatallod coot ' Af.'t\ Vl\.y ' A.:u.tvnod T•lttphon• 

M j u.otaeftl 

Tronc:h ' "·" n .oo ~1.00 

lloctt Ill 

ft.ocky Trench '·'' 0 ,, 0< 

a.c~ Tr•n• ,,., )) • •• 
lUnd 01? Tron,:h ,,., l c<O ~j ,( 

Dor ifto? ~l.U • 9~ 

CUt ' Jleatore IO.tl I 00 9'1 .01 
AopMi t 

Cut 4 ReaLor• 13. 14 .oo 91J.W" 
concrete 

CUt ' f4eator• 8.28 1~.00 9'i.C J 

Sod 

1001 

BellSouth' 11 Territory - Normal feeder Conduit 

Act tvuy O.•• CoaL O.n11ll'1 Zone 6~1·2~!.0 
he root 
tnat•lled Coot ' AetiWHy \ A.u t •It tod Tei..,..-1'.-: ·• 

AdlUI~f\t 

Trench 4 n.4l 11 " lloc H II. 

, , ~•Y Tr • \Ct, 7. 47 0 ~· 
114 c khcA Tunc" , ., 10.00 ,. 

llond 019 Tro , 47 •. oo ,., to 

BotlnrJ 53.94 2.00 qq. r. 0 

Cur ' ,.,..tOl" 10 ,, 1 I, ' "~ 00 
Aapn•lt 

r•ut ' Jte•tor • 1).14 11.00 , .. ~0 
~onctete 

Cut ' Jil•atore 1.21 so .oo '11 uo 
~ 

IOU\ 

\fel llhl•d AMount 

H ~1 

• .. 
lJ 

2 14 

81 

91 

•• 
u 9Y 

... Jt•t~ Aa)urlt 

l1 

. .2 .. 
I 

I 41 

l ~· 
•; 

~· 
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APPZNDIX A - caoaSSION-ON>IlR&D INPUT VlU.'JKS 

Be llSouth' s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit 

A.c:ttvlty a.,. Co•t r..r· . .JHy tcu ~~~: ·lOOO 
Per root 
ln .. .all.cs Coat ' A.cUwlty ' A.l~l'ln.d t.: .. , ~iOf"•• V• 1 •If•~ .-.I "-Dunt 

Ad).a~nt 

Trench 4 n.H ).00 H s ~ J1 

llockt111 

Rocky Trench 1.41 0 n. 0 0 

DAc:knoo T..-onc:h 1.41 :o.oo t?. JO 1. 48 

llond DIQ Tre..rw:h 1.41 1.00 ,,00 0 \~ 

BoUn.q ~).94 14...00 ·~-00 tJ.tll 

CUt & P•atore IO.t1 l~ 00 ·~· . • ... 71 

Alpl\o It 

C\lt ' ••store 1) 14 10.00 ·~-
1. fO 

Cone ret• 

CUt 4 Re.store 1.21 1 •• .·1 

SOd 

100 \ sa. H 

Bell South ' a Territory - tlormal feeder Conduit 

AI: U• It y .. _..Coat C~n• t t y Zone >lDOOO 
Per root 
Jn•t•ll~ Co•• ' Aeuvuy t A.utqn•d Telttph. ··• ""''9tl•"j ~.t .... , ......... , 

Tcen.:ft ' n.o I.C ~·· '' 0 .. 
Bilek till 

Rocky Tt•nt:h .,.n D 'j!Y,OU 0 

u .. r·kho. Tr•r.ct. 1.41 l ~- 00 9~.00 1.11 

llor..s [119 Tr•n•·n 1.41 ~.on q.,, Q( -~9 

Borin? ~).94 H .00 ·~ ~ 14 

:ut ' fttttlt .,. IO.n lJ .uv 'oot 00 l 

Mp·w.:t 

CUt ' .... tl ,. ll.l4 10,00 •• 00 l.£1 

con.o·ut• 

Cut .... ~..,,. 1,28 ).00 .. ,.oo .H 
~OoJ 

1001 ,u, 14 
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A.Pl'DIDIX A - CZSOSSION-oJU>DI:D DfPt1T VlU.OES 

BellSouth 5 Terri t ory - Normal Distribution Conduit 

Act1v1ty &.aae Cott oonslty Ion. 0·~ 
Per f oot 
lno~alled COtt I Activity I ....,,l9nO<l Tetllphttn• Waiqhted A.'!WMnt 

A.d Sua t Mnt 

Trencn ~ $1.11 87.00 ~Q,OO c, .. u 
!lac~ II II 

Rock y Tr•r,c:h 1.41 0 •• 00 

S.ckt.o. TJ: er..ch 1.41 •. " ,,, ,. . ' 
ttand tllQ Tr•t.,..n 141 2 v .. I • 

loclnq )).,1 2 Ou ~· l 

CUt ' , •• uae 10.,1 1. f\11 , . " "'P'>&It 

Cut 4 .,,.,ltlre IJ.U 1.01 ., 00 11 

Conctettt 

C\lt ' fl411ttore 8.28 1.00 ftfJ.O " Sod -
1001 JI.H 

BellSouth' a Terr i t ory - Normal Distribution Conduit. 

N:tlvlty .... CO..t •·~·•1 t 1 Z.c•"'• .. -100 
Par root 
lr..n•llect COot I ~tlYily ' lu•ll~..l ':'•l•J:.f'>.lfa.• .... • ; ht .-d Aa:tutl ' 

AdJu•c.ant 

Trend\ ' $1 Cl 11 .• , .co 1) . .. ~ 

e.cc tlll 

' '-Y Treroch 1 Cl ft 9· 0 

a.cknc4 Trench 1.41 u.oo Cf<J.OI l. 4' 
H•nd 019 Trench 1.41 2.00 ~ •.oo I'· 

Oor lno ~).91 1.00 _'!(• 00 I "' 
Cut 4 ft•atorr 10.91 2.00 ~9 00 n 
AAlf1h•lt 

Cut ' l!.oatore ll u 2.00 ••• 00 ;·., 
C··· ,.,. 
,, 6 fl••' O Ut • 21 2.00 .. ' ... 

.>J 

1001 u.~l 
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APPZJIDIX A - COIOCISSION-ORDEREO INPUT VALIJJ:S 

BellSouth' s Territory - Normal Oistrlbution Conduit 

M't.hHty Ba•• Cott O.n.»tty z.,.,,.. 101-200 
Per root 
ln•ulled Coat ' Jv;ttv1ty ' AaalqntKi TehphoM 'f• 10hl•d A."fl< ·· .t 

Adju~OMnt 

Trench l "·" GO.OO ·~.00 ~c.u 

Boe~tl ll 

Jtocl(y Tr•nch 1.41 0 99.00 0 

S.cld'i« .. 1'ren( t1 1.41 " 0 ,, lh I. Jl 

Rand 019 Tren.:h 1.n ~. 
, •• )l 

IIOC:tl? ~,.,. ;; . ,,00 I " 
Cut ' Jl••tore 10.91 ~.o. ., Q, " Aof!Mlt 

CUt ' P..ttcre ll.U • •• 00 ~2 

Concr•t• 

Cut ' R•uat~t• 1.21 ' 00 "' 00 
<9 

50(1 

10 ·• ~8.1~ 

Bell South' ll Territory - llormal Oiatribu~ton Conduit 

.\ct&VSty a.ae CO•t C."-ntlLy ton• 201-t.~O 
Per root 
lnauHed Con ' A--;ttvtt, • A•ul~r,.s T•t•P'• ... " •' Jt,t"l.l ~· 

ltdju..~nt 

':'r•r.cr. 4 n n · ~ . oo " J II ' 
~··ktl.l 

'-Oe~y trer.ch 1.41 0 '. ' 
aee(.hoe Tren<:t. 7. 0 1> 00 ,,,C' I . ' 

ti.Arw2 01? 'tr•nch 7.47 , 0 ~ .. c..· .. 
!lot In~ ~l .U • 0 .,11 .ua " 
Cut 4 lleltore 10." • oo ~-, 00 ,, 
o\aph<oll 

CUt ' Fteetor• 1).14 ' 00 '',1. 0(1 t l 

Con•: ret• 

C..t ' "••t.or• '·'' IO 00 -.. on .. 
S•A 

100\ J'l, ,~. 
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APPJDIDIX A - CQiaSSION-OIUl&RED INPUT VALOI!S 

Bell So th's Territory - Normal Dlstubution Condu •• 

Ac-t lvttv .... Colt loen11 t y trx;• b~l-l'!t"• 

Per root 
lnat.•lled Coot ' 1\dj.atmoon\ 

AcLivlty ' ~119ned Tol•Pfion• WetQM•rt 

Trenc.h l $1.0 co.oo ,.,j. 00 
Bactc!ll J 

Jtoc:ky Tr•~h 1,41 n.oo 
a.c~ Trench l.C1 ' ~· tt r'1 

IWicl Dlq T r•r II l.C1 ~" ' 9 I ' 

Bort.~ ~]. ,. 1.00 " ' 
CUt ' fl'en ore 10.9l I) .. , 
Asptwl! t 

Cut ' ll:eltc-re 1),14 ,, ,. 
ec...-.crete 

Cu< ' R•ator• 8.28 20.00 " 00 
Sod 

1001 

BellSouth ' s Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit 

Act1v1ty 14Jf" CO•t O.nUt;· :.one 2!i~l·IOOOO 
Per toot 
I n• t.• ll tH.1 con I A.·ttvlty ' "'"•1•1f..ti>4 T•l•('tll(>r,e ·· ·~htf'J 

Ad)UIU~iehl 

Tcen.ch 4 tl C1 . , •. oo 
S.ekt 111 

Jll:ocky Tr•r.ch l ,., 0 ,~.C)O 

&.:u;t.f'!l.·,. Tr...nct. l,C1 a .. ••.oo 
l!orwi Dlq frun ·h 1,47 e.o.n , .• 00 

Borlnq ~l.9C I~ 00 II co 

CUt ' .... t Q(tt 10 u -:•, vu ., I 
' 

Mpt1.-.lt 

Cut & ll:ettor• I).U 10,00 ~~ .00 

cone: rete 

CUt & P•lt •u• ••• 1.00 •• ' 
SOO'l 

I Del 

'-""ount 

>2.96 

0 

·2 

.cc 

I.Cl 

1 -4! 

l. ~' 

I 61 

,. ,, 

;\IW)Ufjt 

• Jl 

0 

I Cl 

• •. J 

• Ul 

• 11 

• 
fl 

Ill 1' 
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APPI:IIDIX A - COUCSSIOH-ORDDED IKPOT VALUES 

BellSoulh' S Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit 

o\.ct1Yity a.ee co~t O.n..shy&on. >10000 
r~r root 
rnel.ellod con ' Aet.t.Yity \ A3eloned T4l opnon• 

Ad )uat...nt. 

Trer~l1 • $1.fl l 0 ~' 
l'o·,kf, II 

l'oelc'y Trencn 1.41 0 91. •10 

S.cltboe Tr•nrn 1.47 1'· .00 '~ 1(0 

tland DlJ ':'r•r 1.41 t ... 
&orlnq ~).94 I ~· 
CUt ' "••tote 10.91 J).OO 99.0 

"""""''' 
CUt ' ... tOCf'l IJ. U 21.00 H 
Cor.erete 

CUt ' Roatortt s.2a ).00 ,,.co 
Sod 

100\ 

VUIQhted "'""'u,nt 

s ,z 

0 

I. II 

~' 
~ J• 

).~" 

) 6' 

2~ 

"' H 
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APii'ENDIJt A - OCIPCSSION-ORDEREI> IliPOT VALOZS 

BellSouth' s Territory - Buried feeder Cablo 

lo.c't Lvlty S.te co~t O.M it '/ %.oM' 0·"· 
•·•r root 
lnttal.l•d COot ' Adjutt:M-nt 

Aetlvhy \ A.nLQn.O T• le~1hOn~'~ 

P~•at Sl .O, " 00 91.00 

"""~V l'lO"' ).06 0 99.00 

Tr•nc:h ' ) .06 0 99 c0 
&oc Uli I 

ll~'ky Tl"•n~h J.O, 0 •• 
aac~ -:-,.,,, r. ).06 0 ,.cC 

Ke.nd Dl) Tren.·t. ).06 ,.a. 
8on C'•bl• 2).~0 ., O• 

("U•I• llP"t i "'II 26.U 0 " 0• 
C:..bl• 

CUt ' lt~Jt on 6.01 I 00 99.00 
Mpt\.flih 

CUr ' "•»hllfl' 8.90 I 00 ,.00 
Concreto 

CUI ' ~StOUt • •• o 7 00 99 c 0 
Sod 

I ' 

Mo LOht.~ IIIM\In L 

11 t I 

0 

0 

n 

• -
0 

' 

• f!t; 

.r• 

ID 

H 
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JU'PKNDIX ~ - czs=ssiON-ORD&R&D INPOT VALtnS 

Be llSouth' s Terr itory - Buri ed feeder Cable 

A..:tiYlty .... COlt O.n1ity lone 6.·100 
f e r root 
IMUIIod Con ' Act lvity \ ~alQn.d TelephOne WelqM .. J NIO .. nt 

M j llOt.ont 

PI"" U .06 " 00 " r• s:. ll 

lloco~ Pl c·"' ],0, 0.00 .. ·~ 
, 

Tre nch ~ ].06 10.00 ., ' .)0 
S.o~OII 

Jtoc:~y Tr•ach ] . 06 •• 0 

a.ckhoe Tr•nc..._ ].06 ~.ct ··~ 
.IS 

t'And Ol? Tr•n4:h 3.06 1.00 ., 0 0) 

Bore C.ble 23.$0 o.co ,.,00 0 

1'"\u h P l pe & l'ull 26 .96 o.oo ~·1 00 0 
Cable 

cut ' J4aator• o .O l 2.00 ltl).GO • 1l 

Aaph~.t lt -
Cut 4 R•Uote 8.90 • 00 .~ 0~ 1ft 

Cone1•t v 

C\ll ' ~'••t.t:o~re • •• o 2.00 " 00 .10 
SOd 

I " ' ' '· =. 
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APPJI!H!)IX A - CCMCISSION-<lRDE.RED INPUT WU.OES 

Bell South ' s Torritory - Buried feeder Cable 

Activity Baae Co.st Oonolly Zono 101-200 
Per root 
ln..5Ulled Coot \ Actlvlty ' ~51qn.O T•lephono 

Ad j u.~ur.ent 

Plow $3.06 60.00 99.00 

R<Xky Plow 3.06 o.oo 99 . 00 

Troneh ' ).06 10.00 99 . 00 
a.eH ill 

lloc;ky Tr•nch ].06 o.oo 99.00 

B•ckho• Tranch 3.06 6.00 99.00 

H•nd Dig 'rre!.nc:h 3.06 ~.00 99.00 

Bore Cable 23.50 •. oo 99.00 

I'Uoh Plpo 4 Pull 26.96 1.00 99.00 
C4blo 

Cut t Aonoro 6.01 ~.00 99.00 
A.optuol t 

C'ut. '- PeJ:to~e 6.90 4.00 99.00 
c~mcr•t• 

CUt 4 R~~tsto:-t: 4.80 6.00 .,.00 
Roo 

100\ 

Vei;M•d ~t 

~LIU 

0 

. lO 

0 

.18 

. I) 

10 

21 

.lO 

n 

.. ~ 

'4.J6 
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APPENDIX A - =a·asSION-OlU>EJUW INPUT VJU.UES 

BellSouth' s Territory - Buried feeder Cable 

Ac:t1v1ty a 4e Cost O.n•tty 1oM 201-o~o 
Per root 
tn,-uUod Coot l Ac:tivHy \ Mstonod T9l 'Ophon• 

1\djustaent 

Pl<W U.O£ 33.00 99.00 

Rocky Plow ).06 0.00 99.00 

Trorw:h ' ).06 20.00 99.00 
BackC! 11 

P,')C~y ir-ene:.:.._ ).06 o.oo 99.00 

S.Ockhoe Troneh 3.06 10.00 99.00 

Ra.nll Diq Tr(lnQ.h: ).06 ).00 99.00 

Sore C!tb1• 23.)0 c.oo 99.00 

Pu.ah Pipet ' "") ) 26.96 ~-00 ~.9.00 

C.bl• 

CU\. ' R•acore 6.01 8.00 19.00 
IUphalt 

Cut ' RoDtor• 8.90 1.00 99.00 
CU\.Cret• 

CUt ' fle•Loro 4 .80 10.00 99.00 
Sod 

100\ 

W•IOhl«< Amount 

01.00 

0 

.61 

0 

.30 

.09 

.9) 

I.J) 

••• 
.01 

. <8 

~~.&1 
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APPENDIX A - caoasSION-OJUlERBD INPUT VALU!S 

BellSouth's Territory - Buried Feeder Cable 

Activity Baao cost OeNii t y l.ot\4 ~~~-a~o 
Per root 
Inatall •d COot ' Ac:tJ v lty \ ~119n.d T•lophone 

Ad}uJt.Joont 

Plow Sl.06 1~ .00 99.()0 

Rocky Plow ).06 0 . 00 9:1.00 

Trer.ch • ).06 26.00 99.00 
B•e -..! Ul 

Rocky Trench 3.06 0.00 99.00 

O..ekhoe TrenCh ) .06 11.00 99.00 

U4nd Oiq 'i'n·nch ) . 05 6.00 ,.00 
Bore C..})le 2J.SO 2.00 99.00 

Pullh Pl!'<' ' P\111 26.96 ~.oo ·~.00 
C.bl• 

Cu\. • RoOcSt;oc• G.Ol 1.). 00 -;·;. 00 
AOJ).'>41< 

CuL & ~'toe• 8.90 12.00 99.00 
Concrete 

CUt ' Ab.at0[(' 4.80 1().00 9$.CO 
!loO 

100\ 

llol Qhtod """"'"t 

I . 4~ 

0 

.H 

0 

.33 

.18 

.41 

1 ll 

.H 

1.06 

. 46 

$!>.81 
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APPENDIX A - c:atHISSION-oRDERED INPUT w.LU!!S 

BellSouth' s Territory - Buried Feeder Cable 

Activity Sase Cost. Oonalt.y tono B~t-10000 
~r f"oot 
In.stallod Co• t \ Actlvlty ' AaslQ~ Telephcn• 

fodju....,t 

Plow $3.06 0 1 99.001 

l<oety Plow ).06 0 99.00 \ 

Trench ' 3.06 ~ 99.001 
84ckCU I 

Roc\y ire.nch ).06 0 99.001 

a.c~ T:·•nch ).0, 20 99.001 

HU!d Dig Trtmeh 3.06 8 99.001 

Bore Cablo 2).50 ~~ 99.00\ 

"""h p 1"" ' Pull 26.96 0 99 .00t 
c.!> I• 

CUt ' tt.!ltor• 6.01 2~ 99.00t 
""ph• It 

CUt 4 lle3t0h' 8. 90 20 9~. OOt 
COI'lt"r"l'll.t-

Cut 4 R43t.Oro 4.80 1 ~9.001 

Sod 

1001 

V41Qht•d Al!llou.nt 

'0 

0 

.I) 

0 

• 61 

.24 

) .. ' 
0 

1.49 

I..,. 
)) 

,8.07 
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APPDIDIX A - CCMO'SSI ON-ORDZJU:D IIWO'l' VALU!S 

llellSout h' s Ter ritory - Buried Feeder Cable 

Activ!ty Uu• con Den.lity Zone >10000 
Per root 
lnsull• d CO a< ' Activity \ ~slqn.d ~el~phon• 

1\dju.U.nt 

Plow $3.06 01 99.00\ 

Rocky Plow 3.06 0 ,.001 

Trt;tnch ' 3.06 l 9~.00\ 

Back..! ill 

Rocky Tanch 3.06 0 99.001 

U.,.kn04il t ,.-onch J.06 I) 9,.001 

HAr.d 019 Trench 3.06 9 99.001 

Bore CAbh 23.~0 10 99.00\ 

Puat\ Pipe ' Pull 2'-" 0 99.00 \ 
C.blo 

CUI ' Aeatort- ~.01 u .. 9 .. 00\ 
Aopl\alL 

CUt ' Roltore 8.90 28 ~9.001 

Concrete 

Cut 6 R.clltOI"O 4.80 ) !l'i .. OO' 
Sod 

1001 

W'e1qht.-d ~t 

'0 

0 

0~ 

0 

- · ~ 
.:-. 

2 )) 

0 

l . Jlo 

. ,, 
14 

Sl.6~ 
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APPDIDIX A - CONKISSION-<>RDDED IliPUT VALOIS 

Ele llSOULh' s Territory - Buried Otstrtbullon Cdble 

N::tlV1ty e.ae Coa t O.n.tlty z., •• o-~ 
Pe r toot 
l nntllttd C.oat \ A<llvlty ' A,l'l iQneu T•l•J,ot1on~ 

Adj ... - n\ 

Plov $).06 u.o, , u.r,. 

llocky 1·1~ ).06 O,lin ~· 001 

Trench ' ).06 I ,. • 
O.c kf 111 

llocky T' e...,i .. ).06 ' 
, .. • 

a.c~ Trenc-h ).06 ' . " Ot \ 

Kand 019 ':'llf't h ).06 ' •• ft • • 

8or• C• uJe 13.)0 ' .... I 

Pwl\ ,,.,. • l'ull 21>.!6 Vf CHH 
CAble 

CUt ' tteuoc• 6.01 I ,fJU <(t·•.u '' 
MphA t t 

CUt i MeJt.ore 8.90 I 00 .,1.0(1 ' 
Cone ret. • 

C\it ' Jt•nor• c 10 ,. • 
110<1 

• 

-
W•lqM-••1 ~Ur!t 

'· ~) 

0 

z• 

~ 

' 
D 

0~ 

09 

.09 

S I.C4 
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BellSouth' s Territory - Buried Olat r ibut. ion Coble 

A.cuv1ly 0..11 COal llotmsn y Zon.-· ~-100 
Pee root 
In•ta l l~ Coat I Ac:l.lYi.tV ' A621qn.a Tol~phon• 

Ad)u•U•nt 

1•1 Dll f).06 80,001 ,g.OO\ 

'-Oc~y Plow ).06 0 •t.OO I 

TreMh ' ) 06 II ?9.00\ 
S.ckflll 

,.~_ty Trer. .. ) .. , ~ •~ n ,, 

S.c1cJ\n.4. Trend. ).0, l H . I 

H41nd 01.9 Tre~h 3.06 t'f. 01 ' 

llor• -ole 2).~ 0 ' ' · vO\ 

Push r•tpe ' 
C..l'>l• "'"" 11 

26.96 0 'i:1.00 t 

r-
cut ' Jo\e:nore 6 .01 l '•!"· oo• 
Aaph•lt 

Cut ' l-l~tllOie 0.90 • ttQ, Ofl\ 

C•lftet•t • 

CUt ' Penor• 4.80 ' ~9.001 ,.... 
lOCI 

W•lQhtlct ~IJnt 

11 l'· 

• J I 

I 

" ,, 

'I. 

I 

o• 

$I I C 
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APPENDIX A - COMNISSION-ORDI!:BED INPUT \?.LUES 

BellSouth' s Territory - Buried Distribution Cable 

Act.1vity &4•• Ce•t O.n•lt)t tone 101·200 
Pot root 
ln.,ullecs COot ' .O.Ctlvlt~ ' ~ti9n0d Telophon• 

Adju.atme:nt. 

Ptt.~ $) 06 69.001 99.001 

Rocky PlCMo' J.06 0 99.001 

T:ench l J.06 11 99.00\ 
Boc~fill 

r-..ocky T:e:nch 3.06 0 99.001 

B.Ack.ho4 Trench ).06 ) 99.001 

!land Dl9 Trench 3.06 0 9!.001 

Bore Cable H.SO 1 99.001 

PUoh Pipe ' 
Coblo 

Pull 26.96 I 99.00\ 

CUt; 4 1\eato.r:• •• 01 ~ tt.oo' 
1\a"pMlt 

CUt: ' Rutore ••• 0 • tt.OO\ 
Cone-rete 

Cut ' b•tore c.ao 6 U.OO\ 
SOd 

100\ 

Vetqhttfd 1\r.Jr.nmt 

" . 
~1.0) 

0 

.H 

0 

.09 

0 

.2l 

.26 

... 

.JC 

.21 

S3.8J 
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BellSouth ' s Territory- Bu r i ed Distribut ion Cable 

Ae'- lvtty S..•• Coat bltn.tl t y I-01\41 201-6~0 
P•r Toot 
tnatt ll•d Coat ' 1\ctlv lty \ ~o~qn~d Tel~phond 

M juot=ent 

PI v $3.06 21.001 95.001 

11<-<;ky Pl.,.. 3.06 0 99.w~oo~ \ 

Tt~·neh ' 3.06 30 5~.001 

[ .. , dill 

• ·t."/ '!':eMtr 3.06 A 59.0C I 

&.ckboe !' r•n.·l 3.06 ),• n.CO I 

H•rvJ DiQ Tnn'"'' 3.06 l 99.0~ · 

Bot• Cabl• 23.~ • " OC I 

l>uth Pip<> ' Pull 26.96 ~ ,,0111 
C<lble 

Cut I Root OH1 6.01 9 9'J.V0l 
1\.sr.tu•l c. 

CIJt ' P-es~ o:~r• 8 90 7 " IN 

Conrtet• 

Cu1 4 flft11.0I~ 4 .80 10 9 't.OCU 
I 

1001 

W"lqhtf'l..t 1\I!IQunt 

$.(.1 

0 

u 

,. 
. o~; 

.90 

I l• 

H 

•• f ., 

" 
~~.t.t. 
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BellSouth' s Te r rito ry- Buried Distribution Cable 

A.ctiV1 t.y o.. •• Colt Dnnd t y Zona 6~1 -2~~0 

Per root 
l nate lltld C<>lt \ Ac\lvtty I Au ton..,, T• htf !h .no 

Ad)uat.ment 

Plow 1).06 •o 00 \ 99.00\ 

Rocky PI"" 3.06 ~ 99.001 

Trench ' 3.06 20 ~9.00 1 

llac:kf' 11 

Rocky Tr• nch 3 .06 ~· ·I 

a.c~ Tr • r,th 3.06 2 4'fQ.('!'I• \ 

H.and Olo Tr• • =~ 3.06 t ~1 I 

Dote C•bl e 13. 50 . J9.01..t 

Pu!lh Plpe ' 
C.b!e 

Pull 26.96 ~ ~9.00• 

Cut L P.t~at.oa e ,,01 I l 1J9.0Dl 
AI ph• It 

Cut ' H•ttt.ortt 8 .90 12 qq 001 
Cor.cut flo 

CUt • R•n or• <.80 n .. 01 \ 
Sod 

IDO l 

W•&fJhlfld A.tlw:l\.ln\ 

. ~' 
c 

~9 

. 

.t6 

a 

· ~ 
1 l•l 

. -,~ 
I. 01 

IJ.: 

~ · . ' 
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APl'ENDIX A - eotMISSION-OROJUUtD rNPUT VALOIS 

BellSouth' s Territory- Buried Dis t r ibution Cable 

Aet lvity S.•• Co.st Dcln.- 1 t y tonft 2~~1·10000 
P•r- fOot 
:nmtollod Co• t ' Act\Ylty • Aa,:qned T•l•pnQnft 

Adjuauoon~ 

P1ov $3.06 0 99 00 \ 

Rc>cky Plow ) .06 0 99 00\ 

"trench ' ).06 ~ ,,_oo• 
S..ck!l11 

Rocky Trttnch 3.06 0 99.00' 

Backhoe Tr~ncf\ ).06 19 ., 00\ 

Hctnd Olq 7r•nch ).06 8 '}It Oat 

Bore Cable 2).50 1$ q9.001 

Pu.Jh Pipe ' Pull a.96 0 ·}·,,OOl 
C..ble 

Cut. • lt•:tt.or• a.o1 ., ')?.00 , 

h>plull < 

(oJl ' k4:~tor• 1.90 20 ,.,, . oo• 
Cone rote 

CUt ' P•:~ tor• c.to 8 99.001 

'od 
100\ 

Wei~M4KS -nt 
s.o 

0 

.1~ 

0 

.~6 

.2C 

) l8 

0 

. l .. 
I .,1 

.)1 

$1.84 
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Bel lSouth ' s Territory- Buried Distribution Cdble 

Uvlty .... Co.Jt O..~o•lt y :or.. ) : 0< 

l'u root 
lneulled Con ' Ad1Vlty • M1tqnt:td Tolot•l• .,. 

old''-'•t.Mn\ 

Plow 1].06 o• .~ oo• -
~ ..c Plow ).06 0 <t •0 0 -
':":· • ).06 ' n • 
o. . f I • 

- . y 't :t cl· ).06 Yl \ 

"·~"r . .,.. tr• • ).06 •• • •• 0 • 

·· ~~ 1 D•-J -:1• l .06 • ,, ·• 
b(; rt~ ~-..t•lt· 23.~0 I •• ' 
I .. ,,. l'11 • • h• 16.96 + • to n ..... 
I.~U ~ • t<••lllt.•••· G.Ot ,, •• ••• 
J\.o:;·r, ' '' ,.,., .. .. ... , . Cl ,. 8.90 •• ... " ' 
• toht'Jf'l.tJ 

•• ~- l • • • 10 ' •• • 
I 1' ,, 

"·t~htftd All'loi.Hil 

;) 

• 

.. 
• • 

. .. t. 
" 

\ '~'1 

! 

.. 
s .. 
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BellSouth' s errltory- Soft Roclc feeder Condun 

Act1VU.y U..•• co,t Cwtn•tl.y ,...,.. 0·~ 
f'er root 
lnat..tlled Coat ' ltctivl\.y ' Aa•IQU!td T• J ._,,hon• 

M 'u.tt.ent 

Tun~h • u.u ~.00\ ~' 101 
P•c~rlll 

P.o ·ky 'Ttf'nrh 1 n 29.00\ " 00\ 

S.r-...r.~ Tr•r. "' l n ~2 ' " · >0\ 

Har.J Dlq Tr•nch 1,41 S.OO\ 99.00\ 

~ rln~ ~).,. ~ 00\ .,, "' 
Cut c P•nore 10., I 0 ' ,.,.c~~~ , 

A'Jpt\al t 

'- t.Jl ' fi••~ou J. U l 0 ' 
,, 

.~o• 
~~-rete 

Cut 4 f'o:ttclte 8.21 1 00\ , ., 001 
:;.,,j 

100\ 

Bell South's Territory Soft Rock feeder Conduit 

lw.: tt ., J.l i" a.ae CO•t O.nrity :one t•lOO 
t-•r root 
Snat•lled Co•t ' ~ttvlty ' ~·l~~Ad ~·t•phor.• Ad)u.ataent 

~r•n<-h 1o P.U .,, { "' •·· oo• 
~·'k!ll: 

• ._i' Tt1.r. ·t. 1 n )' ' t11,CO • 

1\41cktwe Tt•r,•:h l ., · ~.00 \ ~~.00\ 

~·.an.-1 01? fr•nch. 1 n • ' ·~tt.OO\ 

I'- • I I fi,.J ~).,. J 00\ ., ;,oo• 

Ol • li••toa• 10 9l 2 00\ ,~.001 

Asphalt 

C:..~t 4 ~«!!ature IJ .1 4 2 00 1 ~I. CO l 
C••hl IOl•l 

,, ' lt4-at .,., • 21 00\ ,.001 
~ 

1001 

tf•H IIfl f •H1 Amo\lfll 

' Jl 

1 I' 

l . .... 

)l 

l.'-1 

II 

I l 

I• 

,9. 8 J 

V• iqt,t•S ~n~ 

. I 

' . 
), l, 

' 

lo UJ 

... ... 
. :t 

.ll 

11 •• ., 
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APPI:IIDIX A - CtiiUSSioti-OIU>IPED INPOT VALOZS 

BellSouth' s Territory- Soft Rock feeder Conduit 

A.et1" 1 t y .... Co•t o.nuty Z·ifi4 101·100 
Fer Foot 
lnotoll.., CO•t ' At:t.lvtty I ~olQnod Tolophono Wo 1fJhr n•1 .1\moJUM 

Adj\lat.Mnt 

Trench ' n.n ~.OC. \ ~9.00 1 ~ Jl 
o.:u:krl11 

I'Oet y Trench ,_., )~ 00\ ~9.0 I . ~· 
a.ckboe Tren.c 7. 41 11 ' I , I i ll 

HA,_, Dl•J :-,.,.. h 1.41 • . n- ' 99.0~1 J> 

llot.Ulq H.gt ) •• ~' ' •• 
CUt 4 lht!l tore 10.91 ~ 001 " 001 .so 
Mphalt 

CUt 6 P•Uore ll. U 4 .0 I '' 00\ -~} 

Cone ret~ 

CUt ' l'('ttore 1.28 ,.001 H 00 \ .• I. 
SO<l 

1001 n.n 

BcllSouth' s Territory- Soft Roc k feeder Conduit 

ActlV.U.f a.ee COal O.n•ity tor.• 201 t~O 
rer root 
fru t a U.-ct CO• < I A-Ltl•ttv I Asl!l .,,..a 7•1.-piN'l• W•l9t.\N -· Ad) u.a tal: I\ L 

!rene!-. ' n.n ~~ 
,, ., I I I l 

B.t.r:'dt: l 

P1 : ~ty T: .. nch 7. 41 )J 0 \ ,:; OC \ . .. 
S..~'"V.O. ":'r•nc n 1.<7 10.01•1 n.oc• I ·-
,..,.d Dl-) Tr•r 1.47 ) I •9.00\ i 

81 rtn? ~).94 4 ,00 \ '•tf,OIH 1. 1 4 

C•ot • P••toa•• 10.97 • 001 •9.001 &1 

""''"·' 1 t 
Cut • Ilene re ll.U 1 11Q \ ~· I 01 •l 
Co•• ret• 

CUI ' PNtCCifO 1.21 10.001 >9 r: \\ •• 

lOCI s • ,. 
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BellSouth' s Territory- Sott Rock reeder Condui t 

Mllvlly a.ae Coat C.n•lty lor.• r..!il-2~~ 
Per P'oot 
Jr\.atalled con I t\ctivlf.y ' Aluqntfl"' TC"l,.t•hon• 

AdjUitiNI\t 

Trt'neh ' n.n '"00\ " 0~ \ 

Bocl.flll 

llocty Trer.d't 7. 47 21 00\ ,. ""' 
Boackhoe Trftr.u. l. Cl 20 011 " 001 

.._.nd Dl9 TterH·t. 7. 41 ~ '" ' " .. , 
&or1fl9 5l.f4 1 "I lif't ,v1.: \ 

OJt ' fl••tor• 10.97 ll 0<1 'f t.OO\ 
.Upn. It 

Cut i Pe uore 13.14 12.00 \ 9• 00\ 
Concr•t• 

Cu< 1o lteaton 8.28 10 001 .,~ .00' 
Sod 

1001 

Bcll~outh ' s Territory- Sofl Rock fecdPr Conduit 

A- t-l v- H)' k ·,• COt t O.rau 'I tor.~ 1!..!:11·1 0 
r•r root 
rnat•Ued COal ' Acttvu.y \ A.utq~ Telt~ph• ne 

Ad)u.'-"t 

Tr•ru:h ' ~., .. , 1.n '' OY.OCI 
Bock! III 

ft(Y"cy Tr.f'~h , 47 5. '- ' 
,. , I 

O..'CkhCHt Trench 7. 41 11.001 •• "' 
H.tnd 019 l'ren · 7 4l • 0 ' 'fl oU\1 1 

Dor tn9 5l. U 15.00 \ 9,.00\ 

Cut. 4 " •utcr• 10.,, 25.001 ilj' 0 • 

A•phal t. 

Cut ' P•stor• I) I 4 n oo• ~t .CO 1 

r . ._,. 
Cut ' P4.C.OC4 8.28 7.001 ~ •. oo• 
SOd 

'"01 

"-
W•aqht.,4 A...""'?Uht 

, b· 

0 c0° 

I (8 .. 
: "0' 

I 41 

I ~E 

82 

H ~; 

W•t~t.t .. i N~ouf,t 

~ '4, 

.. 
I H .. 
• l 

... ll 

1.i.O 

" ... " 
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APPI:HDIX A - CCHaSSION-QSU>IUUtD INPUT VlU.UZS 

BellSout h' s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit 

Act &v!ty a. .. o,.t . l '/ l.<.r.e >:'COOO 
r.r root 
ln.at• lled Co•t ' kUY.~) ' ~~:1~~ 7«1er~ 'lit ... 1 !': • .-d A.. -.a-:.~ 

Ad)utt: .. nt 

Tr•n.:n • ,,,., I ~~~ .e"'' . 
& c H ill 

~\y !'r•n~ 141 f .001 ,,,. . ori ' .. 
O.c\t,o. Trench 1.0 11 101 ~~. r.01 R> 

Hand lllq T ter.ch 7.0 • . 0 1 ,. • ' ·-
BoriM 51.,. 10 .... "' ' 

, .. I ~ •• 
CUt ' R•ator• 10.97 31.001 .. r. • " •• I' 

.... pnalt 

CUt ' PAnore ll 14 :1.00\ ' . • •• 
Ornj: ret• 

CUt 4 ,. •• , ,, .. • ll J.C I 11H,OCn ,. 
S0<1 

100 1 H <. 14 

BellSouth' s Territory- So!t ROC« Distribution Cor•dUll 

A.:·t .. .ty S.ae COtt 
fer root 

O.~Jlty tor •• o-~ 

:n.atalled 0:- J t I Ac u•n;- ' Mt1or . .a t•ll!f:'bOn• Ill•• JM.,...J ~~t 

MjUJl .. nt 

Tren.n. ' 17 4 e . ' ,;-;,oo' ~.s~ 

Oo~ekt lll 

Pocky Trt~IICh 7 .47 46 .001 ••• nr.• J "' 

a.cdioe Tu•nc-h 1.41 J/.00 \ ,,,; UDI ., •) I 

tL&nd (llq Tr•n t. 7 41 !I,OC\ 9• 0'1 •) I 

ft. r 1n1 ~).91 :,.oca ., v. • 1 ' 
Cut ' '••tor• II • f7 1.00 1 •• ' 1• 

""'v .. !_!. 
' , ... t , . I ) •• :,00 \ ~·.0<1 \ • I 

. n.:r•t• 

Cut ~ P••tor• 1.21 1.0~1 li'l .oo . I• 
.. ,.J 

1001 09.80 
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APPENDIX A - CONMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES 

BellSouth's Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit 

Ao.:Uv1:.t e.ae Coat •nauy lt>ne o·l • '" 
h.r root 
:n.sulled Cool t A...uvu \ A~ll ;r..-<S t•l•rr. ~ . lJo· •'1~"-~tld A.-~r.: 

Ad)l.ut...nt 

1'uncn ' $1 0 e.c ,, '1';.00\ S.5• 
S...:ktlll 

Rocky Trench 1, 4 1 ~~. 001 99.001 ln 

S.c kh~ Tr•nc:h 1. 0 7 l, 001 1 • • 00\ 1.00 

kan J t.li~ T.-•nch 1, 41 ~ ~01 ~t.~OI ,)l 

Bot In') 5),94 J,O I t9 ' I ! . i> 

CUt ' Jteator• 10,, 2. J j. ' I . '. 
"""""I t 

C\lt • •~tor• :) 14 ~ I 't f t ' •• 
Cone ce1 • 

C\lt • •at ~r• I •• 1 ov1 .. ~.00 1 1>-
:Q<J 

100\ ~ti ~~ 

BellSouth' a Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit 

Actlv!•r 84•• CO..t o..t\Uty U\r.e 10:·._ ,., root 
ltuUlled ~.It ' A.c..U•lty I A.U11"'ed T' ••• ,. ~ - M• l-;t. • .,.~ ""-::-...::.t 

Ad}uatatnt 

T,.,., :l'l ' $1 47 I CC I ~· • .; . . , 
llo•:krlll 

Pc- lCy Tr•r·":h 1 0 48, 00 \ 11¥ .0[' I ~' 

a.ct~ Trench 1. 41 21.001 ~-..CJa • . • 
H<tnd Dlq ':'r•n.r.h , ., :. "" ' " - OCO 

nor lh'l 5),\C l Ol ., OO • : ... 
Cut ' ••Jtar• 10 , 5, 01 •• oc . •• 
A.3f '.Alt. 

Cut ' fi4'1 tOU ll I C •.oo• .. ~a · . 
n. r •t • 

'ut • fl•ttou• • 21 (,001 't'f,GCI' • 
:""' 

1001 ',, ,, 
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APPENDIX A - CQ4(!8SION-ORO~ INPUT ~OES 

B e.~ !South's Territory- So!t Rock Oistrlbution Conduit 

Art lV 1t y D••• Coat O.ntlty z ,..,.,. 101·6~0 
,., root 
lnn•lltKt C<>ot I Ac:tlv1ty ' Ms1qn4KJ itt1e~w~• We1•Jh1 tKS 

AdjWit.-nt. 

Trench ' $1.47 I~ 001 '~ 001 
llaeH lll 

ll.oc " y Tr•t•eh 1.4 7 32 001 9• 001 

a.c~ ':'t•r..c • 1.47 21 OUI ,. ..... j' 
IW"od DIQ rr•r .t 1.41 ) . I " ·I 

lor Lr.q )) " • I , •• 01,1 

C\jt ' •••~ou .O.t7 I I ,., I 
1<5pl>ah 

CUt ' 1'•3tOU! ll.U 1 ,001 ~· 0 . I 
COncr•t • 

Cut ' flust.:.t• 1.21 10. 001 .. ,. Oul 
'loo1 

1001 

BellSouth's Terri tory- So!L Rock Distribution Conduit 

A-.UYlt y k•• Coet. ""r ·•1 ~ 1- l r · f!, t . 
f·er root 

~~t.l 

u II 

; l 

• .. 
• I& 

•• 

"1 

S't.'Jj 

ln•t• lle<l C..o< \ AI. UYU )' ' "-ulft'•1 ':'e!•phet".e Mflll ;fJ'I! •J ,.)\llol 

Adjtat.Mnt 

Ttenc.t. & $1 &1 • I , • .oo• . . 
Bo ··t!lll 

f'ocky Trnr-.t.!J 1.41 )0,001 "~-.act 2.:: 

S.c:~ Trenc t 1.41 ,,001 .. 1,00\ •• 
HAtad Dtg Tr•r.n_t, 1. &1 f •• OOl J f 90 ' .. 
lk-r ; r\9 ~J.9< 1.00\ "f1.0(.o t 

Cllt ' J'euua 10 ,, 1),001 ., '001 I II 
Aaphal t 

('IJt 4 Jh:tUOffl I l , 1& 1 .. ,n.ca r,t,r • • 
c~ '"' r•t• 

cu• ' P•ttor• 1.21 ;o.OO\ '~ 001 I •• 
! .:j 

lOC I , .. 
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APPDIDI.X A - C:JiaSSION-ORDI.RED IN1'UT VJU.UJ:S 

BellSouth' s Territory- So (t Roc k Olstrlliut ion Conduit 

Ac:t1vtty S.Je CO.l ~nt1ty ton-. ~,.·'>1-tOOOCI 
Per root. 
ln&ta lled COl t . .. t lYHy ' ,.,,:111Jrtf'd T•\"J•h •t\e lfe\Qt•t••J 

M jut t ment 

Tn mch ' S1 . t1 1 OJ I ~- 00 1 

Bac\t i • 1 

-.oc).y Tr•nch 1. 41 ). (J\] \ ' 0 • 
a.cktto. ;-,.-.,,,,, '··' 11 I •• • 
Kand Dl , Ttet :h 1. 4) • I • •• • 
&or l "'J ~l.U I) • 0. • 
CUt 4 Pe3tor• I 9l a • ·~ ., .v\al\ 

Aoph.o 1l 

CUt 4 lle•tor• ll. H ~0 01 t• .OC." 
Concrete 

CUt " ~'•~•or .. 8.11 • ao• ., • 
SOd 

1001 

BollSouth' s Ter rito ry- Sof t Roc k Dulributlon conduil 

Ac:t1vity k•• Coat O.n»I Ly :un•#lOOOO 

••• t ·CJOL 

fvolouM 

" I" 

Jl 

I 0' 

• 
• 

.;.t. 

,. 
~1· ... 

. n•ta ll•d COat I ~thlty I Atslq~ 7'•l•f.l.ot.e Veiqt.t.-s Anovht 

AdJu•~nt 

7teneh ' S1 41 ' ..,., c ' • 
a..et!l ~~ 

P1 c ;..y Tr•nt::h > 41 6.Dtl ,."f,oo• .. 
&.1·u.o. Tr•r.<:n 1. 41 u .o~ • -;1,00 • • 

H•nd CH? TrttnCh '· ' ' • ,, IJ t .OO • ~9 

e- ,, "'I ~1.·4 10 00 1 'i.t.JOt ., H 

~..-·ut 4 flt>ftOH\ 10.91 )) 0 001 ". 0[ ' . ' 
A!lfon•l t 

Cut ' .-.uou• 1).14 ~· 
001 'f!l oo• l t 4 

Conr..rt-te 

("yt ~ Ji••tOift 1.21 ) 001 ... • •' 
. I 

I ; ' SI4.H 
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.IU'PDDIX A - CCMaSSIOti-OJU>Dml INPUT VALUES 

BellSouth's Territory- Soft Rock Buri,.d Feeder Cable 

Ac.tlv1ty 8.u• Coat O.h~ lt)' t.Ot\4l 0 • 
Per Foot 
In.ttalled Cott. ' A:;tl¥ily ' Moton*<~ Tolftphono W e1 0 h t\tt I 1\Mn\UI t 

Ad"J~-u ... nt 

Plow U.06 H. OOI 99.001 u J) 

P<>e\y uc~ ).0, ]I q, OVI 1.0) 

TrenCh 4 ) .06 ) ~' " I ~~ 

a.ct!Ul 

fl. .<l.y Tr•nrn 1.06 ' " .. , 
S.c:khoe Trenth ).06 ' .. 'to ~ ' f. 

Hand D1o T t•n.c.h ) ,1)6 l >9 ·• oO 

&or• C..b!• 21.!>0 I ,'f ,OO • • 1 

P\toh PI~ ' 1'\111 26.96 ·;i. C. • • I 
C.blo 

evt. .& Sh•alor• £.01 I •Jq 0 J l •. Ol 
Aapl\.tlt 

Cut ' Reator• a to I ··~ 
,,0, •• 

Concreto 

Cul l Real• r• C.IO . 'fti.OO' 10 
Sod 

1001 'J. I I 

-
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BellSouth's Territory- Soft Rock Burled feeder c.1bl e 

A<.llvtty a. •• C05l r4ntity :on• ~-100 
Per root 
In•tall~ Cott ' ~ t lvhy ' .\311 1 qnod To 1 ephor\e Wttl•Jh\•·1 

AdJu•taent 

Plow $).06 ~~ " ., n.oo• 
Joct y Pl·'V 3.06 ]. tt. oo• 

TrenC'h & 3.06 10 ... • 
&.c:kf tll 

i'oc k)' T I ei\C:h 3.06 > ,. ' 
a.c~ 'Tren(l\ 3.06 " 9q.u\\ ' 

H.attd 019 Teen r- ).06 r; ;.0.0, 

Bo.re Catle 23.~ I r;,..oo' 

1'\l•h PIP- ' .... ,. 26.96 0 ".001 
C•bl• 

Cul 1 P.e:tlot• 6.01 ] •• " Mphalt 

C\Jt ' Re•tor• 1.90 1 ,. 00 1 

Cont; t•t• 

Cut 4 f4.•t\t>UI ••• o . 1'1 Cl II 

~ 

1.10\ 

An.,.&nt 

$I 't 

" 
.J 

t•, 

l• 

• 
1J 

0 

.11 

.If 

.I 

:.1 u 
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PSC-99- 0068-FOF-TP 
980696-TP 

APPENDIX A - ~SSION-ORDJDUm INPOT VALtll:S 

BellSouth' s Ter ri t ory - Soft Rock Bu r ied Feeder Cable 

Acuvuy S.tt Coa t oon~lty zan• 101·200 
Vet r oot 
lnttall ed Cot t I Ar.t lvny \ A.aJlqn~ Toar.nor·• lljelOI'\t"d ,._'ltO,H1\ 

Adj\1at.a>nt 

Plow $3.06 JO.OO\ n 001 ol 

lloc~y Pl(l-w 3.06 JO '9 0 ' • 'II 

Tre-nch ' 3.06 10 ., 00\ •o 
&.c«flll 

Aocky Trench ).06 • ,, 001 ' 
& ckhoe Trenet·. ).0, 1 ' ~··"' \ 

HAnd Olq Ttef\C:b ).06 ••• ,, I~ 

Bore C•ble 2).!>0 I 9'i.' 0 1 1l 

Puah Pl~ ' l'tlll 26.96 I ~~. \ . 
C.ab1• 

Cut ' Poatore 6.01 ~ H.OO \ JO 
1\>ph.ol< 

CUL ' Jil~uor• •• to 4 )9,001 . )• ... 

COf1 fVlt~ 

Cut ' tt.u.oc• 4.10 • j., (lt..• ' z• 
SOd 

10, I $ t. ,. 
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APPDIDIX A - CCMaSSION-OJUIIJUU> IN1'U'T VALOII:S 

8ollSout h' s Terri t o ry- So(t Rock Buried feeder Cable 

Acltv1ty Bu• COa t O.n,,ty ~on• 20l~t~O 
hr root 
l nat•lled Coat I 

Adju• c.-nt 
A4t\vlty I Malqnec1 T•lapllOfl• Wn1Qht .. J Noun• 

fJO\ol Sl.06 ~.001 99.001 s 

Rocl.y PI ~ 3.06 ll 99 001 

Tr er.ct'"j ' J.06 ~ 99 001 
a.cttl11 

Roc.ly ~c•r.ch ].06 2) 99 ~ I 

a.c~~ Trenrh 3 . 06 I~ " 0 I 

Ka.nd 01~ T:•n ~ 3 .06 ) " ' 
Bote Cabl• 23.~ • 9> " ' 
Pu•h r1r-e ' l'u I. 26." ~ ,. C> • I 
Ca.bl• 

CUt 4 A••tore 6.01 0 n.OOI 
Aaphalt. 

CUt. ' f1uttor• 8.90 ? ,,,,oo• 
Cone rote 

CUt ' ~e ator• 4.80 10 U.ON 
SOd 

1001 ,. 

I~ 

• l I 

~~ 

·'• 
·" 
·"' . ' 
I) 

.•a 

.... ~ 

CP 

. . 
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APRHDIX A - COIIaSSI ON-ORDEREO INPt1T w.LOES 

Be ll South's Territory- Soft Rock Burie d reeder Cabl e 

Activity e.oae con Oen,lty zon" G~l-2~~0 
Per f"oot 
t nlt.t~l led COOl I Act l vH.y ' 1\.»Uqno"l Tolophon• W'ltlqhtcd 

Adjua~nt 

Plow t3.06 ).001 ,. 00\ 

Rocky Plow ).06 l .,, OL\ 

Trench ' l.O, n • ;.00\ 
BoccCIIl 

Pooc~y T c-•cc:b J.O, 25 ,. 00 \ 

a..ckhoe r r.enc:h ) .06 £ 1h.OO ' 

tlbnd 019 T re:'lch ).06 6 'IJ.OO\ 

Boro Coblo 21.50 2 ~9.00\ 

Pu'h Pipe ' PU ll 26. 96 5 ~~.00\ 
Coble 

Cut ' P.tu=.or~ 6.01 ll 99.00\ 
A•~>t>•lt 

CUt. £ P..e,tOE"e 8.90 12 i~9 00 \ 
Concreto 

CUt ' Re:ttore 4. 80 10 ~'1.00\ 

!lod 

100\ 

"""'un' 

' . 0~ 

.0'1 

. <) 

.16 

. :e 

.18 

.<1 

!. )) 

• 7 I 

l.Ob 

... 
~').8'1 
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JU>l'EIIIIIX A - conaSSIOti-OIUlr:J\ED IN1"'T VALUES 

Bel lSout h ' s Tern. tory- So{t Roc It Buned Feede~ Cab l <> 

Aet1V1t f DAle coat OanJltY z.on,., 2~~1 •10000 
r.r root 
lnatallod COat \ -'ctlV1\'f' ' A:la a qntte tl'tt!Qhf., l An!Qunt 

Ad) u.t ...... T•l•photw 

Plow S). 06 o• 19.00 l ·' 
•.ock y pJ ,._.., ).06 0 7 · .Ot\ 

T:enc.h ' ).06 . .. ' •• 
a.ctt ll .. 

~ty T h :,c-h J.O\. n ... , I . 

a.ctr ... ~ 71:fl'¥'" ).0, 10 ,.,. ,, 
~· 

HAnd Dlq Trend'l ).06 • •• ' • c 

Bore CAble 2l.W 1 u.CIO \ l c., 

P\ul\ Ptpe 4 Hill 24. 96 c ,., t\1• ' 

t:.bl• 

Cut ' •••ton~ 6.01 7' 'J';, 0 ,, 1. t' 
/uph.al t 

Cut 4 ftear..ort· 8.JO ~0 ~·· 
Ml : n 

eon, rete' 

''" ' P•atore 4 .eo •• • ll 

Sod 

1' ' ,. 
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APPENDIX A - C(IN(ISSION-ORD&Rm INPUT VALUI!!S 

BellSouth's Territo r y- Soft Roc~ Burled feeder C<1ble 

""t..ov.ty .,. •• Co• t O.n•tly zo~•>:oooo 
r.rroot 
1n.lt61lecl CoJot ' Activit.y ' MUqr.-...1 lifeiqt ' ... 1 l..-r4t..r.~ 

Ad'uatment Tole phon• 

Plow u.o6 01 'fiJ.OD\ tO -
Jl.oc:<y PI- ) .06 0 ~~.00 1 0 

Tr ervtJ ~ l.G 0 "'· (). ,, • 
S.ctrlll 

Rocky Trench ).06 .. ,., .0 I 18 

a.c:kJ', A Tr. r.<h ).06 11 9 I 0< I . lo 

Kand loll<; Tr• t'l\:b ).06 • ~·• Oo l •• 
.&or• c..t: • 2].50 10 •t.(){J ' l I] 

Pu1h P\p. ' "lll 26.96 0 , 
" I 0 

cabl• 

Cut ' kettor• 6.01 1l '10 001 I '•6 
Aos>h•l t 

Cut ' fl•etor: e a.to .. ,., 001 ; ., 
Coh<"&ftt• 

CUt ' Peuor• <.80 I "f-, Ol) t ... 
Sod 

I • $ '· . 
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APPENDIX A 

B~llSouth's Territory- Soft 
f-

A ttvlty au. coac. 
,.: Foot 
In.ata1 1ed C..ot ' Ad J Y.ac.e.nt 

PIO" U.06 

.. ~):y rl ... ),06 

'f r.trtr:tl ' 3.06 
1.\ocot d 1 

l'ocky Trench J.06 

a..·atno .. TtCUll:h ),06 

fUnd Dlq Trench ).06 

Bore C.ble 23.~0 

Pu!!h P1pt & Pull 26 ,1l 
Ca.bl • 

Cut 1 Jf•llOf• ,,01 
Asph•l t 

CUt ' k.,ttoro • ~0 
Ccmc1 f'lttt 

Cut ' ""'•tore 4 .10 
Sod 

Rock Burled D1stnbut ion Cablo 

Otor.u ly Z.C.:'!-4 0-~ 

A>. uvtr y \ Mtl. ;:-• .-d 'Wei~t•'-fl'1 ""-"-';.Jr"it 

T ... J.t!phc.tof> 

., 0"1 99 Go l >I )l 

>9 "H.OC \ .8~ 

~ '9'-. jO \ ~~ 

• ~9.001 .11 

' " ~0 1 .OL 

1 ;. I • 
I ~' ' •l 

~ ... ' I .. , 
I ljJ c I .J. 

I " Ot'\ · '~ 

(j'i . O ' 0'• 

lOCI $4 H 



ORDER NO. PSC-99- 006P-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-7r 
PAGE 288 

APPENDIX A - CCNCISSION-OROEJUtO INPOT VlU.t11!S 

BellSouth's Territor y - Sof t Rock Buned DistributIon 

Act. tty a.a• COat c .. n• i1 y Z• ''·• • IOJ 
J"e r root 
I~talled CoH \ Ac\IYU I 1 A't .. 1' ....... 

Adjw•~nt ~. ·••,·· r.• 

Plov $).06 .. f•. I ., on. 

RA.~ky 
,,,.., J.06 ,. n 001 

Trond• ' J.OL 10 99 001 
& c H ill 

1'ocky Trenc-h ).06 • 1'1.00\ 

&.c:thotr Tr•nch ).06 2 .. . 01 

Kand P19 ·:,.,.,h 3.06 ) rtl.O'" ' 

lore Cd>.&.e 23.!>0 I 09.0~1 

P'uJh Plp. ' l'ull 26.,. ,.,.OC:\ 

CAble 

'"' ' P••tor.t 6.01 . ~'1.U(I 

Aacm•lt. 

Cut ' .~~ ... ~~- ••• 0 . ,. 001 

Concr•l"' 

r.1t. ' M•at ,,. • 10 ' ~·· )\ . 
• ·1 

10, , 

Cdble 

tff'&•l"l•J A-.:.~"' 

~I JC: 

.82 

.29 

. 12 

.o. 
19 

• J_ 1 

0 

ll 

1 ' 

> 

') IC 
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Al'PENDIX A - Cc.tNISSION-Oli.DEJUro INPUT VALUES 

BellSouth' s Territory- Soft Roc I. Buried Olstribut1 on C.lbl" -
Al.;.t iY1 ty S.•• Con o.nuty : en."' 101·ZOO 

Pier Foot 
ltula ll.CS Coot I AcUvHy ' ~~lqo.cs W•. ~M fk1 b . .lu..-• 

M)wo.....,t T•l•J*' ~ !".• 

PI"" $] .06 19 \ 'f9 .t""" ' ' 
1\ock)· ,,.,.., l.O' JO '9.00 \ 

Trench ' ) .06 12 ~· t.oo • 

&ctflll 

RocJi:y Tr•nch 3.06 • ., •DI 

8ac~ Trenc.h ) .0, 1 ~··.!)< \ 
Kand Oi'J Ttf'n..J\ J 06 .. .. • 
llo te C•ble 2].~0 I "il.w \ 

P-•oh Plpe o "'II 2£96 1 g; n ' 
C4blo 

Cut ' ll:eatc,r• 6.01 ~ 9'J 00 1 
A.•phh 1 t 

Cu< ' rt•alo:e • 90 • .. 001 

CO!' rete 

Cui ' fl•ltC're 4 .80 l '. ·JI 

,..; 

10. ' ~) 

" 
. 8& 

.)~ 

.14 

06 

6 

2) 

t 

.. , 
H 

• o •• 

8) 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOf-TP 
DOCKET 110 . 980696-TP 
PAGE 290 

APPENDIX A - COIIUSSION-OR.OEREL INPUT VALUES 

BollSouth' IJ Terri tory- Sott Rock Bur led Distribution 

Ac-ttvtty Bale CO:Jt Oftn5lty IQn• 101-,~0 
Per root 
l n•t•lled Coat ' 1\,·• t hdt.y \ Autqned 

Ad)u..U.nt T•l•phor1e 

PI- $3.06 ).001 ~~ 00\ 

Rocky Plc.w ).06 I. ~ ' ' I 

lreneh ' 1.06 '* I 

56-'-\o!"l u 
Floc~y TrerKn ).06 .. , •••• I 

a.·~ Tr•~ · ).06 ,. .. • 
KA/14 tlt4 Tr.,... ' J,C, l ~·-

,, 
&nr• CAt~t• 2) ,)Q • q,_o ' 
Pual'l P.p.. 4 Pu . I 26.96 ~·- • 
c.ble 

CUt ' '•n~r• 6.01 " .,~.oo • 

Aopl\al L 

Cut. ' Aenor• 8.90 1 ,._ • 
Cone ret• 

cu• ' ••stou• 4 .10 10 tJ-;.o:n 
:;o.J 

1001 

Cable 

W"ltJhtct•l AhYHI 

o• 
. )• 

.I) 

, 
_., 
Ct 

q 

l.]tt 

H 

en 

H 

,, ... 
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Al'PDIDIX A - co.eaSSION-ORDI.R&D INPUT 'ALOES 

BellSouth's Territory- Soft Rock Buried 01str1but10n Cable 

At:t1W~t)' a. •• COa t o.n~ity 1an4 •~~-=~~0 
l'•r root 
lnllt a 11 ..S Colt \ A.cl1V1'Y I .... tiQM<I WtUQht~ ;.....,. ,,,U\t 

Ad)uJt.Nnt T•l•pnon._ 

Plov 1).06 2.00 \ i'L 10\ ' .. b 

Pock y Plow ) 06 . " I I 

Trei\C'.t. ' ).06 ~ •• • ·' 
kc:kt lll 

Rocky Trend~ ).06 ~) " 00 1 ,, 
O.c.khoe Tcen~h ).06 ~ '' 00 \ 

2 1 

H•nd Ol9 Trencr\ ).06 6 " 00 \ IU 

..,,. C.Obl• 2).~ 2 ' ' "\: ' C) 

.... ~ ,.,.. . 
C.bf• 

Pull 26." s .... . oo• I 1' 

C•H &. • ••t.:ore , ,01 ll n oo• ' 
A..spll<ol t 

Cut ' Reat.ot• I. Sil 11 99.00 \ I 0) 

Cont:re\.e 

Cwt ~ lllenor• • .• o 20 " 00\ .if: .... 
100 \ . ).l!t 



Ac.! .;.Yl" '/ 
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Bell South' s Territory- Sof t 

a.ae Coa t 
Pe r foot 

Rock Bur ied 01 st ribution 

O.nt1tl ton• •5~1·1 

Ira u ll .ct Coat \ Actlv1t y ',._uq~ 

Ad j lltC.Oftt To l ophon4 

P!~ U.06 0 \ "c ' 
'oc:•y Plooo 3.06 0 09 00 \ 

T rei\C:h 4 ).06 2 " 00 \ 
kcH III 

•o.. •'r T tet\Ch ).0. ) 99.00\ 

.. ckho« Tr~ l 06 ll U,OO\ 

Ka.nd 0 1 9 T r u.cb ).06 I U.OO\ 

&or• C.a.ole '3)0 u " 00\ 

P\.utl. Plp. 4 Pull "·" 0 , •• 00\ 

C• ble 

C\at & • • •tore 6.01 1) n.OO \ 
A.sph.tlt. 

Cut 1 ~•tote 1.90 10 u.oo• 
Ccnc u t.e 

Cot • Pea :.oc e • • 10 I U.O. \ 
$0<1 

10C ' 

C.sblc 

We 19~~.a ~t 

$ 

0 

.06 

.1) 

.~0 

.14 

) n 
0 

I. U 

1.11 

l' 

$1 •• 
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APPDDIX A - CtUaSSIOH-oRD&IIJ:O INPOT VlU.UIS 

Bell. ouch' s Terri tory- Sof t Rock Buoed Dist :"l t'>Ution 

~t1Vlty a.~• Con . O.rully tone >1~000 
Per root 
tr .. n•: l ed COot ' AcUY1 "y ' Aaalqned Ad, \UI tal"ft t. T• l ephoc'Ht 

PLow Sl,O, 0 1 H 0 I 

' ocky Plov J.06 0 99.001 

Tren.c.l\ ' ),06 0 '' ,oj ' 
!loc k ti ll 

Rocky Trench ).06 6 n .OOI 

.. ckhoe Trei'Kh ].06 ll u 001 

lUnd 01.9 Tre nt.h ) 06 • " I 

lore C• ble 1) ,$0 10 " 001 

P'u.Jh Pl pt ' 
c.ble 

Pull HU 9t 04 I 

C\lt ' •••tor• 6.01 II 99.001 
.Up!~. I t 

C1.1t & l.et tore 1 .90 •• " 001 
Cone ret • 

Cut • ••nor• • .• o J " 001 
:lOCI 

I I 

Cable 

W• S;toled A=o.ar.t 

I· 

n 

0 

.18 

H 

.1• 
1.26 

c 

I. 90 

• • 19 

·" 
S"" . , 
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SellSouth' s Territory-

B.a.ae COst 
h: root 

Hard Rock Feeder 

Den•1 ty t one 

:raul leG COat l Act!Ylt)' ' A.u•qr.ed 
M)\t.ttMnt T4lopi>Me 

Trench ' uo.u " • I 
a.c)t! ~1 

aoc~y Tcenc.h 60.9f ~~ . 00\ 

~ckhoe Trench 60.U JC.OOI 

~nd Olq Trench 60.,. S.OO\ 

Borinq u.u 2 ... 
' !lenore «.U I .001 

A • It -c P14Jtore n.u 1.00\ 
~ ,, • 
<ut 4 P• tore 61.H 2.001 

'"" 
1001 

BellSouth' s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder 

Conduit 

o-~ 

" uO• 

99 .QO\ 

9t.OO\ 

9f.OOI 

" 001 

" 001 

U.OO\ 

., 00\ 

Conduit 

A:t tvU.; I aa •• CO•t Oonolty 1oDo 6-100 
hr root 
;n.au..ll.a COil I Actlvlty l ~11qn.o 

I Ad1\U~t ':'•1 ·~ 

Tr•nch • UO.tl o.oo• U CGI 

a.c.C.l! 

,QC'k:/ Tr~ti'\C:"l 60.91 )) 001 U.OOI 

t\.4Cll.h(H 0 lfi"''Cf 60,tl J1.001 U.OOI 

I' U,rj l"f Trench IO.tl • .01 i9.00' 

loti~ SJ. U J .OOI ". 001 

Cut ' Jte.ator• " 41 . ~· 
, ,01;1 

A>pMlt 

'::" .. t & Pettor-e "·u l >X) I "·'~ I 
Cotocr•t• 

C'u! ' •••tore "" 2.001 ., 001 
So 

1001 

Wel~!" ... !e<S ~\.01".• 

~0 

ll ~~ 

lO.SJ 

).02 

I.Ol 

. u 

.06 

1.21 

HO. H 

w .. t eiJ AIIOun t 

so 

)).21 

19.l2 

2.41 

I. £0 

1. :'I 

l.l2 

1.12 

$60 )6 
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BellSouth':~ Terr1tory- Hard Rock feeder ConduH 

Ac~I.Vlt'f S.•• COtt O.ntlty tono 101-200 
Pe r Foot 
tnau.lled con I Act .:. VltY ' A.lat9n~ 

Ad)lataoftt Te l e pto.on.. 

Ttel'k!h & 160.91 , . oc ' ,;.ool 
&.cH111 

lt.ocky Trend' 60.U ~).00 1 n.OO I 

a.c~ Troncl> 60 . 91 H.OO I 99.001 

lland Dl9 Tnnch 60.91 4. 001 99.00\ 

lorlr.q ~l.H ).001 U.OO I 

C\l.t ' keetore ~~ - · · 
~.001 t9 0\ 

... fl\.olt 

C\lt & "••tore 66.U 4.001 99 001 
concre t e 

Cut ' fteatore 61.1t • 001 U.OOI 
soa 

"•tqht.K ktnWlt 

)l 

32.00 

1~.09 

2. <1 

I. 60 

).It 

~ ·'· 
).61 

·-f-
1001 $60.61 

BellSouth' • Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit 

Ac:Uv1ty aaae Co• t O.n1tty tor.• 201-6~0 
,., root 
In.atall.-ci COi l I A.ctlvtty ' All• l o nred T • 1• pto.o.n. Ve lQhtN A.aou.nt 

Ad)ut~nt 

Trenr.l\ ' S60 " 0.001 tt.OO I so 
loacietlU 

Joc:ky Tt4nc.h 60.U &0.001 99.001 )0.19 

a.cU\M Tcencn 6o.n 11.001 h.OOI 10.87 

H.&nd Dlq 'french 6o.u J.ool 99.001 1.81 

lorlr.q ~l.U 4. 001 ,.001 2.U 

Cut & l'.e.n or• ,. 0 •• 1.001 99.00\ ~.II 

Ao~lt 

C\lt ' bator• "·'~ 
1.001 tt.OI I .. . £1 

Concret e 

CUt 4 J..eetore 61.H 10.001 tt.OO I 6.11 
SOd 

1001 S60 .•• 
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APPENtllX A - COHNISS I ON-ORD&R&D INPUT ~U&S 

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock feeder Conduit 

A.ctl.vaty aue Co• t Denllty tone• 6~1-2~~0 
Per root 
Il'...t tall ed Con l A.ctiYity I A.s s 1 q-rM<S T el•pho "'·• Vel ;hted Aoow·a: 

Ad)u .. ~a.t. 

Tten h ' uo.u 0 001 n. I so 
a.cUIII 

Rocky Ttonch 60.91 4S,OO I 99.001 21 1l 

Jl.ackho. Tteneh 60.98 12.001 99.001 1.<2 

K&nd CUq Trench 60.91 6.001 99.001 ).62 

!lor I"'' ,,,, 2. 001 tt.OOI 1.0> 

Cut & JeatGre ..... I) 001 )f 0 I l.lO 
.Upllol t 

C\lt ' Reatore 66.6S 12.001 9t.OOI l '2 
Concrete 

Cut & Pe1tore 61.19 10.001 " 001 b. t] 

Sod 

1001 661.44 

BellSouth' s Territory- Hard Rock feeder Conduit 

Acth.;.y Bas• COat O.nau.y tono• 2~~1-10000 
hrroot 
lNI<AIIed Co•t I AcUYlty I ~llqned ~elephone Wetqht.O ~t 

Ad'u..tatnt 

Trench ' $60.91 0.001 99.00\ so 
llocktlll 

koelry Trench. 60.U IS.OOI h.O~ I ' 60 

a.c khoo T ronch 60.U 10.001 "· 001 6 04 

Hal\d Dlv Tcench 60.U 8.001 S9 .0"' • tl 

&or1nQ ,,,,. IS.OO\ U.OOI • 01 

C\.ll & Pe1tore 6t .. lS Ol\ 99.001 l) " .UP"" It 

c .. a ' buou u .n 10 ' '' "'""' ~) -0 

concrete 

·' 4 '••tore "·" 1 001 99.001 • 28 
SC'd 

1001 HI )1 

1 
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Bell South'' Terri tory- Hard 

AetlVHy k.Je Coat 
Per root 
::uu:1~ COJot I Act1Vlt)' 

Ad)I.UUMDt 

"Trend\ ' $60. II 0.001 
S.c\! 1l ~ 

Rocky Trench 60.91 10.001 

B•clch04 Trench 60.91 1.001 

H•t\d 010 Trench 6(1,,. 1,001 

Boun9 Sltt 10.001 

-:..~t ' b ator• " ·'' )).001 
A>~1t 

CV.t ' kettor• "·n 21.001 
CQ.rv'r•t• 

Cut 1 Jlleat.or:e 61." ).001 ..... 
1001 

Rock feeder Conduit 

O.nolty lono >10000 

I A.s•tqned Tel~• "•1qht~ A:tou.nt 

.t.o I $0 

9t.OOI 6.04 

99.001 • ,6) 

U.OOI •. u 

n.OOI ),)4 

,,01'1 21.01 

"· '01 11.41 

" 001 LIC 

167.41 

BellSouth' s Terri t ory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit 

Act1Vlty S.~• Coat O.ntlty ten• o-~ 
h:- Toot 
!r .. Ullec:l Coot I AC't1'f'lC.y I A>oi9Md Tele pt.or..- V•l9ht~ Ar.oowlt 

A.:IJUJ~Ot 

7rer...;t. ' S60 " 0.001 n.o I so 
llo·cktlll 

lloc;).y Tttnch 60.91 ~0.001 U.OOI )0 u 

O..ckhoe Trtnc:h 60.91 )9.001 99.001 2J.~~ 

H.ar.cl 019 Treneh 10.91 ~ .001 n 001 l.O~ 

Bori~ ~l.t 4 2.00 \ U.OOI ! \)1 

CUt ' lke.ttor• "" 1 0~ , " 001 ' 64 
NpMit 

c.,t &. '••tore u.n 1.0..1 " O<l l •• 
CCinU•t• 

Cut &. ~'•nor• 61. ,, 2.001 9t 001 I 22 
Sod 

1001 "0 )4 
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Al'PIIDCDIX A 

BallSouth' s Territory- Hard Rock 

Ac:.avny a. •• C:o.3t 
P.r root 
tn• .Jtl.o Co a< ' Ad, ...... .,, ActiYity 

Tr•nch 4 $60.91 0.00\ 
ftac lilt llt 

-.ocky ':'rench ~o.n ~0.00\ 

a.c\J\oe ':rench .on ll.OO\ 

H4n4 01Q Trench 60.U ~.00\ 

torlnq ~). 94 2.00\ 

Cu t l l\e1tore 64.48 2.00\ 
Atpl\olt 

C-.~t & '••:.ore u.n 2.00\ 
r.on1· rec.e 

CUt ~ 11.4.-tore 61.79 2.00\ 
S6d 

100\ 

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock 

Distribut:ton Conduit 

Otruhy tor:.• 4-l 10 

l Aoolq.-d Tolo~~· Ve tqt'.t•J ~t 

lt.OO I so 

99.00\ 30.19 

".oo• 22.34 

tt.OO l J.Ol 

n.oo• s.o; 

tt .OO\ 1.21 

, .00\ 1.)2 

tt.OO\ 1.22 

u o. o 

Distribution Conduit 

Ac.UvH.y Ba31e COlt O.nalty :orA 101-100 

r.rroot 
lnl t•l1K Coot ' ' A111qn.s te1~ V. l9hLed Aaount 

Ad)~a..-nt Activity 

Trenc.h ' U0.9& o.oo• " 00\ so 
llo<H111 

' ~~TAt'~ 60.,. 41.00\ " 00 \ 11.JI .. ~- Tut>d> 60.91 )1.00\ " 00 \ 11.12 

~no Olq Ta:ench 60.U ~.OO l ,.o•• 3.02 

lor 1nq U.94 2.001 ,.001 I Ol 

••• ' l'e.store 64 .41 ~ .001 9t ..,. ' ).U 

AII"'I:t 

CUt ' tl_e3tore "·'~ 
4.00\ " ... 2. 64 

C)nc rete 

'"' " '••lor• .~. ,, 6.001 'J'I . 00 \ J. 6J 

~"" 
100\ 11.0.61 
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BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock Outributlon Condu1 t 

A.c~111.t 'f &ae c-. s t 0.~1~y t on• 4~1·~) 

P•r root 
In.u.Uec Coat ' Alct.iYPJ \ A.tH ;r.~ Te!eplion• 'tltt l1t-.te<l l..~l.alt 

MJIU-nt 

Tcenc.h ' 160. 91 0. J · \ HC ' so 
a.ek!l ll 

JlOC~y T reM:h 60 . 11 ~0.01 ' 99.00• )0.19 

&Aclthoe Trench 60.91 u.oo• ,.oo• IO."l 

HAn.d Dio 1'tene.h ,o. u ].00\ 99 .00\ Ill 

Bor 1n9 ~) .U • ,00\ " ' 2 . lt 

C\:t ' ,_at or e ,, Cl • .. ' H ' ~ 1. 
Aapt;a lt 

Cut ' '•ator• 66.U l 00\ " to• 4 .6;;'" 

Conct •t• 

Cut ' P'ea toc e 61.19 10 oo• '' ,,, 6.12 
5od • 

100\ ~.o uc 

BellSout.h' s Territory- Hard Rock Oislribution ConduH 

A.cuvtty aue COat O.nalty ton•• 6~1-1~~0 
r.c root 
tn.a:ulle4 Colt ' Ac:t1Ylt)' \ A..uqn4td Tehpl\OM' Ve &Qht.-d ~t 

Ad}UJ c.atlt 

Tcer.ch ' U O,fl ~ )0 \ .,,00 \ ~J.O.; 

a.c ttlll 

Jltocky Tt enc:h 60.91 )2.00 \ n.OO\ JS.ll 

kcktl~ Trench 60.91 10.00 \ 99.00\ 6.0< 

Kane! P1Q Trench 60.91 6 OO l ,.001 ) ·~ 

&otin"Q )).U 2,00\ ., l , 0(1 ' 1.01 

Cw! 4 '••tot e "· .. ll.OOI ·~ 01 ' • )0 

A.tp.h•l t 

Cut ' fleato re u.n 12.00\ " ' 
,, 

COn.cre ':e 

Cut ' aeuore ". ,, 10 "0' lf1,0Ci t 12.2] 
So.l 

1001 $61 . •.] 
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APPDDDt A - COMNISSION-ORDI.R&O INPUT VALUI.S 

8el1South' s Terri t ory- Hard Rock D1st r1but1on Conduit 

a.ee con . O.na1ty :one• 2~~1-10000 
Per root 
Ine t a lllld COlt I Ac:uvu.y \ AII1Qned Telephone Wel<Jhte.J ~.t\t 

AdJU•tAenl 

Tr•ncl'l ' S60.91 0 )01 ·~ 001 " a.c~e: 1: l 

Jtoc:tcy Trench 60.U u .or1 " 001 I 4) 

a.c~ T.-.nct~ 60.tl 1~.001 " oc I ' r• 
Hond Olq Trench 60.U 8.001 U.OO I 4.i l 

&orlnq ~) . f4 1~.001 " 001 e 01 

Cut ' Rettore 64. 48 2!1.001 99.001 1) ,. 

.... pholt 

C\lt ' Pettore u .u 20.001 99,0,1 ll .• o 
CC>f\Ctete 

CUt ' kettore 61 1t 8.001 tt 0 I 4 •• 
SOd 

1001 101 . Jl 

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Roc k Distribution Conduit 

Mt&YJ.ty a..a• COat Den• lly ton. >10~, 
,.r root 
tnouii<KI COn I ' AJ.•lqned Telef.t~ We lQhted o~~ar>un~ 

Ad]v.a~ftt Act.ovlty 

Trttnct~ l 160.91 o.oo1 ~9.00 1 '~ 
a.c~rl 1 1 

Rocky Trench 60.U 10.001 .. 001 ,,04 

k c\hoe tread\ 60.tl •• ' .,,oo• 4 I I) 

H.al\d 019 Tro=h f(),fl S.UI ' tt.OC • 4 ,1) 

8orln7 5).94 10 M l " ·0" ~ H 

Cut ' ~Jtore 64 •• • ll.OO \ H.OO I 21.01 

""Ph•1l 

CUt ' P.ettore U.65 21.001 ,, 00 \ 11. u 
COne& ete 

CUt ' P.ettore Ulf ) I , ,oo • •• 
."'.ud 

1001 )1. 41 
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Bell Sout-h's Territory- Ha rd Rock 

Acthity a.ae COa t 
hr root 
ln.ulled Co•t I 

Adjo.tt.»ent Act lvlty 

Plow S).06 0.001 

~OC:ky 
,,_ ).06 ,,,001 

Trench t. ).06 ).001 
aoektlll 

~ty ':'renc.h ).06 .a,ou 

a.c\boe Trei\Ch ),0, c ,001 

K&nd 019 Tcet.r.h J.O, I ,OQI 

&ore C..ble 21.)0 1.001 

Pu~h Pip. I Pu II 26.t6 1.001 
c:.bl e 

C\lc. .. .. .... ... ,,01 1.00 \ 
Aspbal t 

Cut ' R••tore 1.90 I. CO • 
Conctete 

C:Ut • ~nor• c .eo 2.001 
SOc1 

hJO\ 

Buried feeder Cdble 

O.nllty tor.• o~~ 

' A••lonea Telephone We1Qhte~ MIOunt 

99.001 ~r.' 

U.OOI 6T 

n oo1 I) 

U.OOI u 
99.001 12 

U.OOI ,0) 

99.001 .ll 

99.001 .27 

·~.00 \ 06 

"· 001 09 

,,,001 oe 

U.)l 
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APn:HDIX A - CONICISSION-ORDER&O DfPO't VlU.IJKS 

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock Burled feeder C4ble 

D••• Co•t O.nltty Zone 6·100 
Per root 
lnat•ll*<S Co•t I .\c"t J Yll y ' ~••on~ Telephone V•lqht~ ~lint 

Adju•tMnt 

Plov n .o6 0.001 U.OO\ H 

lloc\y ,,.,.. l 06 CI .OOI tt.OOI l H 

Trench ' 3.06 10.001 " 001 ) 

a.c t Ull 

Rocky Trench 3.06 )1.001 ,.001 ·" 
a.c )thoe Tunch 3.06 2.001 99.001 .Ob 

l\&ncl 019 Trondl ).06 1.001 t9.001 .0) 

lore c.ble Zl. 50 I. 0. 1 99.001 .2 J 

ru...h rt~ ' Pull u.u 1.001 U.OOI .2? 
c.l>lo 

Ct.lt ' Jt•at.ot• 6.01 2.001 ,.001 .ll 
Mpholt 

Cut ' ~'••t ore 8.90 2.001 u.oo1 ·" COncrete 

Cut ' R4sto re 4.10 2.001 99.001 .01 
Sod 

1001 SJ .U 
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U PJIH'DIX A 

BellSouth' s Terri tory- Hard 

a.ae C:Oat 
Pe: root 

Roclc Buried Feeder C~hle 

O.~a1ty ton• 101·2VO 

I.n.a t d 1 eel Coat t Ac:UYlty \ IUUqr.-d 7el ept+. .... e "• 1 qtn.ltd A:.oun t 
Mjoac..nt 

Plow $),06 O.OC \ " o.IO\ ·~ 
~oo:~y Plow l .06 45 .00 \ ,,00\ ! H 

Tr•ncn f. J.06 ] 001 U.OO\ 09 
Bockt111 

J\oely Tr•nclh 1.06 21.001 99.00\ 
··~ 

a.ckhoe Tr-enCh ).06 ~ . 00\ " 00\ .06 

ltond Olq Trend> ).06 ~.00\ 99.001 .1~ 

eo ... C.bl e 23.~ I 0'' " 00\ .1) 

1'\ah Pipe • 1'\1.11 26.96 I 00 \ " 001 .n 
C.l>l• 

CUt ' R•not• ' 01 ~.001 tt.OOI • )2 
A.aphalt 

CUt • JI.Aatou 8.510 4 ,001 99.00\ H 
Concrele 

CUt ' ~a tore ••• o 6.)01 9t 00\ ,.) 

SOd 

I '"' 
S) ~2 
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BellSouth' s Terri tory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable 

Act1vlty a.s. Coat o.n~lly zoa. 201·,~0 
hr root 
Znsu~lM COot \ ActlVlt)' • A.J at qned T e l eph.l .n• WelqhtH ~t 

lo4, .1.1 t;M.Q t. 

Plow f) 06 0.00 \ " 00 \ "' 
~oc:ty rl .... l 06 13.00\ 99.00 \ )9 

Trench ' ].06 0.00 \ 99.00 \ 0 
k c t!Lll 

Jt.oct y Trenc.h ].06 40.00 \ 99.00 \ L1! 

a..ctboe Tr~ ) ,06 
. 10.00\ ,.00\ .]0 

8&nd 019 1:-enc:.b ).06 ).00\ u.oo. 09 

aor-e C&bl e 2) !() 4 ,oo• 99.00\ ·" 
l'uol> Plpo ' Ml 2196 ~.00\ 99.00\ J.)) 

c:.l>lo 

CUt t Jl.enore 6 .01 s.oo• t9.01' . ~l 

AaJ)Nit 

CUt ' 1te1tore • • 90 ' 00\ 99.00\ .u 
Con.c;ret• 

C~t ' Jt..euca• 4 so 10.00 \ n .OO\ )8 

Sod 

101\ nn 
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APPIIIDIX A - CotiNISSION-olU>ER.ED INPUT VALUES 

Bell South's Territory- Hard Rock Burled reeder Cable 

BAae Colt O.~•lty zone• 6~1·2~~0 

Per foot 
tn•t•lled Coot \ A.c:U.vU.y \ A•••qn•d Telephon• Vetqht.a '-OtJnt 

A<ljua .... nt 

Plc.w S3 .06 0.001 99 001 s 

llocky Plov 3.06 ), .tO\ H.OOI .09 

Trer.ch & ).06 0. o l 99.001 0 
.. c U>Il 

Aocl y Trench 3 . 06 )~.001 99 001 I ,, 
Backho. Trench 3 . 06 14 .001 99.001 •• 1 

MaNS 019 Tr•nc.l\ ) .06 6 .001 99 .001 If 

lore C&.b1e 2l . SO 1.001 u 001 • 
Plah Pl.,_ ' Pull H." ~ 001 U.OOI ! )) 

C.bl o 

CUt ' "••ton •• 01 IJ.OOI " 001 ••• 
AaphaH 

Cut ' ~••tor-e 1.90 17.00 \ 99.001 1.04 
Concrete 

Cut ' •••tore • . • 0 10.001 ,, ..,0 , .II 
Sod 

1001 H 11 
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APPUI)lX A - COieiiSS I ON-OlU>KJUW INPO'f VJU.tTIS 

BellSouth' s Territory- Hard Rock Buried reedo:r C.,ble 

k~• C01t ~noltV ton•• ~~~1·10000 
P•r- root 
tnn•ll.t COot \ ActlVltf ' ~.uc;n.eocs T•l•P'\ ,. .. we a )ht.O ~!".;. 

Ad l \lJ C..Ot 

Pl"" u.oc 0 001 .19.00\ ~0 

Rocky Ploot J.OC 0 001 99.001 0 

Treneh ' ).06 0.00 \ 99.00\ 0 
&.o~tlll 

~ky Tr-ench ).06 u.oo• 99.00\ - ·~ 
S.C:thoe Trench J ,OC 10.00\ 99.001 .10 

~nd Ol9 Ttoot\CI\ ).OC 1.00\ " ' 
,, 

Bore C•bl e 2).$0 t~ ~o • " lOl ) ., 
Push P1pe ' Pull 2C.te 0.00\ " ., 0 
~~. 

Cut ' Me.Ho re 6.01 B .OO l n ooo I.., 
A.ophoo l' 

Cut ' ~ea tore a.to 20.00\ t9 .00\ I. J) 

Concr•t• 

C\lt 4 Jl!eacore 4.10 , 00\ " 001 .71 
Sod 

10 ' u ll 
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APPDDIX A - CQI7S8ION-0JU)&U0 IVPOT \?.LUES 

Bell South's Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable 

ACt1YltY k•• co, t Donolty Z.One >10000 
Pee root 
ln•t•lled C<lot ' Adju.c.nt 

ActiVIty ' ~alqned Telephon• Ve 1?nt• IJ ~nt 

Plow 1).06 0.00\ 99.00\ so 

'oeky Plow 3.06 0.00\ " 00\ 0 

Trenc.n ' l 06 0.00\ 99 00\ 
~c~Clll 

Rocky Tre"\ch J.06 10.00\ 99.001 Ja 

a.c iC.hoe T reneh ).06 •• 00\ ,.00\ l4 

tt..rw D1q Tt • . I\Ch ).06 • • 00\ n.OO\ l< 

Bote C.J>le 1).)0 10.00 \ , .. ' '.ll 

Puab P1pe ' Pull 26." 0.00\ '9.001 0 
Co.l>lo 

C\lt ' ft•eto" 6.01 Jl,OO\ n.OO I 1,14 
A.aph•l t. 

Cut ' l'eatot• 8 .90 21.001 99.00\ l. 12 
Concrete 

CUt ' Jt• note • •• 0 ) 00\ 99,00\ . 'l 
SOd 

100\ $7 11) 
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APPDIDIX A - =a-rrsSIOti-OlU>OED Ilfl'U'1' VALUES 

Bell South' s Terri t o ry- Hard Rock Buri ed Dist ribution 

Act lY1ty a.ae Co•t O.r ~ tty tcre o-~ 

Pe r root 
tc.J: t • 11 ed Colt ' AcU•U.y ' ~1iqn.d Te lephOne 

M 'u•u.nt 

Plev Sl.06 0.00 \ 99 oo• 

i'OC:Il)' Plow 3.06 41.00\ 99.00 \ 

Tte nch & 3.06 5.00\ 99.00\ 
l!loc\ CIII 

Ro<;~y Troncll 3.06 31 .00\ U.OO\ 

&.ckl\o4o Tr• nch 3 •• 6 2 .00\ u.oo• 

lknd Di9 Treoeb ).06 1.00\ "·""' 
Bore c:..ble n.~o 1.00\ " 00\ 

Puon Pi pe • Pull 26." 1.00\ n.oo• 
C•bl e 

C•'t ' "•• tore ,.01 1.00 \ n oo• 
MJ.ih• lt 

Cut ' R•utore a.to 1.00\ u. oo• 
Concrete 

Cut & '••tore <. 10 2 .00\ u ~o• 

""' 
100\ 

Cdble 

We 19ht.-:l Aao\lnt 

so 
1. 41 

I~ 

1.11 

06 

Ol 

l) 

26 

oo 

01 

01 

J) 4 1 
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APPENDIX A - 0 s=ssiOR-OIU)I:JUII) DIPOT VALO'IS 

Bell South's Territory- Hard Roc k Buried Distnbution Cable 

Ac.uvnv •••• Co.Jt DIM 1t y tone 6-100 
Per Foot 
lnJ,tllled Coat I Act1Ylty \ A.a5lgned Telephone Vel)hte-<S MIO\&.nt 

Ad] UitJMnt 

PlOY 13.06 0.001 99.001 $0 

Roeky Plow ).06 ., 001 99.001 IH 

Tren.en & ) 06 10 001 99.001 .19 
a..ct! tll 

Jtocky Trenc.b ) 06 2t.OOI n.oo• n 

&ckhoe Trene.h ).06 ~ .001 n.OOI ~~ 

llond 019 Tr~ ).06 1.001 tt.OOI Ol 

8or• C• bl e .l.~G 1.00\ tt.OOI 13 

l"u~h Pl~ ' Pull H.U 1.001 " 001 16 
c.ablo 

Cut '- R•• tor• 6.01 l.OOt n.O<l l ll 
A.tpl\6 1 t 

Cut ' A•at.ore 1.90 2.001 n. oo• .Jl 
Concrete 

Cut & lte•tore •.• o 2.001 99.001 .~1 

SOd 

1001 Sl.)6 
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APPI:KDIX A - CONCISSION-O!IDJUUtD :rNPOT VlU.UES 

BellSouth' s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Oistnbut!on 

Act1Y1ty .las• COJ~ Denaity Zone 101-200 
Fer Toot 
:...-..sttlled COot I .\cttYltY ' ~~!~TAd ~·l·~~A 

Ad)Uit:M'ftt 

PI• w Sl.06 0.001 U.OCI 

llocky Plow 3.06 40.001 ".oo• 
Tre l'\ch ' ).06 1.00\ 99.00\ 
&.c H ill 

Jlocky Tren~h 3.06 32.001 99.00\ 

a..cac.no. TteAeb 3.06 2 .00\ U.OO \ 

Kand Die; 1'reDCh 3.06 2 00\ 99.00\ 

Bor• C• lll• -l.~C 1.001 " 001 

Pu.Jh Pipe & Pull 26.96 1.00\ " 001 
C• bl e 

Cut. & A••tor• 6.01 $.00\ 9t.OO \ 
.... ph.olt 

Cut & flettore 8 . 90 4.001 U.OO I 
Concrete 

CUt ' IJI:••cor• 4.10 ' 001 H C\ 
30d 

100\ 

Cable 

"•14hted ~· 

so 

1. 11 

.21 

94 

06 

.06 

n 

a 

\1 

J4 

... 
Sl . IO 
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APPENDIX A - CCNCISSIOM-O.AD&.RED INPUT VALUKB 

BellSouth' s Territory- Hard Roc k Bur l ed Distribution 

kt.;.¥1:1 &"*• Co• t Denlity zgne 201·6~0 
Per T:>Ot 
ZrdtA: led eo .. I ActiVity \ ~•lqn~ Tele pnone 

Acljus...,.t 

P.cw $).06 0.0()1 ., 001 

Poc\ y Plow 3.0. u .oo• u.oo• 

Trench ' 3.0, 1.001 99.00. 
~ekflll 

Aodcy Trench ).06 JO.OO I " oo• 
a.clr.~ Trench ).06 12.00• u.oo• 

H.Ancs 019 Tu,nch ).06 J.oo• u .oo• 

lor• c.ble 2 •. ,0 ' oo• tt co• 

Push """ • Pull 76 .96 ,,co• tt.O~\ 

Cabl e 

Cut ' ~ettore 6.01 1 .001 99.oo• 
Mphalt 

Cut ' Pettor• •• ,0 1.00• u.oo• 
Cone rete 

Cut. ' Pe1toce 4.10 10.001 u.oo• 
.5o4 

100. 

Cobl e 

V• &CJt".t.-4 ~t 

s. 

lt 

~ · .. 
n ., 
•o 
llt 

~0 

~' 

)1 

s~ 60 
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JU>PDIDIX A - CCNCISSIOR-QJI.DD.EO INPtlT VN.OZS 

BellSouth ' s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Dtstributton Cable 

k..:t \Vll)' I a.,. COlt Dentlty ton•• ISl-2)~0 
Per root 
tns t a114td Coat \ Acu•tty \ ~1t¢M'd Te ! e f.ri)I'A W•19M .-d ~ .. t:.! 

M1u•u..nt 

PI " $).06 0.00\ tt.OO\ ·~ 
~oc~y Plow ).06 J.OO \ tt.OO\ .Ot 

Tund\ ' ).06 0.00\ tt.OO\ 0 
8ac~tlll 

Roc ky Trench ).06 27 .00\ 9t .OO\ 0 ,. 

a.c -.ho4t tre~ ).06 12 00\ " 00\ 
)~ 

Hanes Dlq Tr• nc.'\ ).06 6 .00\ 9t.OO\ It 

Bor e Cable 23.~) 2.00\ " 00\ 4) 

PuJ h Pipe • Pull 26.96 $.00\ " 00\ l.lt 
C.blo 

Cut ' "•41tor• C,.Ol ll .OO\ " OO • ., 
A.11ph•lt 

Cut & Jeatc.re •• ,0 12.00\ " 00\ 1.01 
Conc r ete 

Cut ' •••tore 4.10 :o.OO\ 9t IIC\ " ~ ... 
100\ $) ,, 
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AVPDDIX A - C777SSIOif-ORD&RED IMPUt VlU.OKS 

-<!llSouth' s Territory- Hard Rock Buried 015trtbut1on 

A.(tiYlty l.ue COlt OonJity lor.•• 2))1•1 GO 
hr root 
:JUUlled Co• c. ' N:tlY!t'f' \ Aaalqned ~elep.r.or .. 

Ad l \l..t t.Mnt 

Plov Sl.06 0.00\ n.oo• 

lloc"y l'lr·v ).06 0.00\ tt.OO\ 

Ttonch & ).06 0.00\ U.OO\ 
a.ckttll 

Jit.OCAY Trenc:n J 06 U .OO\ n.OO\ 

IAckhoe Trench ).06 10.00\ n lO\ 

lknd Olq Tur. h ).06 1 .00\ " 00\ 

&or• C.bl• 2J.~O 1).00\ " 00\ 

Puth Pl pe &. 

C• bl e 
Pull 26.96 0.00\ ~,.00 \ 

Cut ' Jltlu.ore 6.01 2).00 \ 99.00 \ 
"-'PhA l l 

C\at. ' 1\et tore 8.90 20.00 \ 99.00\ 
Con•r .. t e 

Cut ' Jteu.ore •.eo 8.00\ U.OO\ 
5od 

100\ 

Cable 

V• lo;r:t•J ~t 

s· 

0 

0 

41 

.~ 

/ 4 , lt 
0 

I. )1 

-
l •M 

10 

p lf7 



AcUvHy 

ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PACE 314 

BellSouth's Territory- Hard 

&ue CO•t 
hr root 

Rock Buried Outribut1on 

r-.n.o It y to<'A >I 0000 

tnata llK Coot \ Act1V1t) ' ~a19n~ Te l•ph ne 
Ad)u.Jtaent 

Plow $3.06 0.00\ 99.001 

lltx:ky Plow 3.06 0.001 " 00\ 

Tc•nch • ).06 0.001 "· 00\ 
S.ck f tll 

~ky TrenCh 3.06 10.00\ " · 001 

S.c:kboe TtencJ\ 3.06 1.001 U.OOI 

ll&ftd Dlq Tronc:J'. ).06 I.OUI n.OO\ 

aoce Cabl e 2).~0 10.001 U.OO I 

Puah Pl pe ' Pull 26." 0.001 ,,00\ 
C4blo 

eut ' ~.nore &.01 ll.OO\ 99.00\ 
NpMit 

Cut ~ keatore e.,o 28.001 99 00\ 
Concrete 

Cl>t " ••nor• c.eo ).001 " 001 .... 
1()01 

Cdble 

"• ' Qt.~ eo """>l-L''U 

~' 

0 

~ 

.H 

H .. 
2 26 

0 

2 01 

' )~ 

.II 

,., I !E. 
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GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit 

Actlvity Baa• Coat O.naity lono 0-~ 
~r Foot. 
:Jutalled COil \ Ac:tl• Hy \ ~119n~ Telepf\OM 

Acl)oa ... nt 

Trench 4 $2.27 1$.00 \ , • 11\ 

&aclt!!ll 

ll:oc:~ty 1'cenc.l\ 4 .22 0.00\ 91.11\ 

fUcthoe Trench 2.7 r: .oo• 91.18\ 

Hand 019 Tre:te.h 4 .99 2.00\ 91.11\ 

aonnq 11. lij z.oo• ~1.181 

Cut ' '••tor-e l . l2 1 00\ 91.11 \ 
.... pi\A1t 

C':Jt ' '•u.or• t.n I 00\ ,, "' 
Concce t• 

C\lt ' ll:eatote J.l$ 2.00\ 91. II\ 

SOd 

100.00\ 

•• 'qht .-d klowit 

H '$ 

-
O. H 

0.10 

o.:l 

0.01 

0 09 

0.01 

S2 68 
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GTE Territory-Normal feeder Condutt 

A.ctLvlty o .. a. C:oJt r tl t.y ! one 6-100 
Per root 
lnltdled C41t I MtlVity I Atalqned T• ltphon• 

Ad3Uttatnt 

Trench ' 12.17 0.11 71. 00 tl.ll l 

a.ctflll 

Pocky Tre.nch 4.22 o.u o.oo 97.111 

S.c klloe Tuncl\ 2.70 0 .17 u .oo 97 1~ 1 

Hand Dl9 Trench • • 99 u. l~ 2.00 91. Ill 

Borln? 11.10 o.n 2.00 ".Ill 

Cut ' h .nor• e., 0.11 2.00 97 .Ill 

Aspllalt 

Cut ' lteJtOrt 9.6) o.u 2 .00 ,, Ill 

Conccet• 

C:ut t. R_._.tore ). 1$ 0.17 1 00 " 1 .. 

Soo 

100.001 

GTE Terri tory-Normal Oistri but ion Conduit 

A.:.t I , 1t )' S..ae Coat C.n1tty ton. 0•) 

h:C' root 
lnaulled C4at I AC"t.1W1ty \ ~alQ~Ad Telt~• 

Adjultaent 

':'r••uo. • S2.27 81.00 97 II 

a.c•t .... 
ftocky T:-enc.h 4.22 0.00 97.11 

a. .-hOe '!r•nc:a 2.70 ~ . uo 
,, 1J 

K.t:w:t D19 rre:.eh ' ·" 2.00 97 .11 

&orl l 1 11.10 2.00 11.11 

Cut Re1tore .. , I 00 91 .II 

A.ts>t\•. t 

.t ' J\411to re t.U I 00 " II 
C4nc,.te 

C~·· f ··· t~t• lH 
l "" 

,, •• 
I 

'----
I .01 

We l.Qftted #Wclunt 

H. U 

0 ~I 

0.10 

0.2 1 

0.17 

o. u 

,01 

S2 9~ 

we.qhted .lac.lunt 

Sl." 

0 II 

10 

0 ., 
n I 

0 07 

1 

'"' ... ) 
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APn:IIDIX A - COIII'ISSIOH-OlUli.R.ID IN1't1T VJU.OZS 

GTE Territory-Normal Dist ribulion Conduit 

At;•&v •y B.ue Coat. O.n..tllt :.or... 4·100 
hr Foot 
ln .. n•l led Coot \ Actlvlty \ Mu qned ':' • ! epb.:l~ 

AdJu.atMnt 

Trenef\ l 12.21 0.11 11.00 91.11 
kcHill 

~toc-.y Tr•nc.n • • 22 0.1) 0.00 91.18 

a.c~ Tnncn 2.10 o.n lt.OO 91.19 

ll<ond 019 T r•nch • • t9 0.2 ) 2.00 91,11 

loorln9 11.10 O.Jl 2.00 01,18 

CUt & kee tor• •• 12 0.18 1.00 tl II 
"""""It 

C\.lt ' Jl••tore t .6l 0.1 6 I. ,, II 
COncret e 

CUt 4 Reetore J.H 0.11 1.00 ~1.11 

S«l 

100.00 \ 

We tqhte~ ~t 

$1.t..C 

0.)) 

0.10 

O. H 

0.11 

o.u 

0.08 

Si.9~ 
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GTE Territory-Normal 

.... Con. 
Pe r root 

Buried Feeder Cable 

O.n~lty Zone 0-~ 

ln• t a lled Colt \ Ac:tlvtty \ ~Jlqn.d Tele phone 
M lu•t.aent 

Plow tl.U U.OO\ 100 

aoc•y Plow 1.)7 0.00\ 10. 

Tr • :Kh " 2.21 0 100 
&.cHill 

P:octy Trench 4 .22 0 100 

Blckh04 Tnnch 2 .10 0 100 

H• nd 01.9 Tr~h .. , 0 100 

aor e Cabl e ILIO 0 100 

P\JJ~ Plp. l l'ull 6 .10 0 lV" 
c:.blo 

CUt ' ~••tore •• 12 1 100 
.... pl\alt 

Cut ' s-•ator• 9.63 I 100 
Concr•t• 

CUt ' P•atore ).1~ 2 100 
SOcl 

100\ 

vuqhted "--vnt 

t; 0' 

. 

. 

. 

. 
-

o.o• 

0.10 

• ,, 
SI . H 
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Al'P11lmiX A - CCHCISSION-ORD&JI&D INPUT VlU.UIS 

GT£ Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable 

Actlvlly 8.&1* COlt 
hr root 

O.nllty :one 6·101 

Ina ull.CS CoJl \ A.cttvtty ' M.tqr..cs 1eler.tK>!\41 
Aod)~Uc-nt 

Plcv Sl 14 o.oz 11 ' 
,oc'<y Plov 1 )1 O.Ol 0 lOu 

Tr•nch l 2.21 0.11 10 100 
llatkf111 

'ock y Tr•nc:.h 
, , 0 u 0 100 

aa.e~ Tr•nc.b 2.10 0.11 ~ I ' 

H.and D1q ~c:•nch 4." 0.2~ I lv• 

&ore C.ble 11.10 0.37 0 I . 

P\loh PI~ 4 Pull 6.10 O.JO " 100 
C<obl • 

CUt ' Reatore •. 12 0.11 z 100 
ll.:lphol t 

CUt ' "•nor• t.U 0.16 1 100 
Cone; ret• 

CUt ' fteatore ). ·~ 0.17 2 100 
Sod 

100\ 

We lqhtN ~· 

$0 90 

. 
0 •• 

. 

0. 11 

0.0~ 

. 

. 

0 18 

0.~0 

o c• 

-.. ,, 



ORDER NO. PSC- 99-0068-fOf-: P 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 320 

GT£ Territory-Normal feeder Condult 

Ac.tlv1ty Den~lly ton• 101•200 

CO.Jl I ActiVIty \ ~atgn•J T•lepnone 
Ad)U-IU..nt 

Tre~och t 10.21 ,, 
a.ctflll 

.-oc~~:y T.-.-AC.h 0.30 0 

a.clthott Trench O. H lO 

tt.nd Olq •••noll 0.~0 s 

bOrtnq 0. 73 4 

CUt ' keatore 0.31 s 
AsJ>i" .. H 

CUt ' ~••tore o.)) • 
Concre te 

CUt ' Jleatore 0.33 6 
SOd 

1001 

GTE Terri tory-Normal feeder Conduit 

Ao:Uvlt)' OecJlty :or.e 201·6~~ 

COot I Activity \ Aaal?n.d Tel•~• 
Adju.ttaent 

Trench 4 IO.J2 H 
Doc~ !Ill 

Poc ky Trench o.u 0 

a.c~ ~J•:-u:.b O.Sl ll 

H•n4 DSQ Tren.eh 0.1$ l 

~noq 1.10 4 

CtJt ' "••tore o.ss a 
Mph• It 

.. t & fl••to re o.so 1 

O..ol\1. rete 

Cut ' llteJtor• O.Sl 10 
lOCI 

lCoO\ 

Ve19~tt<J ~.._ -.M 

97.11 J: . 11 

, . 11 . 
,7.11 o . ., 

97 II on 
97. 18 0. 49 

91.11 O. H 

·-, II o. )9 

91 II 0 74 

Jl 'l 

••l'lht~ "->uttt 

9711 so .. 
91 . ~~ . 
tl 11 • • Ol 

91 . 11 0. 17 

~l. U 0.!0 

H . II '· 

97 . 11 0 u 

91 u o. u 

14 . 40 
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GTE Tern tory-Normal Distribut1on Condul t 

Act lvlty Olnslty tono 101•200 

C'o•t 
Ad j ll> uoo n l 

' ActiYlt)' ' ~liQn~ T•l•phone 

Trench ' 10.21 60 ~l.ll 

l!oa<krlll 

Jlloc~y Trench 0.)0 0 ,_ .. 
a.eld;ooe Trench 0. )4 It 91.11 

H• nd 0 &9 T f"•M.h O.$G ~ _, tl 

ltotlnQ O.lJ 2 H.lt 

CUt ' ,_.atore o.n ~ n.u 
.... piiAlt 

Cut ' ~ettore 0.33 • ~,.II 

Concrete 

CUt ' Peltore 0.33 • ,,l& 
Sod 

1001 

GTE Terri tory-Normal Distribution Conduit 

Acthlty O.nelty tone 201·6~0 

co_.t \ A>t lwity \ ~a1qned Telephon• 
Ad)u•~nt 

Trenct. & SO.ll H ,, u 
l!oacktlll 

Roc:~y !'re:"'~h 0. <~ 0 ,, II 
S.C'thoe Trench 0.~ 1 2) ,, II 

Hand Dtq ':'re. <b 0 ,~ J ,, II 
Bo<tno 1.10 • ,, 18 

Cut t. R•.uor• 0.~) • ., u 
Alph•lt 

Cut & l'•~tc re 0.~0 , 91 18 
Coru:rete 

C~t ' Jlestore 0.~0 10 n.ta 
SOd 

10" 

We iqht•d Ntou.nt 

$1. 4. 

. 
o.~l 

0.11 

o. u 
0 , 44 

O.H 

0.2< 

ll.~~ 

We19n.t.-:1 ~· 
u I) 

-
12 

!1 

0 ~0 

0 ll 

0 ~· 
41 

•• •• 
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.u>PJDmiX A 

GTE Territory-Normal Burled Feeder Cable 

At~uvs.::y o.ruLty Z:l).l'\• 101·200 

Co•t \ Activity \ A4•1qn.d TelephOne 
Ad)utt,.,.nt 

Plov fO .OC 60 

,.,., k y ? I ov 0.01 0 

Trenct'o ' 0.21 10 
U.c ktl ll 

ftOck y Trenc.h O.JO 0 

S.ckhoe T rel'\d\ O.lC 6 

Htind 010 Trench 0.~0 ~ 

lore Cable O.ll ] 

Pu•h Plpo ' Pul . O. S9 1 
CAb I• 

Cut ' Re• t ore o. )l ~ 

.r..pnal t 

CUt ' P.e,tore O.JJ • 
Conc rete 

CUt ' U.S tote O.ll ' Sod 

1001 

Welqht.cl Alllo..ant 

100 SO.ll 

1\/U 

100 l~ 

100 . 
100 0. 11 

100 O.ll 

100 0.)1 

I• 0. 

100 0 C) 

100 0. 10 

I •• 
·-

$2 , 9~ 
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APPENDIX A - CCIIUSSION-ORDZR&D INPUT VJ.I.UaS 

GTE Territory-NormAl Burled Feeder CAble 

Ac;Uvlty O.nll ty toM ~01·6SO 

Coat ' Act I.YU.V \ A.u lon•d 111etqhtCCI ~t 
Ad)t.nt.Mnt Tehphono 

PI<)W 10.06 ]] 100 

Rocky PI<)W 0.10 0 100 

Trench ' O.J2 20 100 
S.c:k!:.ll 

Rocky Trenc.n 0. 4S 0 100 

B&ckboe Tre~ch O.SI 10 100 

JU.rw:s. Dlq Tunch 0.1S J 100 

&ore C..ble 1.10 • 1"10 

P\uh P1pe ' Pull o.u ~ 100 
c..bl e 

Cu\ ' "••tol'• o.~!o a tOO 
AoJ>t\41 < 

Cut ' Rettore 0. ~0 1 100 
Concrete 

Cut ' R•ator• o.so 10 . oo 
SOC! 

100\ 

~ <) 

-
s' 

-
)2 

P.ll 

'· s~ 
O.JI 

0.14 

0.11 

.Cl 

U .ll 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 324 

APPENDIX A - COHMISSION-OaD&R&D INPUT VALOIS 

GTE: Terri tory-No rmal Feeder Condun 

Actl.ti.ty O.n~lty Zon• t~1 -t~O 

Coat ' ' A1~1qn.a ~elephone Welqhted -"'0\lnt. 

AdjUJtNnl ~tlvity 

Trench 4 to.u 2l ,, If 
a. ~ l<flll 

~«ky Tnnc.h 0. 61 0 , ll 
k ckho. Trench 0.61 )0 ,,, II 
M•nd 019 'trenc.h 1.01 ' ,, .ll 

&or1n? 1.46 ~ 
, II 

C\lt ' Jl•ttoce 0.1) l) " II All ISM I t 

CUt ' A.t'J"Ore 0.61 12 
,, It 

Conccet• 

C\lt ' Jteatore 0.66 10 97.11 
SOd 

100\ 

GTE: Terr itory-llorma l Feeder Condu1t 

IM.Uvaty l>otU11t 1 ,..,. Ul·~~)O 

Coot ' Ac:tlvlty ' Mt iqrAd T• l •pt.o""' .• ••i?t.tr.s ~t 
Ad)u.JC...nt 

Treneh ' S0.42 21 ,, .18 

Oac ~(l ll 

flOC"~>" Trench 0.61 0 ~l.lt 

a. ··\.hQe Tr•:-.cn 0.68 ) 0 ., lt 
~, ... 01? Tr•~h 1.01 ' 

., u 

lorln? 1.46 2 , 10 

ut r. ktlJtore o.n II .. .. 
Aaphalt 

Cul & P•atotft 0.61 u 9l II 
C'•'"' ·re t• 

Cu< ., •••t.o~• o. u 10 ' It 
Sud 

1001 

• l) 

. 

" 
OH 

0.26 

I lt 

I iO 

0 <1 

l) . ll 

10 II 

. 

n ~· 
O. J~ 

~ . ' 
I I 9 

1. 10 

0 Cl 

S :, . I; 
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GTE: Terricory-Normal Dis c ribuc ion Conduit 

Ac:uvHy O.n• lty z~ ,. 6~:-q~: 

Cest ' ActLY lty ' ~s;.;!" . .-d . .. ...,!'," •"' ~..::.~ 
AdJtia~nt te .-ephor:• 

Treneh & t O. C7 40 'll.ll 
Doc k ti ll 

,.ocky Trench o. t • 0 " 18 

8ac 1lholt Tre nch o.u ' '' II 
H•nd 019 -:'tend\ 1.01 ' ,, .18 

llo r lnq I.H 1 ,, It 

Cut. & ll•uor• o. 73 I) ".18 
Asptt,.l • 

CUt ' ••tt• re 0 67 D r;, 11 

Concrete 

C\1< t. Re•tote 0. 66 20 97 .IS 

'od 
100. 

GTE: Tcrr 1 tory-Nor-m.a l Distribut ion Condult 

A.i.\l.YUI O.rulty ,.,ol'le 01·2~!>0 

Co>< ' Ac-t1• 1t y ' .... , lQ'r.ed Veiqhted A.*»Jnt 

AdlUJt.Mftt T• hpllor.• 

TrtnC'h ' •o •• 40 ,, tl 

• • d ~ll 

~"': A)f ':'ni\C..:h 061 0 .,l,il 

Oac lt.hoe Trench o.u 7 n.u 
Hand Dl q Trench 1.01 6 .,, 18 

&..·rlnq 1.46 2 " It 
-Yt ' l'e nore 0 7J I) .. •• 
Aapt..tlt 

"' & ~••tor• Otl ll " •• 
of\( r e t • 

Cut & Aenore O.e6 20 ll 18 
•oo 

100\ 

.. .. o\ 

. 
0.1) 

o.n 

0 .6 

Llt 

: . 
0.86 

S • .• I c 

$1 ~ 

. 
0 ;) 

0. 1~ 

[J . , .. 

I I ' 

: .:o 

0 ., 

·~· •• 
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GTE Te~~itory-Normal Bu~ied Feeder Cable 

Act!vU.y DIMity Z.Qne 6~1·1~0 

CO>t ' Ac"t.l•t;.y ' ...,, ll)r.«< v.,~~~•J ~~~ 

Ad l \U Ulil.n t Telephor,e 

Plow tO.Ot u 100 

lloe'Y Plow 0. 14 0 100 

rre~h ' 0. 42 26 100 
a.cHill 

fl.o<'r.y Tr•ncP\ OCt 0 100 

a.cltf\o. Ttetlc..h 0.61 II 100 

H.and 01q TttBC.I\ 1.01 ' 100 

eore C&ble I 46 l 100 

P\J.2h Plpe 4 Pull 1.11 ~ 100 
C.l>lo 

Cut ' '-••tote 0.1) I] 10~ 

Aopl\alt 

CUt ' Reat.oce 0.61 12 100 
Conc:rete 

Cut 6 Pe•h ,r• 0.66 10 100 

'"" lOOl 

~;, •• 

O . l~ 

o. )1 

O.H 

0.21 

0. 4( 

!..:l 

1. .! 4 

0 .. 
$~ u 
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GTE Territory-Normal Buncd 

Act~vlty O.n.tity tot~• 

Cott ' Activity ' ~·tvr~ 
Ad)uttMnt Telephone 

rlov SO.OB I) 

~oc-y Plow 0. 14 0 

Tunc.h ' 0.42 26 
a.eH'll 

~ocky Tr•nch 0.(1 0 

a.c:~ Trer.cb 0.68 11 

HAM 011 t' r.._:b 1.01 6 

&ore C.bl e I. C6 2 

Plah Plpe ' Pull 1.11 5 
CAI>Ie 

C\,jt. t JtA•tor• 0. '7) l) 

A.lpnolt 

Cut ' Mestor:e 0 . 61 12 
Concrete 

CUt ' flea:.ore 0.66 10 
Sod 

100' 

reeder Cable I 
UI·Z$~0 

Veu;llt.-J ~t 

100 SO .11 

100 -
100 " 

100 -
100 o. )1 

100 0.36 

100 0,2l 

IOC 0 co 

100 I 1) 

100 1.2< 

100 v , •• 

n . u 
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II.PPDIDIX A - CC»MMSSION-ORDICJUlD INPUT VN.UIS 

GTE Territory-Normal feeder Conduit 

Ai.. t .vay O.n.Jl t y :or.e 2~~~-~coo 

Con ' Act i vity \ A.aa1qne<l Wetqnt~ ~nt 

Aclj~U<-ent Tolo~ 

'!'renc:h ' SO.~l ~ 9LU 
a.c.ct •11 

a 04.: 1ty Tr•neh o. 76 0 91 .18 

S.ck!\09 Troncn 0.1~ 20 97. 11 

H.lnd DiQ T.tenc.h 1.26 I 97.11 

Bor ing 1.12 ~ ~ 97.11 

C'ut: ' Jl•atoc• v.n B ,, II 
Aapholl 

Cut 4 l'enoce 0.1) 20 ., II 
C1onc:re t e 

C\ot 4 lleatoce ou 1 97.11 
50d 

1001 

GTE Territory-Normal feeder Conduit 

Al:t1Vlt )' Density zon• )001·10000 

COat I A..;tlYlty \ A.aa it;necl ... 1 qt.t ect A..1liOw\ t 
Adiu•taent Te l e phone 

Tr•nc:h ' 10 ~] ~ 
,, 

II 
a.ck!lll 

Roc~y Tren.._n 0.16 0 ,, II 
O.ckt\oe Treru:.h 0. 1~ 20 91 u 

H•nd (HQ Trencn 1.2& • 97 II 

lorU\9 1.12 ~~ 
,, II 

~"' ' Peatore 0.91 1~ 
,, II 

M~.alt 

Cvt ' lleJtore 0.1) 20 ~? II 
~r.crete 

C:vt ' fteJ'tOre 0.1 4 7 97 II .... 
1001 

•• . , 
. 

o.n 
0. C9 

1.99 

1 H 

2.0] 

0 ): 

S?.9B 

so IC 

. 
O. tl~ 

o.u 
1. g:., 

~ l4 

z.oJ 

O. ll 

"·" 
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GTE Territo ry-Normal Di stributiO:'I Condu1t 

Act h'l ty o.n .. tty Zon• H)I•)OOO 

Coat \ Activ it y \ Mt l qn e<S w.tqtu . ..u A..""'U.nt 

Acljuoc.ont fel ephon• 

Trench ' SO. )l ) , 18 
a.ckfl ll 

Jloc~y Tr ench 0 .16 0 " II 
S.c khoe Trench o.u 19 "·" 
Hond 019 TrotiCh 1.26 • n .u 
llot !l\9 I.U I) tl . ll 

C\lt & ~tenore o.u : ) , • 
~pi>Oi l 

C\lt ' Aea.tore O. ll 10 ,, II 
~one ret e 

Cut & JleatOr• o.ac • 91 ll 
SO<I 

100 \ 

GTE Territory-Normal Di s t r ibution Condui t 

AcUVlty Dena lty l one ~UOl•lOOOO 

CA:IIt \ Act LVI t y \ All l qn.CS Te l ef'hOne we:.qntN ~t 

Acl)uotJoont 

Tnneh ' JO. ~l ) 91.11 
a.ckr lll 

~ocky Tr....:h 0.16 0 91 18 

kckho. Tte ru:h o n 19 91. 18 

H• nd 019 T t er.c:h 1.26 • 91 n 

8or1nq l.f2 u ,, II 
Cut ' Re• toce o.u 2) ,, IG 
Aopho lt 

CYt & flleJtore o.n 10 ,, 18 
C,..;nc ret e 

CUt & lteatOCII~ o.u I , II 

SOd 

100\ 

10 14 

fl U 

O H 

I " 1 H 

: .Ol 

O.l6 

., 99 

$~. 14 

. 
., 

' ., 
I n 

1 ) < 

~ 0] 

0 li 

• It 
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APPENDIX A - COI«<SSION-ORDIUIED INPUT VALUES 

GTE Terri tory-Normal Bur ied feeder Cable 

Actlvlt)' Donolty tor.• 1SSI-S00' 

ton ' ActlYlty \ A.t•L91'\«S T•leph.ot·e V.1 1hteJ AD.)w;• 

M)WIC.. 
nt 

Plow 10.10 0 100 

lloe~y Plow 0.11 0 100 

Trench ' O.Sl s IOC 
O.Octt Ill 

Poc~y Trench 0.76 0 100 

a.ckhOe Tr• neh o.es 20 100 

H•nd 019 Tc•ndl 1.26 • 100 

Bore Cable 1.82 u 100 

Pu.ah P1pe ' Pull 1.47 0 100 
C• bl• 

Cot 4 Reetor• 0.92 2! 100 
.... ph.tlt 

CUt i ,_.at.ore o.u 20 100 
cone ret• 

Cut ' ••nor• o.tc 7 100 
Sod 

1001 

$0 

-
0.1 4 

-
0.11 

o. '0 

2 .04 

-
~ Cl 

2.09 

0 )2 

S8 1-
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GTE Territory-No~al Burled f eeder Cable 

Act1v1ty Dtnelty tono ~001·10000 

Cott \ o\ctlvltv ' AAtlqn•d T•J•phon• lf•lqhttta A.~l),.r\C 

Adj\tlt.Mftt 

Plow 10.10 0 100 

llociCy Plow 0.11 0 100 

Tr-e:u;b ' 0. ~) ) 100 
a.cll.t1 11 

Rocky Trenc..h 0.76 0 lUO 

S.ckhol Trench o.u 10 l 

fl• nd 019 T r• n· ' 1.26 • 100 

lore C.ble l.t1 I~ ~~-

Pu.th ,..,. • Pull 1.0 0 I 
C.blo 

Cut ' • •• tor• 0.92 " 100 
Aapii£ H 

CUt ' lteJt.oc• o.n 20 100 
Concrete 

~t ' A•• tore 0.14 1 100 
soo 

100 \ 

>0 -. 

14 

. 

I 

~.'0 

1 c 
. 

2. tl 

1.~9 

'1 

Sl ;1 
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APPDDIX A - COMaSSI ON-OIIDitR&O INPUT VJU.UZS 

GTE: Terrltory- Normal Feeder Condu1t 

Aetiv1t, OentHy t.~n• ,.1 001 

Con \ Ac:tiVltV ' A.auqn4N T•l•~.>r.• ... ,If ... ~~~! 

AG)Uit.Mi\t 

'Trench l so.~• J 91 II 
kc-rUI 

Joe-y Trench 0. 14 0 '' .11 

.. ckho4 -:'rench 0. 94 I~ ,, .18 

"""" Dlo Tc:enc.;.h I. 40 ' ,, .II 

lortng 1.02 10 ,, .II 

CUt ' ,_.ate r• 1.02 )) 9111 
Aopto..o lt 

CUt l '•ttot"e o.u 21 11.11 
COncrete 

CUt ' Reatore 0.~) l 
' ' II !100 

1001 

GTE: Terri tory-NoCIIUSl Dhtribution Condull 

A.cl1Vlt)' O.n,lty t· ·~• >lOUOl 

Coat I ' AlillQMd ,..,.~ "•*Ot.tN Mo.,r.t 
MJu.tCMftt Activity 

Tren:h 4 S0 . ~9 ) ql 11 

&c<!ltl 

floclty Trench 0. 11 0 91.18 

B.tcknoe Trench o. , , I~ ?1 18 

HAnd 019 Trench I. 40 I 
,,, II 

8orlnq 1.01 10 ,, 18 

Cut l P•tt.ore 1.01 )) ,. II 
Aof.ol\0 It 

C:..t ' ~u.oc:e o.u 21 o;l II 
co~ -re te 

C oJt ' •••tore o.tl ) , II .,., 
1001 

:, ,. 
-

), ~) 

c.~o 

I.H 

) 12 

2 •• 1 

o. l l 

SJ.~'J 

s • 
-

0 . ~) 

' '" 
I. ) I 

> •• 

: . ll 

O. IC 

sa . !.9 
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GTE Territory-Norr.~al Buned 

O.n.t.ty : 

CO.t \ ActlYHy ' ~s.or. . .-;t 
Ad}\U~nt '!• l • ptt.on• 

Plow 10. 11 0 

ltoc . y """ 0.19 0 

Trench & o. u 3 
BoeH l II 

Jtotky Trenc.h 0.1 4 0 

&.clth~ Trench o.u 1~ 

Keno Olq Tr•nch 1.40 8 

Bore Cable 2.02 10 

ru. h Pl1>4 ' Pull 1. 64 c 
C•ble 

C'ut & R•a tor• L.O) )) 

A•pr,•lt. 

CUt ' P.ellor• 0.93 28 
Concr•t• 

Cut ' ltettore o.u ) 

Sod 

100\ 

reeder Cable 

••• •.c.. ... ~l 
We 1;r.~ ., """' "' 

104 :• 

ICC 

100 0. j f 

100 . 
ICO 0.~~ 

lOC o. ~I 

100 I ll 

100 . 

100 J.11 

100 : 96 

100 0. " 

uu 
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APPIDIDIX A - CONNISSIOH-OIID&RBD I.NPOT w.LUJ:S 

GTt Territory-Normal Buried Oistribuuon Cable 

Ac~;.YU)' Baae Cost 0en11ly tOnP 0•~ 
,.., root 
:::.»u! ~.-d Col t ' t ~a!qn9d T•1•~• 

Ad)UJ-t Ac: tS. "' 1t )' 

""" Sl u - 16.00' t 

~oc:~y Plow l.JT - o.oo• 100 

Trer:eh ' 2.11 - 10 100 
kcl llll 

Poc -.y "ttene:h 4 .22 - 0 100 

&.c\c.t'.o. Tre.cch 2.10 - 0 I lO 

... nd 019 Trenc:h .. " - 0 100 

Bore C&ble 11.10 - 0 ICO 

PuJJ\ Plpe ' Pull , .• o - 0 '"' ~blo 

Cu~ ~ P•e tor• ~, - I 100 
A•ph•l t 

Cut 6 Pfloator• 9 6l - I IQO 

Con1 ret.• 

Jt t. Jlettor• l H - z 100 
Sod 

100, 

Ve&Qt;tN A.-..;~t. 

so " 
. 

o .• l 

-
-
-
-
-

0 0' 
0 lu 

" I 

H . Cl 
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APPENDIX A - CCieaSSION-OIU)KJU:D INPUT VALUIS 

GTE Terr itory- No rma l Buried Dutribution Cable 

AcUvity S.ae CO• t O.rutty tor.• '•lCO 
Per f oot 
ln.auUed Colt ' Acttvttv ' ~alqned Tel•~~ ne W•aQht•d 11..-:.ount 

Ad)u.sta~tnt 

Plow Sl. 14 o.o~ 10.00\ 100.01 ' ~0 n 

-~y Pl tV 1.)1 0.0) 0.00\ 100.00\ -
Tr ench ' 1.21 0.11 II 0 \ 100.00 \ 0 H 
eac k C1ll 

Rocky 'Trench 4 .22 o.a 0.00\ 10Q 00 \ 

kckho. Trench 2.10 0.11 l 001 10• '" o.r.t 

Hllr.d 019 Tronc:b c.U 0.2~ 0 I 100.00\ 

aore C• ble 11.10 0.31 0.001 100.00\ 

Pu• h PI~ ' Pull 6.10 O.JO 0 I 100.00\ 
C<t.l>l e 

CUt 4 keetor• 1.12 0.18 1 ~ ' 100.00\ 0.18 

A.oph• 1' 

Cut • Ae1t.ore 9.6) 0 .16 2.001 100.001 0.20 
Concr•t• 

C\Jt • Ae.Jtoce ).7~ 0.11 2.00\ 100 00\ 0.01 
SOd 

100.00\ $1.11 
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APl'EHDIX A - COteaSSION-ORDIUUID INPUT VALUJ:S 

GTE Terri tory-tlorm4l Buried 01s• • but ion Cab_e 

Actlvltt O.nalty lono 1 1-100 

Co•t \ Activity \ A.utqn.d Telepho)r,e We tqhtfKI k.~unt 

Ad)Yit.Nnt 

Plcv so.o• n 100 

Rocky PI- O.Ol 0 100 

':'rencr. 4 0.21 11 100 
ll.ockt Ill 

Rocky Trencn 0.)0 0 100 

lkckho. Tcenc.h O. H J 100 

HAnd 01Q' Tr-enrh 0.$0 0 100 

&ore C&Dle O,lJ I 100 

Puoh Pipe • P\lll 0.$9 I 100 
C..bl• 

t"\1\ l ii4H9<0 O.J7 $ 100 
A.opholt 

Cut ' A-••r.ore O.JJ • 100 
Cot\.: r-ete 

CUt ' Je.store O.JJ 6 100 
SOd 

100\ 

$0.8l 

. 
·' 
. 

0.09 

. 
IJ 

O.H 

o •o 

0 .' 4 

S2U 
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Al'PDIDIX A - COIOCISSIOH-ORDEJIZD INPUT VALUES 

GTE Territory-Norm41 Buried Distribuuon 

A.i;UVJ.~y O.nJltV Zone !01-6~0 

con \ Activity ' """9n.ed V• l~ht•U "-'''OW\t 
M)oa~nt ':'e l•phon• 

Ploo~ S0.06 11 100 

IIIAX•Y Plow 0 10 0 I >O 

Trtnen ' 0.32 JO 100 
HI!ICkCtll 

~).y 7'teF\C.h o. u 0 100 

&ack.ho. T unch O.Sl !2 100 

Hanes 0111 Trerw::.h o.n J 100 

... ,. C..b1• 1,10 4 100 

Pvt h ,,~ • "'11 0.19 s 100 
c..b1 • 

Cut • Rea tora Q,)) 8 100 
Alph• lt 

Cut & P••tote 0.~0 7 100 
Con• r•t,., 

CUt ' FeJ tor• o. so 10 100 
SOd 

100\ 

-.. 
-

. 18 

-
)> 

·' 
~l 

.)I 

. H 

.11 • 

. 4! 

U.J6 
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GTE Terri tory-NorNl Buried Dluributlon 

A.euvuy Oef'ltLty lor• ~'I·H~O 

COlt \ Act. \Vi t y ' Aaa11Jt'\.4KI Ve1qht.-d ~nt 
Ad)uJu.nt Te l t pttone 

Plow $0.01 20 100 

Jtoccy Plow o.u 0 100 

Trench s o.u 20 100 
a.ek!UJ 

ttoc;lly Tren~l\ 0.61 0 --
a.~ TrtM"h o.n l 

K&.."'ld tHq ':'r•"'· 1.01 ' • J 

lou C.blo l.U 2 100 

Push Plpo • Pull 1.11 ~ 100 
c..bl e 

CUt. l R••Lure 0.1) I) 100 
Nlpha lt 

CUt ' '-•nor• 0. 61 12 100 
Cc.r.cre t • 

Cut s ke•t c r• 0. 66 20 100 
SOd 

1001 

so • 4 

-~· 
. 

0.01 

)6 

o. )1 

0 co 

l 2l 

I •• 
u 

s~ .'1 
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GT£ Terr itory-Normdl Buried Olstnbution Cable 

O.n~ ltt tGt.o :~~1·10000 

Coot ' ' .Uuc;~ ~•!•~ v.~c;ta~ ~t 

.lit.:~., U.J tae/'1 t A.i.UYt ~y 

PI • JO.IO 0 100 

'0"\.y ,.!"'.J on 0 100 

Trer..o:·n l o.~l ~ 100 
S.ckts !1 

lt~"Y Trench 0." 0 100 

a. c ~ T re.a.c.b o.n 19 100 

tt.nd OlQ Tr.-neh I.U • 1..0 

lore Clble 1.12 ~~ 100 

PuJI'I ,lpe ' l"ul. I.U 0 I'D 
C:.Wio 

Cut ' Peetore o.t2 2~ 100 
A..phalt 

CuL l Jle.atoc• o.n 20 100 
concrete 

C\lt & fte•tore 0.84 • 100 
Sod 

100, 

' 

0 ll 

. 
o.•. 
0 )0 

2 04 

. 

1. 41 

2 0' 

~ p 

Sl .l 
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APPDDIX A - CONCISSION-Oiii.DQ&O INPUT VlU.OZS 

GTE Territory-Normal Buried D1strtbutLon Cab!~ 

Act1V~ty Oe.n•lty .tone •lCI.Ivw 

Coal ' \ A.a•tt~n•d "'•i qhte-d N!IOUI\t 

Adjun.Mnt Acttv!ty t• l•phone 

Pl.,_ SO . II 0 100 

~oc~y PI"" o.u 0 100 

Tret\ol.h & O.)t l 100 
BaCkrlll 

lloci(y Trench 0.14 0 100 

Bac khoe Tranc:ll o.t• u tOO 

H,t,nd 019 T cench I. 40 • 1no 

&oc• Cabl e 2.02 10 tOO 

Pu.ah •:.pe ' 1'\11. 1.« 0 tOO 
Cabl e 

CUt. to •••tor• 1.02 ll tOO 
AapMI t 

Cut ' Reetore 0. 9l 21 tOO 
Cone tete 

Cut • Rtttor• o.n l tOO 
·.ocs 

tOOl 

so 
. 

' 

-
0.)) 

0. )I 

t.ll 

l.;: l 

2. jj, 

14 

II tU 
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APPENDIX A - Cc»KtSSION-ORD&J\&0 INPUT VALOZS 

GTE Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit 

.t.cuvity Base COlt O.Mlty tone 0 -~ 
r.r foot 
lMull.a COot I Ac:Uvlty I A.t.Jlqned -: .. teph;r.• "· '~~t.-:1 ~"\· 

Ad)uu .. nt 

Tz-eACh l sz H ~l.ll l ~ . 
e.ct!lll 

I'.Ccky Trer.cn 4.12 l9 .. Il l L;';· 

ft.Ackh~ french 1.81 ~2 
,, Ill 

1. · ~ 
Hand Oiq Tlenc:h ~.u ~ ".Ill .02) 

l!orlnq 12.0~ ~ ''· u • ~' 

O.t ' ~atore IO.t< I ,, : fl ~ . ll 
.... pbalt 

<:\lit ' '••tore 1 J.lO I ''· I tl 
0.11 

Con< rete 

Cut ' -••tore · -~ · 
2 ''·11' o.u 

Sod 

100\ Sl.&9 

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit 

Ac:t1vHy aa ... Co.tt 
Pe: foot 

O.nalty tone 6 -100 

Jntt.dhd Coat I A.c:Uvlty ' ~Jl9t~ Tel~• Vel~hte~ A.:acu.n:. 
Ad'\l.atalftt 

Tr.n:h ' sz. JC 0.12 ~ '91 . tl\ 1" tl 
a.c\!111 

P.oc~y TrenCh ' J1 0.11 )7 91 It \ I.EI 

S.cJchoe Trench 2.81 0.19 u 91.111 !.ll 

HaM Dlq Trench ~.u o.2t ' tl.IU 0.11 

&orin? 12.0~ o.co l ,~, u;., O.l4 

Cut ' lle.t:~re 10 .. 0.21 l ,,_ .. , . ... 
.... ~ ... ·· 
Cloii~ ., '••tc re II 70 0.22 l ''.I H o.:1 
COI\cr ete 

c~t & ~eatt~re 4.H ou ' • 91.111 n • • 
Oc•J 

100\ JC.tt. 
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Al'PZHlliX A • CCHaSSION-ORD!JIZO INPUT ~UZS 

GTE Territo ry-Sof t Rock D1st r 1butlon Conduit 

Acti v ity B.at• Cot t 
Per root 

O.nstty tone 0 ·~ 

l nat alled Cost ' A.cuv1tY ' Ma iqned Te lephone llelqhted A:ltoi+r.t 

Adj\ataent 

Trench ' J2 ) 4 . I ,, II\ :(). :• 
a.e~ tlll 

~lty 1' renc.b 4. 32 . 46 91 I ll ! 0 "i) 

S.ckhoe Trench 2.81 . J= 91 U l ~-11 

Hand 019 Trenc.n ~ . IS . ~ , .II\ o. : ~ 

&ortn9 12.05 . s 91,1 .. 0 ~, 

CUt l b1toc-e 10.14 - I ,, Ill 0. II 

A.opn.l t 

Cut ' ,_.• tor-e I I. 70 . I , Ill I 

Conr. ret • 

CUt ' ' • • tore 4.~4 . . 97 161 0.09 
SOd 

1001 U D 

GT£ Terntory-So!t Rock Dis t ribution Conduit 

Ac:• lvHy ..... Con ~nalty ~one '-100 
Per Foot 
lnt t a 11e<t Coil ' ActlVU.)' ' ~a t qned Te lephon• Welqhted Aaount 

.r.:t;uo,..nt 

trer :h ' n .H • ,, .Ill $0.!9 

a.e~flll 

P'X.\ y : renc:h 4.32 ~I t1 161 .. ) 
a.u: kho4t -rrer.m 2.11 n ,, .. , • 
Hand Olq "Tr• cc:b 5 . 1S . '1 Ill H 

Borlnq 12.05 ) Yl.l ll o.,. 

C'ut ' l'ienor e 10.84 l q) Il l o . I 
Alpha lt 

Oat ' P•.store II 70 • 'll . l" . ) 
c,.,ncre:-e 

•Jt e. •••toe• .. ~· 2 ~1 Ill I 

5<-J 

1001 H .H 
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APnNDIX A - COHKISSION-OIIDERED IN1'11r VALUES 

GT£ Terrlt:ory-So!t Rock Buried feeder Cable 

Act1Yl~y k-3-e COat O.rstty t~n• o-~ 
r.c Foot 
:naull.ct COlt ' A.ctlvl~y ' ~Jlqr..a 7•1•p~~~· 

Adlu.Jt..ent 

Plow n.u ... I 100. nil \ 

llocky Plow I. J9 H. . I 100.001 

Tt encn ' 2.J 4 ~.00 1 100.00\ 
S.cHIII 

ttcct y Trer1ch 4.32 ~ 00\ 100.001 

a.ctr.hoe Trel\ch 2.11 2 OW\ 100.001 

~noS 019 lron<:h 5.1) l Jt..., \ 100.001 

lo<o C:.bl o 12.05 I oe1 100.00\ 

l'\l>h Plpo ' 1'\111 1.00 2 001 100.00\ 
c:.t>l o 

Cut. ' PA t tore 10.14 I 001 100.00\ 
A•ph•lt 

Cut & "••tore 11. , . 1.00\ 100.00\ 
Concrete 

Clot ' Jlen :• 4.54 l.OO' 100 001 

""' 100.0.:.1 

·-
WetqM . .a ~"""nt 

s ~~ 

u . 4 l 

0 . . : 

o.n 
0.01 

0 . I~ 

o.u 
0 14 

o.u 

o. ti 

0.09 

,;- 10 
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lU'PIDmtx A - CXlMKISSI ON-OIIDUUW INPUT VALUIS 

GTE: Terr ltor y- Soft Rock Bur ied feeder Cable 

~UV1:y &.t t e COt t Den• Hy ton• O·:n~. 
r•r root 
1Mtd l ed CO• t 

Adjual.Mnt 
\ Ac:tiv H y \ AJ!tiqn.m Telephone 

Plow U .IS 0 Ol U .OI\ 100 001 

ao<:~y Plow 1.39 o.o. 14. 001 100 I 

Trench 1 l. H 0.12 ~.oe 1 100. I 

ll<lc kt lll 

~ky Tr• nch • • 12 0.11 S.OOI 100 001 

a.ckhoe Trench 2.11 0.19 2.001 100.001 

Kan4 019 Ttenc"" $. U 0.21 1.001 100.001 

&ore Cable u.os 0. 40 1.001 100. 001 

~.Jh flpe ' Pu.l 1.00 0 )) 2 001 !CV "' t 
C<ll>l• 

Cut I Pe1 tore 10.1 • 0 21 t.DO ' 100 01 
Aopl\olt 

Cut ' Reatore I I. 14 0.11 I. 001 100. 001 
Cone ret.• 

Cut 1 P .. atore 4.$. o.u 1.001 100 I 

SOd 

100 )01 

VelQl'\teo .a..-.o->Jn• 

S<> ~I 

" 
.2 

' H 

o oo 

O.P 

0.12 

It 

o.u 

o.u 

0.09 

S2 U 
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U l'D'DIX A - CQ378SIOlf•ORDD&O INPUT VALtnS 

GTE: Territory-Soft Rock feeder Cundutt 

Al:tlV l "( C.l'l•ltV :,..,,·.e lOl-1-'~ 

Con Ad )~H'--nt \ t\ct.1V1ty \ A.lugneCI ~e!ept. ,ne We 1~hte4 ~~nt 

Tr en<l\ ' so 2C ~ ,, ·" :;:, • ~ j 

S.c t~.C1 1l 

P.ocllr.y Trench 0 34 ~~ ~' II\ I ~9 

a.clll\oe Tren..:.h O.JI )I ,, ;I\ : It 

Han4 Dl9 Trench 0.~1 4 91. 111\ o.n 

Borlnq o.u l 91 11\ 0.)1 

C1.at 4 .-enor• o. u ~ 91 u • 0.~~ 

""""" ll 
C\Jt 4 ~•tore o. u • ''·u' 0 ., 
Contrete 

Cut c b•to re ou • ,. r !h 0 1' 
SOd 

100\ H ,, 
GT£ Territory-Soft Rock feeder Conduit 

Act1Vlly Den.1ty lo~• 201-6~0 

CO.t Ad)\l..lt.M-nt \ Ac.tiY1t)' ' A.tai~ T•!•""'")(;• ••l'JI\t •ll ~t 

Trench ' IO.H ~~ il u • $0.H 

a.cktl~ ! 

P:Qi_' k.y T r er.ch 0. ~I JJ ,, 
"' 1 H 

a.c-.no. TUtl·.h 0.~1 zo 91 u• •• 
H•ncs Dt 9 1 rench o.e~ l ~· Il l 0 p 

SorJn'J 1.21 • 91 II\ Q " 
C·..it 4 llle• t •• 0 ·~ • ., I I\ ~ ~· A.Jpt-1• 1 t 

C1.1t 4 ,est •• 0 40 •• I ll • • 
Ctu"r rete 

'7~o~t ' Jlleatote 0.)., 10 t> , llil 0 II ,,., 
I •• t\ , \1 
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GTE Territory-Soft Rock 01Slr1bution 

1t.:;•1v lty OlntHy tone 101•200 

Coat M lUit.Mnt ' ktl¥1t.y ' M U?n.-d 

":r•r.-en. ' ·~ 24 • a.c .. t111 

1\ocky Trench o. ) 4 •• 
S.c lr.hoe Trenc.h 0.31 11 

114n4 Olq f rench O.S7 ~ 

llor lnv O.tl ) 

C\ot ' 1'-ettore o. u ~ 
.... ph.<oll 

C\n. ' l'e.store 0. 41 4 
Concrete 

Cllt ' Jt•atore 0.31 • 
Sod 

100 \ 

GTE T•rritory-Soft Rock Distribut i on 

Acttvtty Dena1ty :or.• 201-6!10 

Conduit 

:e l•rtt~r;• 

., .. , 

.l II \ ,, I I\ , 
"' 

''·"' 
~' li t 

,,,, .. 
-tl I U 

Condu it 

COlt Ad)\Ut.aeftt 1 Ac:tiYlt )' t '-•10a.d T•l•~~n• 

-:'rene~~ ' t<) n ;~ 
, I I\ 

a..-iCCll .. 

ltoc:ay Tren· h O.SI J: ., II \ 

a.ctl\oe Tunc:n 0. ) 1 21 , .. II \ 

H•nd Dl9 fr•n~ 0.1~ 1 ''·"' 
&ortno 1.21 4 91 IB \ 

C1.1t & Peatore 0 II I , U \ 

Mph•lt 

;ut ' Real •r• 0.60 , 'tl . l ' ,. ~t•t• 

ut l P•et<or e O.S) 10 'H lt ' 

··d 
lOCI \ 

W• a Jt<,, .o A.-..o·.ln~ 

$' : 

1 : 

0.6~ 

0.28 

o. )1 

0 ss 

0.47 

0.29 

u . ;e 

"•1Qht.cl Mount 

s~.J> 

I. ~0 

G.o9 

0.11 

0.~2 

o.n 

.. 
ct .. ,, 



ActiYity 
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GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried feeder Cable 
C.ntlty ton~ 10!·200 

Coat Ad'uat.ment \ ACtivity t ~a1qn•d T•l•phon• 

Plow 10.0) 70.001 100.001 

Rocky Plow 0.08 lO.OO I 100.001 

Trench ' 0.24 10 0 I 100.001 
S.cktlll 

Jtocky Trench 0. )4 I 0 ' I 100.001 

a.ck.ho41 Trench 0.)1 10.001 100.001 

Hand 019 Trench 0.)7 ~.001 100. I 

lloro Coble o.u I .001 100.001 

' '"" f l po ' 
lUll 0. 6) I.UOI 100.001 

Cable 

CUt ' • • nore 0.41 ~ 001 100.001 
M l)hAit 

CUt l 1\••tor• 0.37 • 001 100.001 
concrete 

CUt ' keator• 0.31 6.001 100.001 
Sod 

IOO.Oul 

We~OhleJ Amoun• 

•o z• .. 
1• 

)l 

0 l7 

2' 
0 ll 

I 01 

• ., 
0 48 

I )0 

U.H 
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Al'PDIDIX A - C<*KISSIOK-OIUlltRZD INPUT VlU.OJ:S 

GTF. Territory-Soft Rock Buried feeder Cable 

AcUVttk' C.nJ 1 ty ton.• ;ot·6~0 

CMt Ad)uat.enl ' Ac-ti v H . y \ AJalqr.ed Tel•~• •• l .JM • t ...,_,ur.t 
P!~., tO .tll ~.00 \ 100, tO\ ~ '·"' ~ 
~ocav Plow 0 12 u ~o• 100 , 0~\ o ... o 

TrenC'h ' 0.)) ~-00\ 100.00\ O.IJ 
B•ckO II 

~ky Trench o.~l H.OO\ 100.00\ l.ll 

a.c~ tr•nch 0.,, U ,OO\ 100.00\ 0.~1 

Hand D1q Tr.nc/1 o.n ).00\ 100.00 \ 0.11 

acu• C•ble 1.21 <.00\ 100.00 0.~) 

Puoh Pipe & I'V.ll O.tl , 00\ 100.00 \ 0 t O 
~ble 

C'ul ~ llaU.Ou 0.61 1.00 \ 100.00\ C.91 

1\.JpMH 

C\at ' llleatore 0.~6 l.OO t 100.0(0 0 ., 

Concrete 

O..t ' "••tore 0.,, 10 00 \ IOO.Ott 0.~1 

Sod 

100 ' $~.~0 
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APPDDIX A - CONMISSION- ORDIUIEO I KPU'1' VALUES 

GTE Territory-So!t Roc k feeder Condult 

At:-tlVlty O.naltt Lane 6~1-2~~0 

Coat M3.aa.nt I Ac:Uvlty \ Aluqned T• l•phon• 

Trenc:n & tO . 47 9 001 11.161 
BocHlll 

Roc~y Trenr.h 0. 61 21.001 4l.tt • 

a.c tl'.oe T rencn o. 16 oO.OOI ., .. , 
116nd Dl9 Tro••:h 1.13 6.001 97 Ill 

lorlr:; I.U l 001 t;1.1'J t 

C\lt & ~••tore 1.12 ll 0<;.1 91. It \ 
A>plut It 

CUt ' llea tore 0.18 1~.00\ 91.11 \ 
concre !e 

CUt & •••tore o.,. 10 001 91.11\ 

5od 

100.001 

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Condul t 

ACt1VU,y O.nalty tone ~)1•1$$0 

COat Adjl.lttalll.nt. ' Ac:UvHy ' A:ui,~n4'd Tel•~ 

Tr•nch ' so. o • I 91.11\ 
a.ctttll 

-.octy Trerleh o.u 10.' I " II \ 

a.cltt'..ue 1teM'h 0.76 , I ,, I t\ 

HAnc1 01? ':"r ench 1.13 t I ., If\ 

Borln; 1.61 1 0 I 91 Ill 

C~t ' ft•nor• 0.12 13.001 91018\ 
Mpn-.1 t 

Cut ' J.•ator:• o.7t 12.001 ,_., . 1U 

cone: rete 

CUt & "••tore o.,. 20 00 \ '11 1U 
SOd 

100. 001 

We lqt\te<J -""aount 

,0 .·~ 

l J• 

0 6~ 

~ )1 

0.21 

IP 

1. • 6 

o. )I 

S6. Jl 

We lqhted -.,., 
S0.22 

1 • !. 

0.1. 

.J1 

~-2' 

I ., 
I .. 
I OJ 

H.~> 
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U nlCDIX A - COIIOSSI ON-ORDKR&D INPUT VALOIS 

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried feeder Cable 

Acu•1tt O.nolty lono 6~ 1 ·2~SO 

CO•t Ad)uat.MI\t \ Act i v tty \ A.u l q ned ":"• ! •~·• 

Pl ow so 0 ' ) " ,, :ex; I 

~ky Pl.,.. o. u J I :oa I 

Trench ' 0. 41 H.OOI 100.0~' 

&oc kt lll 

Roeky Tunr;h 0. 67 2~.001 100.001 

Bac khoe Tte nch 0.16 6.001 100.':'1)\ 

Kond Dlq Trendl I ll 6 .001 100.001 

&ore c.bl• I . 61 1.001 100.001 

Puah Pt pe ' Pull I.JI ~.001 100 .01 • 
C...b le 

C\u .. ' lteltote 0. 12 IJ . 001 100.001 
Aoi>Nlt 

CUt ' Reatore O. H 12.001 100.001 
Concrete 

Cut ' Jlett. ot• O. H 10 001 100.00 \ 
SOd 

100 01 I 

•• t1ht • ·1 A.'IO\J.: 

so •• . ;~ 

0. , , 

1.2~ 

0.11 

0.)1 

o . .:., 

o.u 

1.~2 

I. ~0 

o.~J 

''· )l 
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GT£ Territo ry-Soft Rock feeder Conduit 

ActLV1l)' O.nt Jty :~. ·~~1-10000 

Con A.cl'u•taent ' AcUYlty I A.u aq-n.cs T el•pf\Or.e 

Trench ' JO.U 2.001 ,, Il l 
.. ctt111 

Px~y 7rench 0.1• ~.0~ 1 
,, I U 

a..ek!\Oe 't rtneb o.n U.OO\ " Ill 
Kand DIQ T'cen.c.h I.U 1.00\ " Ill 

&orlnq 2.02 U.OOI 91.111 

CUt ' keato n 1.02 2~.00\ 91 !II 
Aollf;alt 

C'~o~t ' aeatote 0.91 20.0~\ " Il l 
cor.c rete 

CUt ' l'eator• o.u 1.00 \ " Il l 
Sod 

100.001 

GTE: Terdtory-Sott Rock Distribution Conduit 

Ac;uvtt.y DeftaltY t ..... HH·\0000 

Coat Adj~J ..... t ' Actl•lty ' A.u 19M 1 T• ·-· 
Ttench ' J0 . ~9 2 001 91 Il l 
llocl<t lll 

' ' ··<y Tanch 0.1 4 ~ .00\ 91 Il l 

BA~khoe Tr•nch O.JS 11.00\ " Il l 

HAnd 01q 'Trench 1. 41 • -" ' " Ill 

••r lrHI 2 .02 IS.OVI ,, ;I\ 

C~oo~t ' lleatore 1.02 25 .001 91.111 
Aollf;a lt 

Cut ' '••tore o. , 20 .001 'l1, " ' 
Concr•t • 

Cvt ' ~'••tore 0.9) 1.001 , .Ill 
Sod 

100,00 \ 

WUqht~ A.~ N-1\f. 

' ~ 

0 • ~ 

,, 
' 

1 0' 

1 .. 

1 •• 
0 )1 

)9.:4 

~.&Qht~ ~t 

tO. ' 
O.H 

o.,;t 

0 '•I 

. ,., 

. .. 
:. u. 

o. o 

'-... :. 



Ac:Uv.t·t 

ORDER NO. PSC- 99-0068-rof-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 352 

GTE Territory-So ft Rock Buried feeder Cable 

O.n.sJ.ty tun• • ~)1 - 10000 

Coat M)uataent ' Ael1vU.y I AaalQned Tolephon• 

PI"" so.u 0.00 \ 100.001 

" oc ky Plow 0. 19 0 001 100.00' 

Tn:nch ' o. u l 00 , 100.00\ 
loc kfl ll 

~ky Trench 0.11 ) 101 100.001 

a.::a.no. ':'rench O.f) II :\ lOI:i Q.t\ 

K.nd 019 tronch !.U 1.00' IC?.OOI 

lore C.ble 2 .02 U . .xl , 100.001 

""'" PI~ I Pull !.U 0 001 100 001 
C@l• 

Cut & Jenore 1.02 H 001 100.00 \ 
Aaphd l 

CUt ' lleator e o.u 20.001 100 o~ • 
Concre te 

Cut ' ~••tore O.tl ' 001 100.00\ 
5od 

100.001 

GTE Territory-Soft Rock feeder Conduit 

A.Ct1 Vlt. y O.ruuy tor.e JoiOOOl 

Coat Ad l u.a: caen t. \ ActlvHy ' Malr.A<t ··~-F..u..e 

Tranch ' IO.U o.uo1 tl,l ll 
lloc~tlll 

ltocky T~:enc:h o.n b 00 \ " I H 

&.l.:kh~ Trench 1.0< 11 00\ ,, ... 
HAnd D19 Trench !.~) I .00\ ,, It \ 

&orlnv l .U 10 00 \ " 18 \ 

Cvt ' aeu.or• 1.06 )) 00, ''-1" 
A.tpha l t 

C\lt ' Jlouore 1.0) 21 I ., lo\ 
COne-ret• 

Cut ' Jleat or• l 01 • ,, 111 
Sod 

100 ,_ -' 

W• lqrH." J Amount. 

. 
< 

l• 

61 

o.u 
i II 

1 ,, 

; ~~ 

0 Jf 

n )I 

"• lqht.,;J ~t: 

" 
0 ll 

0 · ~ 
0 )I 

I l9 

) .. 
I I . 

0 .. 
uo II 
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lU'PDIDIX A - CCMCISSICtf-oRD&JUtD IN'PI1r VALUIS 

GTE Terrtt:ory-Soft Rock OlstrlbUtlon Conduit 

Art.lVH)' C.r..auy 'C"• .. ,0001 

Coat Ad)utt..anl I Aellvlty \ ~slqn~ T•ltrhor.e V•&~Jhtltd ,_._ ~r.t 

Trench ' IO.U 0 "0 \ ''·UI ;u 
&ackt O 

Joc:ky Trenc.n. o.u • • 001 u Ill )! 

llockllo. Ttendl 1.<14 11. 101 " Ill 4\ 

Hanes 01q Tnnch 1. )) 1.001 ,, Ul 0 '•1 

Dorinq 2.22 10.001 n.111 I }; 

C\.lt 4 ~••tore 1.06 )).001 ,, Ill ) 

~ · 
~pnalt 

C\lt 4 Jte,to. e 1.0) 11.0"1 '' Il l ) " Con<:r tt.e 

C\lt ' lilt.3tOrt ).001 " Il l O. h 

50d 

100.001 s 10 t' 

GT£ Territory-Soft Rock Buried reeder Cable 

A.ctl¥lt)' Denaity to~e )10001 

COlt AdJu..~nt \ Ac:tlYltV ' AaJlqr..CS Ttltpt'~:: .• Ve,qht~ ~t 

Plow 50.1) Q,&)!j \ 100001 '0 

~oc~y Pt.,._ 0.21 0.001 too.oo • 

Trench ' 0.65 0.001 100.001 
a..cktlll 

f'ucky Tr.nt-h o.u 6 oo• tOO Oq 0 . ); 

a..c\.hoe T reneh 1.04 12.000 100 lOt o.u , 

H.and 0 141 Trenctl 1. )) I OCt 100 • o. ~• 

Gore Cable 2. 22 10.00\ 100.001 I . U 

Puoh Pipe • 
CAble 

Pull 1.10 0.001 100 10\ . 

C~o~t ' '••tore 1.12 )) .001 100 o. o ) . 7~ 

A•rt'"·•lt 

(•It t. Jettoce 1.02 a .o•• 100 ' l ."' 
,. n r•t• 

C\lt ' kettore 1,0) J.OO\ 100.0< ' O, ll 

""" 
100.001 Jl0 . 41 
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APPENDIX A - CONCISSION-ORDIU\ZD INl"'T VALIIIS 

GTEFL' s Tern. t ory-Soft Rock Bu :ted D1st nbut 1on Cable 

I•.Je COlt 0.1\J 1 t y :ot' .• o-~ 

Per root 
lnltelltKI con . I \ M1 1Qn..:S T• lopnon.. W• l qht•a kao-.. mt 

Ad]UitMnt. M:U\"H)' 

Plow 11.1~ 17.001 1001 ' .. 
Aoc"y Pl.,.. l. 39 29.001 1001 co 

T.rench ' 2. JI S.OOI L'-' 11 

lloc"tl ll 

ltoc~y 'french 1 .32 1. 001 1001 17 

a.ck.hoe T:enc:h 2.81 2.00 \ 1001 "' 
Rand 01Q 'tcencb S.lS J.OO I 1001 I~ 

lor• Cabl• 12.0S 1.001 I(){ I I . 

P\l,h Pipe ' ?\Ill 7.00 S.OO I 1 (\1 ' H 

C.ble 

C\lt • .... toe• 10.14 1.00 ' 100 \ II 

~ptjblt 

Cut l ll:•ator• 11. H 1.001 1001 12 

Cone: rete 

C\1\ 4 •••tore c.sc 2.001 1 lC I ' 
Sod 

1001 11 < l 
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ARPZmllX A - CC»GCCSSION-ORDDm INl'UT VALI1lS 

GTEfL's Territo r y-Soft Rock Buried Distnbution Cable 

o\c:t1Y1~V a.ae COst- O..naPy tone 6wl0 I 
P•r root 
t.:uu llecs CO.t ' \ ~•1qned i•lephon• ... '9h:..-d ~ .. 

M )uac.nt Activay 

Plc:v Sl . l~ .02 46.001 I CO\ ' !, t 

koc:ky P lov l.lt .Ot 2e .00\ 100 \ · ~ 
Trench ' 2.H .12 10. 00\ 100\ .z~ 

Bac kf il l 

Jtocky Trench • • l2 .11 4 .00' 100\ .II 

a.c\.hoe Trench 2.11 . 19 2. Qr, I 100\ • ( 6 

K&nd 01q 7.rtt:nd\ ~.u .21 ).00, 1001 16 

&ore C.b! e u.o~ . 40 1.001 IOU 12 

P1U~ Pip. l Pvll 1.00 .Jl 0.001 t : \ 0 
CAble 

Cut. 4 "• •'-u&e 10.14 .21 :.00 \ tOO\ .22 
.... pl>a I t 

Cut. ' ~••tore 11.14 .18 2.001 I 0 l \ .1< 
C:oncr• t • 

Cut ' tte ttore 4 $4 .u 1.0~' 1001 09 
5od 

100 \ u.n 
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Al'PDDIX A - COHHISSION-OR.DitJW) INPUT \?.LUll 

GT£fL' s Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribuuon Cable 

A«:t1V1ty S.se CO.Jt O.ntJty :one 102·100 
Pee root 
InJt.• lled Coot \ Acuvuy t Aa•£qned 7•1•pho~• ". ' Q h ~ .ct A.tot.ot\t 

""JIUt.oftt 

Plow SI.IS .0~ 29.001 lOC I s '•, 

Jloc:«y Pl ow 1.39 .08 lO.OOI 1001 . u 

Trencn ' 2. )4 .24 12.001 1001 )I 
a.c~tlll 

llOc:ll:y Trend\ 4 .J2 .)4 8.001 1001 .n 

B• c:kho4t 'tceneh 2.11 ·" 2.001 1001 .06 

l<alW1 Dl<j Ttencb ~.u • ~1 2 001 I I .11 

kro C:.ble 12 .0~ .81 1.~1 1001 IJ -· """ . Pull 1.00 n 1.001 1001 .oe 
C.abl• 

Cvt l P.eatore 10.14 .u ~.00 1 1001 .)6 
A.aphalt 

CUt 4 Jleatore 11. 1C .)1 4.001 1001 .48 
Concnte 

CUt ' R4teto r• 4 54 ·" ,.001 1001 '~ 
Snd 

I JOI H • .'O 
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GTEFL' s Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable 

Act.tvuy a&ae CO• t tJtnsHy tor.e 101-to~O 
P•r toot 
!MUlled eo~• ' \ Mtlqt,if'd Telepr.cr.• " . ' 1 h t ecS A..--.ow--~ 

""'""'....,. Act1Ylty 

Plow Jl.U S.07 ).001 1001 $. 0 4 

"oclt;.t Pl\)IW l.lt .12 12.00\ I I .. 
Trench ' 2.34 . l~ ~.001 1001 • ll 
D•cktlll 

•~lt)' Tr•f\~·.h . , u 21 00, 100\ !.10 

kcthoe Trench 2 .11 . 57 16.001 1001 .:.• 

M&nd 019 'Treocb sa .u ).00\ 10~ 1 •• 
&ore C.l>le 12.05 1. 21 4 .00\ 10• I • Sl 

""--h Pipe ' Pull 7.00 91 S.OO I 1001 . 40 
CaDl e 

Cut ' P.enor• 10.14 .u 8.001 1001 '1 
Mpl\o It 

C\ilf. t. •••tore 11.74 .56 7.001 100\ •• 
Cone ret• 

Cut ' lt4Jtore •. sc .ss 10.001 1·10\ s. 
SOCI 

100\ $S.St 



~U¥1 .. )' 
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GTEfL' s Territory- Soft Roc k 

a. •• Colt. 
Per root 

Buried Oistrlbutlon Cable 

Donolty torAI 6St·.S~O 

!n.st• lled Coat \ ActlYU)' ' A.l•l~~ ... l~l"lte4 ~n~ 

Adlu•taent Teh,:MI\• 

PI "' u u $ .09 2 ' I C' ' 
, : 

~ocky Plov l.lt .u 2.001 1001 'co 

Tcencn l 2 )4 ·" ).001 1001 I~ 

B• c k!lll 

flocty Trenc.h • • )2 ·" 2).001 1001 11 

aack.noe Tr•nl;h 2.11 .16 1 .001 1001 .0£ 

HAnd 019 Trench ) . I) l.ll ' 001 1001 .n 

lore c.bltt 12.0) 1.61 2.COI 1001 .12 

Puoh PIP" ' Pull l.OO l.ll ) 001 1001 H 
c.~> I • 

Cut ' Rettore 10.14 .12 \l. OO I 1001 II 

AopMit 

CUt ' "••tore II. H .lc 12. 001 1001 .12 
Cone: r e t e 

Cut ' '••tore • • ) f ,. :o 101 ' ' o• . 
$.xl 

.._.., , 
" 16 
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APPDDIX A 

GTE: fL' s Te rrit:ory-Soft: Rock Buried O~st: r lbut:~on Cable 

N::uvny e..a:o Cr l Den•1ty :onoa 2~)1-10000 
Per foot 
lnJullod Coot ' Ac:UvU.y ' Aa•tvn•u .... ~qht.-4 A.-.o\lnt 

Adjuatatnt Telephone 

Plow Sl.l3 .12 0,001 1001 10 

l'ock y Plow 1.)9 .u 0.001 1001 0 

'Trench ' 2.)4 -~· 2.0)1 1001 06 
aaekt tJ! 

'.ocky Tr ench • )2 ••• ~-001 :ot• .26 

a.c:khoe Tr•nch 281 .u 11.001 lOv\ 4 4 

H•r.d OJ.? Tre nch $.U L U 1.0(,\ !00 \ . ~2 

lor• C.bl o 12 0$ 2.02 a 001 1001 2. II 

Pu.sh P1pe ' Pull 1.00 l.U 0.001 1001 0 
Cable 

C\lt ' "••tv&.• 10.14 1.02 ,$.00\ ,00\ l:.9l 

1\ophol t 

CUt ' fl:o• torw II. H .n 20.001 1001 L~J 

Concre t o 

CUt ' Ro.storo 4 .$4 .u •• 001 1001 u 
~~ 

1001 n.~J 
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APPDDIX A - CCNC:ISSION-ORDDZD XNPOT VALUIS 

GTEf'L ' s Territory-Soft Rock Burled Dlst dbut 1on Clble 

A.ctlvlty .... Co•t O.na1ty tone >10000 
Per root 
tneull" Coa t ' \ Alalqned We lt;hted MoW1t 

Ad)\lltatnt "'«' ToltphoM 

PI"" 11 .1) J .IJ • "t.Q ' 10 ' ·-
Rock y PlO'ol I.H .21 :. ,, I I . ' 

Tr•:w:h ' 2.JC .u o.oo , i ' lloe\!111 

IWc.. .. y T cenc.h 4 . )2 .tl c. oa ' 1110\ 

Bac~ Trench 2. 11 I.O C 12.00\ 100\ 

R•ncS 019 Trench s.a I.'' 8 .00\ 100\ 

Bore C~ble u .os 2.22 1o.oo• I 'Ot I 

Pu• h P1PI ' ruu 1,00 1.10 o.OO\ 100 \ 
C•bh 

Cut ' Aeatore IO.IC 1.12 )).00\ I 00\ J 
A.lpholt 

Cut ' R••tore li.H 1.02 ze.OO\ 100\ l 
cone rete 

Cut ' 1'4-J;to:• c.sc 1.0) ).00\ 100 \ 
SOCI 

IOta II 

J. 

l:_ 
C( 

·' ' 
0 

0 

'' 
n 

.p 

u 
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CTEFL' s Territory- Herd Rock feeder Condult 

-"·~lWH)' .... C:.O.t C.n.a1ty tone: 0·~ 
he toot 
lnoulloo Coot \ Activity I IIUI9nod Tcrlephon• 

II<IN otMnt 

Trench &. n.ot 0.001 91.111 
a.ct!s.ll 

lloc:ky Trench ),)J )).001 91.111 

kl:- Tro•'h J.n )t 00\ tl.1 ·1-t 

H4ind 01Q Trend\ '·'' ).001 ,1.111 

.:'), lnq 14 . 41 2.0<11 ,~ 1" 
CUt & ,_., tore 12.06 1.001 91.111 
llapll.o lt 

CUt ' ReltOte 12.16 1.00\ "·"' COncret e 

Cut ' ._.,tore ~.6) 2.001 97 .II\ 
Sod 

1001 

GTEFL' s Territory- H4rd Rock Feeder Conduit 

1\C:tiv&ty BA•• Con . O.nl1ty tone 6·100 
hr root 
tn.ulled Coo t ' A.cttvlty ' A.at lQf'Ad 

Ad )Cll~t Tele~ 

Trer.Cl'l &. U.Ot J.l t 0.00\ ,., 
k«tlll 

~ky Trer.Cl• ~.)) " )).00\ ,,. 
kck.ho4t Trench ).9) n ll.OQ\ ,,, 
KANI 019 Tre~h 6. U ~' ' .001 ,,. 
&ountJ u .n .II ).00 \ , , 
C'~o:t ' lll••tor• 12.06 ·" J.OO\ " ' A.lph•l t 

Cut ' ••.core 12.16 ,)7 7.001 .,. 
Concrete 

C•< • P.••t.or• s .,s ·" ' 00\ 9" 
Sod 

I , >0\ 

We lQhted Amount. 

sc 

' t) 

I )l 

ll 

11 

.12 

12 

II 

H 12 

•• • Qht 4'4 Aaouf;t 

so 

J.Gl 

I . H 

. 19 

.u 
H 

26 

12 

B 72 
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G'l'Ef"L' s Territory- Hard Rock f eeder Conduit 

Act iv ity n••• COat Dtnsl t~ Zone 6· 100 
V•r root 
truotolled Colt ' Act1Y1ty \ A•s~qned Te l •ptu;m• 

1\djuo....,nt 

Tren-ch ' fl. OC $ . 47 0.00\ 91.11 \ 
a.e~t!l l 

~l<y Tronch ~ . ll • 61 n.OO\ 91.1 U 

a.~k.h.oe Tr ench l.U .1~ 2~ .00\ 91.1 U 

IWIC 019 Tcen.•:h •••• 1. 11 c .OO\ 91. ' " 

Bot .Jaq u.n 1.6: ).00\ 91.11\ 

Cut ' '•ato re 12.0 6 .u ~ .00\ 9l. IU 
,..ph<o lt 

CUt ' ~·ttOUI 12.86 . 74 c .00 \ tl,ll \ 
Conc :et• 

CUt I l'ea tore ~-·~ .1 ~ 6 .00\ 91 .1U 
n0<1 

100\ 

GTEf'L's Territory- Hard Rock feeder Condu i t 

.A,.( :t1YJ.l)' a.ae COat Den11t y l one 201•6SO 
Per root 
tu t.• l led con ' A.cUv lty \ A.usqr.ed Te te ph« .. 

Ad) u.ac.ent 

Tnncn ' n.oc $ 10 0 0(;\ 91 II\ 
S. c kfll: 

P...ocky T r ench ~.)) I 0 1 ~0 00 \ ,, I I\ 

S.elthoe • ,end, l.n l.ll : t 0 • 91 i.l t 

tt..nd Olg Tcen•:h '··· I.U l • ''·'' ' 
Dor1n9 IC .41 2 . C) 4.00 \ 91.11 • 

Cut ' Jltltote 12. 06 1.22 I 00\ 91. II \ 
A1pn•1t. 

,.ut ' "•u.ore 12.16 I. II 1.00\ cn.U\ 
cor.c;re t e 

CUt I J!e tto re ~ . £) I. I I 10.00\ 91 ... 
~od 

100 \ 

We19ht~ M>o•n< 

so 

).Gt 

1.1 c 

,JI 

. Cl 

6l 

. ~) 

.J1 

H.~c 

Ve lqhted Aaowtt 

s 

l 01 

·" 
.;) 

•6 

1.0) 

·~ 
... 

s1 ~I 
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Al'PJ:NDIX A - CCMaSSION-ORD&JU:D INP1J'1' VJU.UJ:S 

GTEFL' s Territory- Hard Rock r~eder CondUi t 

Ac:tlv1ty k•• CO•t t..nauy tone• t..~l-:!tt,t 

r.r root 
tnat.t.lled COlt ' Acu v u y \ A.sUqn•c1 "httqnt.-d ~uM 

Ad j.U-nt Telephone 

Tren~h ' n .o. • ,. 0.00\ .. , IU I 

&.c kf Ill 

llocky T rer..c.."l ~.}) I )) ·~ .0(";\ 
,, 

"' . •• 
O.ckl\o. T re.neh ).9~ I.U 12.00\ 91.1 .. " 
~nd OIQ Tr•nch 6.14 2.24 6.00\ 9l IU H 

lorlnQ 14.0 3 .23 2.00 \ 91. IU ) I 

C\lt ' b1tor• 12.06 \U ll 00\ ,, 
"' I , 

A.>pi\Ait 

C\lt & ke1tore 12.16 I.U 12. 10\ , Ill I • 
Concrete 

cu' ' lte.store ~.6S I.U 10.00 \ " " ' -~' 
Sod 

100 \ It .• l 

GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock racder Conduit 

ActlYHy k•• COat 1enl.ty l~J 2~~~-~~~· 
Per root 
l n1Ull~ Coot ' Act1vt.t.y ' A.>tl9ned We l71'lte<l Aaount 

Adju.s-nt Tolephcne 

Trenc.h 4 n.04 II ll 0.00\ ,, II \ 10 
&.c~fl II 

a.Gcky Trench ~.)) 1.61 u 00\ " II \ I 0~ 

S..Ckh<fe Trench ),9S I.U 10,00\ , Ill . , 
K.en:S 019 7rft!Cb , .. 2 10 I ,, 

" ••• . 
&odn9 14 . 0 4.04 1).00\ H.I U 2 10 

Cut ' "••tore 12.06 2.04 H,OO\ •l.1U l " A.> plio It 

Cut ' P••t.ore 12.16 1.16 20.00\ " IU 1 •• 
Concre te 

''" ' l'e.ttote ) f~ 1.1~ 1,00\ , II\ ,)1 

Sod ·-
10, ' Ill._ II 
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APn:KDIX A - Coe.ciSSIOH-ORDII:Rim INPt11' VALCIII:S 

GT£f'L's Territory- Hard Rock feeder Condult 

""'' ·lty a.~. Cott ~n•lty 1~n« >lOCO! 
Per rooc. 
!nstdled Cott I Act1Y1ty ' ~alqned Te lephon• We lJ'""":N b...n~ 

Adju..a•_..nt 

Tren n ' n.ot $1.29 0 00\ ,, tt\ ~~ 

a. cat' 11 

ftocky Trench ),J) 1.1~ 10.00\ 91.11\ ,70 

S.CI<lloo TUDCb J .U 2.08 8.00\ ''· tt• 
. n 

Rand 01; Tronc.h 6.1t ).09 1.00\ 91.11\ n 

lol'lnq u.n ... ) 10 0 ' 
,, Il l •••• 

C\lt ' ,. tore 12 06 2.24 )) ., 9l II\ 4.)9 

Aaph<ol< 

C\.lt • f'• ... tc.r • u.u z.os 2t '001 , II\ 4.0, 

COncrete 

CUt 4 "••tore ~.6) .H ].00 \ ~1 ... .l: 
SOd 

1001 5U.H 

GT£f'L' s Territory- Hard Roc.k Distribution Conduit 

~t1v1ty a.•e CO• t U.n1\ty Zon. 0 \ 
Per root 
I.n.Jtalhd CO.t \ Ac-UY&ly \ A.u1qned Ve lqt\ted ~t 

Ad)u..~nt Tel~ 

Trench &. U.Ot 0.001 ''·'" s.: 
a.c•tlll 

Aocky Ta:encl'l )J) •.o. oo• ,l. !U 2.~, 

8•c~ Tanc:h J.U l9. 001 91.11 I I. )0 

Hand DIQ Ttt!.neh '·" ).00 \ " II\ .)J 

lorlnc) IC 0 1,00• " :•• a 

CUt 4 "••tor• u 06 : .oo• ,,IH '" A>ph• l• 

Cut ' aettore U . t6 l.OO\ " .. , ... 
Conc:re te 

Cut ' Jtonou ),U 1. ' 
, Il l II - 100\ ·~.0!. 
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GT~n.• s Terr1tor y- Ha rd 

A.:':tlv.ty a..ae COat 
Per root 
l naulled con I 

Ad)Ui t.Mnt 

Trench • H.OI s 1 \ 
k c ktlll 

lloc ly Treoeb ~. )J H 

k c:ll'ioe Trenc-h ) t$ .Jl 

KaniJ D4~ TL•I'Kft '··· .,. 
Dor lft9 14 . 41 .11 

CUt 4 "••tore 11.06 . u 
A.ts>Nit 

c~t ' ••nor• 12 .16 .Jl 
Concre t e 

Cut ' l e nore , .u .JI 
SOd 

GT~FL ' a Tern t o ry- Hard 

Ac:Uvlty .... Ccia t 
Pe r root 

Rock D1str lbut 1 :m Condu1t 

C.n•1ty torA c·IOO 

Ac t tvuy • Alu tqne<a Wttlr~htN AJr-w,ant 

To l e ph<><a 

0 001 '" $0 

~~ OC I '" ; ,. 
Jl.OO I ,,, 1 ~~ 

!t.OO\ 91\ )6 

1.001 .,. ;o 

100\ 91\ " 
LOCI " ' l~ 

:.CO\ " ' 1. 

1001 ... \I 

Rock Distribution Conduil 

O.n t lty ton• 101-100 

ln.suU--.1 Coot I Ac-t 1V1ly ' .UalQ''eed ":'e l e pt.on.e Me 1Qbt«1 ,._,....t~~ Ad, ........ 
Tunch " l l.Ot s." 0 00 \ il ! .. >0 

a.clrc !'lll 

lllcwk;~ T r•nch 5.ll . 11 ".00\ " II \ 1 H 

a.. ~ Trancl\ J.U 15 li.OC\ ,,, Ill I •• 
tt.r.d OlQ' Tu :u:l\ '·" I 12 ~ I ., .. ' ' 
aonnq 1c.n I ,, 2.00\ " U \ ), 

CIJ\ c 111e1 tore 12.01 .12 S.OOI " ... ' ' 
A.tpNit 

Cut ' llle ltore u.u " •.oc• ., 
1"' • ) l 

CHnc ret • 

Cut ' " • atore 5. () .1~ 6.001 " 1-1 11 - 100\ .... ,, 
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GTEfl.' :s Territo r y- Hard 

Act1Y :.ty .... Coil 
Per root 
lnotoi14KI Coat ' Adj~.t~tMnt 

Tr ench ' n .o• 1.10 
&ec kt ill 

a.oct:y Tr•~h ~. )) 1.01 

.. c~ Trench l.U lo ll 

tW.."\d DIQ Trend\ '··· 1.•1 

Bor l nq U . P 2 . 0 

OJ-:. ' ll-4 1t.Gre 12.06 1. 11 
A>pll.o It 

0.. .. ' ~••tore 12.16 1.11 
COt\etet e 

Cut ' ~•nor• ~ .0 1.11 
Sod 

GTEFL' :s Territory- Hard 

~.e·uv u.y ..... Cent 
Pe r root 

Rock OUt r1but ion Conduit 

O.ns l~y 1er.e 20l•&S0 

Act ivLt. y \ A.lu qn~ We 1q hted Atnount 
Te ltphon• 

0 00\ ,~, 11\ ~0 

--
)0 -,o, n U \ ) 08 

It ,0, ~'-1" " 
) 00\ 91 11\ B 

• • 00\ tl.lt\ " 
I (,\ \ 91.1 ' I ') 

1.00\ tl Ill H 

10.00 \ 
''· 11\ 

0.6 

100 \ 5'7 ~ 1 

Roc k Dist ribution Conduit 

O.n.a ,ty :~a 6~1-1)~0 

I no u ll 0<1 Coot ' Actlvlty ' ~•tvn~ Te l e phOne Me lqhted ~un~ 
Adju.at.Mnt 

Trend\ ' u.o. . ... !.,t'll" \ ,, Ill J I ' 
&lc t tlll 

J.oc~y Tren<.n. ,.ll I >> ) l ' :tl.t" l o. 

!.aekhoe ':ce nd\ ) .U I. ~I 10 001 ,, II\ ~~ 

P..aM Dtq Tce nch 6. 14 2.2. ,.~o • n It\ H 

8or1no U . H ).lJ 2 00 \ n II \ H 

CUt ' l'•nore 12.06 I.U 1) OCI n I I\ I 1) 

All ph• It 

CUt ' Ae etore 12.11 1.41 12.0 ' ll I " 1 ., 
Concret e 

"'" ~ p ........ ~.,, l. • • 10 oo• ., ,., 1.)9 
Sod 

HO\ uo 
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APPDDIX A - CCMCISSI ON-oROIDUID INPUT VJU.UIS 

GTEFL's Terri tory- Hard Rock Dist r ibutlon Condua 

AcuvHy ..... Cel t Dtnl lty Z~• 2~~1-:oooo 
P•r root 
lnnalled Coat t Ac tlvity ' Aat!qne d We lghted ~ht 

Adjuoc. .. nt Te l e5):hone 

Trench ' n.o• $1.1l 0.001 ,, II \ so 
a.ckllll 

i'ocky Trench S.ll I. U I~ .00\ , II \ I .. 
a.c v.o. T rt ach l.t ~ I . U 10.001 , II\ )l 

Kancl Ott Tr• nch '··· 2.1 0 1.00 \ .1 I I\ 1\ 

OOr lnq U . Cl • . 0 4 IS.OO I ,1. Il l 2.10 

Cut 4 Pe atore 12.06 2 .04 25.001 t1 "' l C) 

lUpllolt 

C..at ' ~llOA 12. U l.U ~0 OC\ » Ill • " Concr• t • 

CJt ' lte •tote s.n l.U 1 001 tl.ll\ Sl 

Soo 

100\ Jll " 
GT£f l.' s Te rr i t ory- Ha rd Rock Dis t ribuuon Conduit 

Acthlty .... Col t 
h e Foot 

r•n• ltf r.on. >101 I 

t u t d l ecl C:O•t ' Acttv·ity • A.l uqn..a Velqnt.a A.IDGWilC. 
Adju.J~nt "!'e l ephone 

Trenth ' fl .04 U.2t 0.001 91. U l H 
U.oktl II 

IIOc:- y Tnnch S. lJ I.U 10.001 t1. l" 10 

a.c..J'v.-. 'Tre-r.d'l 1.n 2.01 I I .. II \ • 
Hand 019 Tnroc.h '··· l.Ot • g,_' " Ill '1 

Bot lnq U . Cl •. • s 10.00 \ 'f I • ll \ .. 
C\lt l kestore 12.0' 2.2t )J.OO \ •1.11\ 4 ~' 
1\oph• l< 

(\It l keatore 12.U 2.0~ 21.00 \ 11.111 '" ConCJ•t• 

Cut l hlator• S. 6S 2.05 J oo• ''-li t 
.. ... 

$0<1 

lO~ t u: ... 
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GTEFL' s Territory-Hard 

a....e COat 
hr root 

Rock 

In s t all-.d Coat ' Ac:ll Ylty 
M l ll>ta 
ent 

Plow u .u 0.00\ 

Rocky """ I. 62 ~~.001 

Trench & ) . 04 ~. 00\ 

ll<lc kt l ll 

Rocky T reN:h S. )l 29.00\ 

a..eltboe Trehd\ l . tS 4 .00\ 

IYJld Dlq Trencl> 6 . U I. DO l 

Bore t&ble "·" 1 .00 \ 

P\uh Plpe ' "'II '·" 1.001 
Cabl• 

CUt ' - ••tore 12.06 1.001 
Aapll.t < 

CUt & tlenore u .u 1.00\ 
Cor.cr•t • 

Clot ' llle•tore S. 6S 2.CO\ 
SOd 

1001 

Burled Feeder Cable 

Den,a l t y lOM o-~ 

' Aaal~ned T• l •pno~• lfei')ht.a ""-":aount 

100 \ ~0 

lC 01 ·" 
100 \ . I ~ 

100\ I.~) 

100\ 16 

IDO l .Ol 

100 \ . 14 

1001 .O t 

100 \ ' 12 

100\ .ll 

I DO\ . •l 

$). 41 
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GTEFL' s Territory- Hard 

a. ... COat 
te: root 

Rock Buried Feeder Cable 

O.n1U.y Zc;r .. e 6·1~0 

ltutill lled C<>at \ J.c-t lYU.f \ .UU.qned ":"•lept.c M 

A<S j.a.-nt 

Ptov n .a S,)1 0.00\ 100 

~ocky """ l.f2 .09 ct.OOI 100\ 

Trench • ).01 .24 10.001 100\ 
a.ockt lll 

Rocky Trench ~.J) . 34 )1.001 100\ 

a.c kho. T re nc.h l.U .)1 2.001 100\ 

H.ln;l 019 Tronch '·" . ~I 1.001 1001 

Bore Cabl e 14 . 11 .e1 1.001 lOU\ 

Puah P1pe ' P.•ll '·" . 6~ 1.001 tOOl 
C• ble 

Cut ' ~'•store 12.06 , II 2.001 1001 
1\aphAlL 

Cut ' Reat.oce 12 . 86 .)1 2.00\ 100\ 
Concrete 

Cut ' J•ttot• ~-'~ .). 2.001 1001 
50CI 

100\ 

W• l1M.._, A.-..cn.~! 

,. 
12 

n 

I ., 
-

·" 
.n 
.u 
.10 

.u 

.1tt 

I' 

, n 
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APPDIDIX A - CONaSSION-ORDIDIZD INP0'1' VJU.t1ES 

GTEFL'a Territory-Hard Rock Buried feede r Cable 

Acuvtty a.ae cos t O.n11lY %one 101-:oo 
Pe r- r oot 
ln.t• lled Co•~ \ ActlVjty \ ~atqned Te lephone 

Adjuac-nt 

Plov 11.29 I.Ot o.oo• 100\ 

bct y Plov 1.62 .I~ u.oo• 1 ?\ 

Trench ' l.O c .n ).00\ 100\ 
kcktlll 

Rocty Trend> ~.)) ·" n oo• 100\ 

a.c~ Tr•ndt ).t~ .H 2.00\ lOt\ 

~ftd 019 Trondl '·" I.Ol ~.oo• 100\ 

&or• Cabl• u . cl I.U 1 .oo• 100\ 

PUi h PlSM I 1'\111 

··~· 
I. )I 1 .oo• too• 

C&Die 

CUt & lte•tore 12.06 .n ~.00\ 100 \ 
Mph•l t 

CUt ' ~'••tore U.l6 ,,. • . oo. 100\ 
Cone ret• 

CUt ' M.e•tore ~.n .n 6.00 \ 100\ 
5od 

100 \ 

wuqhted Mlaunt 

10 

•o 
II 

l 61 

09 

CD 

16 

10 

·'' 
. ~· 

lt 

S4 •t 
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GTEF'L' s Te rrito r y-Hard 

Ieee COat 
Per root 

Rock Burled feeder Cable 

Oent l ~ y ton• 10!-6)0 

t naull•d CO>t \ Acf i Vl tY I ~Jlqn•a Te l ephon• 
Adjuatunt 

Plow Sl. 29 $ . 14 0.001 1001 

Rocky Plow 1.62 .23 ll 001 100\ 

T te neh 4 J.Oc .10 0.001 1001 
a.cktlll 

-.occy Trei\Ch S.ll 1.01 40.001 1001 

a.cthoe Trend\ ), f) l.ll 10. 101 1001 

Hand 019 Trench 6.19 1. 63 J.OO I tOO l 

&ore Cable .. _,, 2 . 4) c .COl 1001 

' '" " PI~ & 
Pull '·" 1." s.oo• 100 \ 

C&blo 

Cut • RWU.Qre u .o6 1. 22 1.00 \ 100 , 

.... pi\Ait 

Cut ' ~ltore IZ.I6 1. 11 1.001 1001 
Concr et e 

Cut & PAuore S.6S 1.11 10.00\ 1001 
soo 

1 .,,;;, 

W•1Qhted AriY:. .uu. 

$0 

• 2C 

0 

l sc 
-~1 

.26 

.n 

.SS 

l.O ' 

,, 
68 

" " 
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GT£rL' s Territory-Hard 

S.ae CO.Jl 
f'er root 

Rock Buried Feeder Cable 

C.~a1ty ~on•• 6~1·1~~0 

l n.1Ulled cost \ Ac.tlVlty \ ~•Lonod Telephone 
AdJutt:Mnt 

Plow U.29 • . u o.oo• 100 \ 

Pocky P!ow 1.61 .)I J.oo• 100 \ 

Tre.nc:h ' J .oc . u o.oo• IJO' 
k c ktl ll 

aoc;"y T r•rw:h $,)) t .. ), 1•.oo• 100& 

&aro.khoe TreN:I\ l.n I. $1 u .oo• 100, 

Hand 019 Teen~·· '·" 2.19 ,,00, 100, 

eo ... c.t>l o u .n ) .2) 2.00\ 100\ 

l'lall Plpo & 

c.t>lo 
Pull '·" 2.61 • 00\ 100 \ 

C\lt ' Aettor-• 12.06 I.U ll.OO \ 100\ 
A.lph.al t 

CUt ' Aeator• u. u I.U 12 00\ 100& 
COr\cret• 

CUt & P•atore ).6$ I. Ct 10 00\ 100 \ 
Socl 

100\ 

WelQI'It.cl Al'tiO'-'n~ 

10 

.0~ 

~ 

2 H 

·" 
$ 1 

,), 

.$1 

l. 18 

1.12 

ll 

un 
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APPENDIX A - CCIIOSSION-ORDUZD IlfPUT VALUZS 

GTE:fL ' s Terri t or y-Hard Roc k Buried feeder Cable 

Act~···y S. .te CO.at Denolty ,,,., ;~~l·IOOC~ 
hr root 
ln..ta!l.o Coat \ Acu•u.y ' A.u 19 D-e<l T e l e ph«.e 

A4)Ui t.Nnt 

PI"" f1 29 $ .2) 0.00\ 100\ 

'oc~y PI"" I 62 .lt 0.00 \ 100\ 

Ttt nch ' ),04 1.11 0.00 \ 100\ 
lloc kf UI 

1\.ocky Tr.nc:/1 ~ .)) 1.61 1).00\ 100\ 

a.cLhoe TrenCh '·'~ 1.19 10.00\ 100\ 

tlond Ol q Ttench '·" l.l~ 1.00\ IOV\ 

Bore C.a.bl e 14 . 41 4 .04 I~ )0\ 101.\ 

p..,.•h Ptpe 4 Pull ··~' ).21 0.00\ 100\ 
C• ble 

Cut. l "••t.ule 12.06 2.04 ::,.oo' lOQ ' 
AapMlt 

CUt ' JleJtore u.u 1.16 10 oo• 100, 
Concrete 

C•1t. ' keator• ~n I. IS , 00, 100 \ 
Sod 

100\ 

... ,91'\l~ k"'a\H"':t 

~·. 

0 

0 

1.0~ 

-~· 
.n 

2 •• 
0 

l H 

1.94 

H 

s~z . a 
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GTEfL' s Territory-Hard Rock 

AetlvHy S.•e Coat 
hr foot 
lN<AliOCS C:Oot \ AcUYtty 

Ad)~~nt 

PI- 11.29 S.26 0.<'01 

~ky Plow I.U .u 0.~1 

Trench ' 3.04 1.79 0.001 
Backfill 

Jloclcy Trench S.ll LIS 10.001 

k<"'- Trench J.n 2.08 t.OOI 

KAZ>d 019 TrO"dd '·" ).04 t .O• I 

lOre C&bl• H.41 4. CS 10.001 

' ' "" PlP<O ' 
Pull '·" J.S9 0.001 

c.t>lo 

Cu\. ' "•e\.01"• 12.0, 2'.2 .. )) .00\ 
Aopllol t 

CUt. ' lte•t.Ore 12.U 2.0S 28.001 
Conca: ete 

Cut ' Re•tore s.n 2.0~ ).001 
SOd 

101 I 

Buried Feeder Cable 

O.n•lty tQne >10000 

\ A.aUqr.-d Telepl".one 'lle lqh\..a ~~-= 

1~1 ' 
1001 0 

1001 0 

1001 .H 

1001 18 

10\11 .. , 
1001 1." 

1001 0 

100 \ c , 1J 

1001 ( .11 

1001 ,2) 

Sl) I 
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GTEFL' s Territory-Har d Rock Buned Dist ribution Cable 

Act-!Vlty a.ue COat t'oena ' l. 'I tone o-t, 
hr root 
In.sul l ed Coat \ Muvuy ' .._, l?tA<l Te lepbor.e .... . ")~t..., ,..,IJT.t 

Ad) U.J tae.n t. 

Pl"" $1.21 0.001 1001 $• I 

lloc:ky Plo .. 1.62 U .OOI !00\ ·" 
Trench 4 l.Oc ~.001 1001 I~ 

a.c~ llll 

kocky Tre nch ~-]) ) 8.001 1001 2.0) 

Backhoe Trenc:.h l .t$ 2.001 1001 .01 

Kand Olq Tce:-.eh '·" 1.00 10· ' .OJ 

&ore CAJ)l e u .n 1.001 10< ' . u 

Pu>h Pip. c Pull 8.U 1.001 1001 .ot 
C&ble 

CUt • "• •tore 12 .o. '.00 \ ~00\ • I 

Aophalt 

Cut ' ~Jtore 12.16 I. DOl 1001 • ll 
Cone tete 

CUt ' ke •tore ~.n 2.001 1001 II 

SOd 

1001 Sl JO 
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APPDIDIX A - CONaSSION-ORDI.RW INPOT VALIJIS 

GT£FL' s Te r ri t ory-Hard Rock Buried Oistribut ion Cable 

ActSv1ty BA•• COa t oenatly tone 0·~ 
Per root 
l nouii ..S C:Oit \ Activity \ ~·l~ned Telt9ho~• "'t \9 h t 4HS A.'!JOw\. 

Ad)""~nt 

Plow 11.2t t .ll 0.00\ 1001 $0 

Roe~y Plov 1." .09 ., .00\ 1001 . 10 

Trench ' ).04 .24 10.00 \ 1001 )) 

a.ek hll 

,., ~ y Trend> ).)) .)4 29.00\ 100\ I.U 

S.ckheoe 7'rt ftdl J.U .)1 ).001 1001 .21 

tw-.2 Dl Tr~-=b '·" .)1 1.00\ 1 JO\ 01 

IOrt Ca.blt 14 . 41 .tl l.Oo\ I _tO I I~ 

P\aah Pip4t l 
C.bl t 

Pull . " .u 1.00 \ 1001 10 

CUt t k411 1 t.Ort u .oo . 41 %.00 \ \00\ 
··~ A1phalt 

C\lt. 6 fl:tatore U.86 .31 2.00 \ 100\ .26 
Conrattt 

C..t ' ••note ).6) .)1 <.00\ 1 0 \ .u 
'~ 

It"' \ Sl . 'S 
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GTEE"L ' s Territory-Hard Rock Burilld Distribution Cable 

Actlvhy S.-1e Coat O.ntlty Zone 101-101 
r.r root 
tnn.al led COat \ ActlVlt'f l A.$21l'fn..cJ ':e!ep(ar.e V• t:;,-.t el A..·~_-;:. 

Ad)u•tMnt 

Plov Sl.lf f.Ot 0 001 t"'_ ' ~ 

~ocky Plctw IU u 10.001 1001 11 

Trench l l.OI .o LOOI 1001 ,,:. 
O.ckrlll 

~ky Trench S. ll ·" 11 OOl 1001 1.92 

aaclc.J\ot Tunch l.U .1s 2 001 1001 .09 

"--n4 DlO TU:~..cl'l '·" 1.01 2.001 lv I •• 
lote c.ble u .n 1.62 I .001 I I 16 

l'u.th PI~ ' P\111 1.96 l.ll 1.001 1001 0 10 
C.blo 

C'ut • eat or• 12.06 .82 S.OO I IUO 0 •• 
A.sptUI.l t 

CUt ' R•nor• l2.86 . H 1.001 1001 .s. 
Concrete 

CUt " -.atore s.os 1S 6.001 ton .JI 
:10<1 

1001 $ . 0" 
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GT£fL' 5 Toed tory-Hard Rock Bur ted Oi .stribut1on Coble 

Act .. vi!Y e.~. C:O..t C..ru. lly 1=e 201• E~. 
Pe< root 
lnoto114KI COot \ ActlYlt)' ' ~uqrAJ Tel •phGr.• We i~M.-.cl ~:. 

Ad)u.U:.nt 

PI- u.u s.u 0.00\ 101 ' ! 

~ty Plov IU .2) 1).00\ 10 ' .:4 

Tuncl\ c J.O C .10 8,00\ lOO t • JO 
llackCIII 

floe'ky T tenc.h ~-·· 1.02 )0.00' 100 \ 1. to 

B.tckhoe ~tent-h ).9$ 1.1) 12.00 \ 100\ .61 

Hand 019 Ttenc.h 6 . 19 2.U ).0~ \ 100\ 2• 

Boro C&blo tc.O 1.96 <.00\ . ' . El 

Puall Pipe l Pull '·" 1.22 ~-0~ \ I 0 \ )) 

C•bl o 

Cut ' Restore 12.06 I. II 8.00 \ 100\ 1 06 
""PI\all 

cur. 4 ~Jtore 12.16 1.11 1.00\ IOC\ ·" c:o.tcrete 

CUt ' Restore 5.6S 10.00\ 100\ •• 
Sod 

. "" \' s>.H 
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GTEfL' s T~rritory-Hard Rock Burled Distribution C<Jble 

A::ttv~~y ~·~ Coat O.nllty lonea 6~1-1~~0 
P~t Foot 
:ntt II..S Co•t ' Ac:thlty \ A~1l9n~ Telephor.e We tqhted Amount 

Ad'u•t .. nt 

Plow $1.29 l.lt 0.001 100\ 

Roc <Y PI aw 162 . JI J.OOI 100 \ 

Trench &. J.o• ,. 0.001 100\ 
Backfill 

lloctcy ":"rench ~ )) l.JS 27.001 I 10 \ 

S..ckt\Oe 7'rench J.n LSI 12.00 \ 100\ 

Ka.ncl 019 tren.c;l\ 619 2.19 6.00 \ 100\ 

Bote C&ble u.n J.ZJ ,,0..,\ 1(., I 

PU>h Pip. ' Pull '·" 2. 61 S.OO\ 100\ 
C•b1• 

Cut 4 "•store 12.06 I.U I 1.001 1001 I 
Mphal< 

Cut ' R••tor• 12.86 l. U U.OOI 1001 I 
Cone: rete 

Cut ' R41t01. S 6S I.U 20.001 1001 : 
Soo 

1001 " 

10 

f. 

. 
liiO 

" 
.s• 
)> 

.SI 

,, 
71 

4) 

H 
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·-
GTE fL.'s Territory-Hard Rock Buned D1st nbut ten C•ble 

Ac:tlT.l. tt kt• CO.at_ ·•neity t ··net :)Sl•lOOOC 
Per root 
ln.t•llttd Coat I ' ~11qne~ T•lepnono W•totlt-ed Ar'Nur., 

Adj~a..ent ActiVlt)' 

PI"" U.29 12) 0.001 .OC I 10 

,OC~t Plov l.U .)1 0.0: I 10, I 0 

Tzench ' l.O c 1.11 0.001 101' ' 
BocUIII 

~ky Trond1 S.ll 1." IC. OO t 1001 ••• 
kc~ 1ce nc.h l.9S I.U 10.001 1001 

·~· 
H.&nd Ol; Trench 6.19 2.H 1.001 1001 11 

louCablo 14.41 • . oc IS.OOI lCI~ \ 1 H 

P\ut\ Plp. ' ull '·" ).21 0.001 t: I 
C.ble 

Cut & ll.eatore 12.01 2.0 4 2~.001 1001 1 ~J 

-'•I'M It 

C'ut & '••tore 11.16 1.16 20.001 1001 1.9< 
Conc-te\.e 

C\:t • lle.Jtore s.u I.U 1.001 I I 

$Od 

1001 Jl; 11 
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GTE: f l.'s Terri tory-H4rd Rock Buried D1st r tbutlon Cable 

Ac!.'l!ti' a&.ae Cost 
,., Foot 

O.ntlt)' Zct.e >10001 

%n.Jt•l14'd C:Oot t Act 1Y lt)' ' A, uqn.-d ':'elept .. r.e V•.t~Me~ A.- .)".-nl 

Ad}u.su.nt 

Plow Sl. 29 $.26 0.00\ \00\ ~0 

"«ky Plow l.U .u 0 00\ \ 10\ 0 

Tterv--h ' ),0, 1.29 0.001 I ' 0 
a.cttill 
~oe~y Trench !.]) !.U 10.001 I> I 12 

k c:k.hoe Trena. ].t! 2.01 1.001 100 \ . CI 

!land 01; Trench 6 . U ).0. 1.00\ 1001 .19 

aore C• bl • "·" ... ~ 10.00\ 10~\ I ., 
rua" Pl~ ' 1'\111 '·" ).~, 0 10, I "' 0 

Cable 

Cut ' ~e.atou 12.0' ,. 2~ H •• OOI 100 \ c ,JZ 

1\Jpl\• l t 

Cut ' J.e.Jtore 12.16 2. 0~ 28.001 I '01 I p 

C•:.n, re te 

C~t l Jtutore !.U 2.0~ ).qQ' I ' 2l 

Sod 

100 \ $1l.Ol 



Acuvl.ty 
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APPDlDIX A 

Sprint's Territory-

lla.ae CO•t 
hr root 
ln.atallod Cos t ' 

Normal 

' Ad)u.t:c•nt A&:t h'lty 

Tnt'l.;h ' u.9o "· .. , 
llacktlll 

Roc:ll'y Treneh I. tO 0.00\ 

a.c:k:J\041 Tref\CI\ I. 90 0.00\ 

IWld 019 Tren~ I. 90 0.00\ 

8orlnq U.l5 0.1" 

Cut ' kettore 12.0 0 60\ 
A.Jpt;A!t 

CUt 4 keatore U.31 0 00\ 
COncrete 

Cut ' "-•nor• 3.00 ~. Sl\ 
sod 

I ~ -· 
Sprint's Territory- Norm.!! 

feeder Condu1 t 

Oenoity t one 0 ~ 

Muqnf"d Telep.l'\cne 

100 oo• 

l OO.Or \ 

! I o OO • 

100.0~\ 

100.0· ' 

100.1"' \ 

100.00\ 

100.00\ 

Feeder Conduit --
A.cUWHf a.ae Coat I I on• t.·lOO 

... , Foot 
rn.aull.., c.. ' A.cthtlt y ' ..... Telephor.e 

A4Ju.~nt 

'ltencn ' Sl .t(l 96 , .. !00 • 
.. ~.t u 
Jtor..~r Trenc-h l 90 0 100 00\ 

kc~ Tr•nch I. 90 0 100 "' 
K•l\4 Clq Tret'ICh I. 90 0 100 ,, 
Borlo.9 u.u 0 100 ••• 
C'l.lt ' Restore 12.63 ,61 100. 0 \ 
A.spr_.lt 

Cut ' 11te1tore U.J1 I ) 100.00\ 
COne reL• 

Cut ' keat.ore J.OO 1.31 100 0 \ 
SOcS 

100\ 

Wetqht•d .a.<!SQ>J.nt 

" e• 

" 

"' 
"'·"" 
o.oo 

o.o• 

12.02 

We lqhte4 Aaount 

Sl • 

,, 
0 

~. ,, 
0 0! 

0 ,..,, 

0.01 

·• o··l .. . 
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APPDDIX A - COIIUSSION-OIIDU&D INPOT VAI.UZS 

Sprint's TerrltC' ry- Normal reeder C:ondu1~ 

k, • ,v t,. a. •• Colt ~n~l~y 1~~ 101·~ 

Per foot 
lt\atallttd Co.st • \ Ass 1qned TehphQM ~• 191\t 4ld Amour.t 

A"'U.ItMnt AcUVH)' 

.. nCJ. ., U.90 9~ ... . l.u ' Sl 'J 
·\.&dt!lll 

, ky Tr-=1\ I. to D.CO \ 100 CO l 

S.c khoe "french I. to 0.001 100.001 ' 00 

~nd Olq Tunc:h I. tO o.oc ' 1000 I 0 1)0 

Bor1nq U . l) O.UI 100.001 0 HI 

Cut ' fl•atore ll . ,, 0.131 100 00\ 0. t9 
Ao,n.l< 

C\l.t 4 .... .:.ore U.)l 0.41 \ 100 • ~ 1)7 

CoMret.• 

"' 4 ll•ttor• J.OO 2.2H 100.00\ 0.0~ 

SOd 

100\ $o OS 

Sprint's Territory- Norm4l feeder Conduit 

Act avtty .. ,. Colt 
hr foot 

Don•1ty &on. 101·6~0 

ln.aull~ COot ' Acuvuy • ~•19fied TelephOne a.ea~MN ~\lJU 

Ad)uu .. nt 

T••nc:.h ' u.to 9~.)6\ 100.001 fl lZ 

S.ckt!l1 

Jlocky Trencn 1.90 0.00 \ 100,001 o.oo 

a. \~.cAl '!rench I. tO 0. ' !I ' 
H•n.J Dl'J Tren.ch I. tO 0.00\ 1~0 001 Qftn 

& ung 1~.u O.tH 10· oe• .l 

Cut 4 fleatore u.u 0 I! \ 100 c • I 

At ph• I' 

Cut ' M••tot• 1~.)7 O.tl \ 1n0.001 0 u 
~ ...... :re t e 

""' • fle •tore ).00 2 •• 100 00 ' 0 06 .... 
IOO• $1 ll 
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APRNI)IX A - CCHaSSI ON-ORDIJI&O INPUT VALUIS 

Sprint's Territory- !Jormal Feeder Condu1t 

Activay S.•• COat O.~tlty tone 6~1 e~o 
hr root 
In.sullK co•t I Acuvity I ...... cp>ed Vet1ht .-~ A..~ ~.un 

AdJ..,.~nt Te l e phcm. 

':'rer. ·f\ l 11.90 ,. ,IH 100.001 H. , . 
Backtlll 

Rocky Tren('h 1. to 0.001 100.001 o.o> 

S.c;U\oe Tr•nch 1.90 0.001 100.001 0.01 

M.lnd Olq Tr«n<::\ 1.90 0.001 100. >01 000 

aoru.q 15 IS 1.11\ 100. 001 0 11 

O..t ' a.•tore u.u O.I H 100.001 0.1·J 
.... ph.tlt 

CUt ' fl•ator• u )1 I .. , 100.001 0 11 
Concrete 

CUt ' J•a tore l.OO I "' 100.001 0.06 

""" 1001 :~. }J 

Sprint's Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit 

Act-h1ty 8a•• Coa t Oontlty Zone 151-2550 
Pw r root 
tn•ta ll.cl Cott ' A.:UYlty ' AJIU~ T•.epi".on. W• lQhted ~4nt 

Ad''*'tMnt 

Tunen ' fl t O ,. ,JI\ 100.00 \ >I 10 
a.,'4!1U 

Aoc:ky T ceneh 1.90 0.001 !00.00\ OC? 

e..c\ho. Trench I. 90 0.00\ 100,00 \ Q, ' 

HAnd 019 Tr•I\Ch 1.90 0.00 \ 100.001 0. 

Bor lnq l5.U l.UI 100,00 \ 0.2? 

Cl.t ' Jl•tteore u.n 0.91\ 100 00 \ '.1 
Aa~l· 

Cut • fleHore IS l1 I. 5l \ ttiO .... : .. 
Concret e 

(.'yt ' Jl•e\o•• l.OO I , .. 100 00\ o.o~ 

Sod 

U.l91 )1 .;'ti 



Ao:ttvl":)' 

ORDER ~10 . PSC-99-0068-FOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 385 

Sprint 's Territory-

.. ~. C.O,t 
hr root 

Normal feeder Conduit 

~na1~)' !11ne 2~~1·~,'0 

ln.sullecs Con t J.ct:.Yit)' \ ~.1!;-t"....CS ie:ept ~· 
Ad)t.Lataent 

Trenc:h ' , .. 90 U.IH 100.001 
Bacttl ll 

~ocky Trench I. tO 0.001 lQO O· I 

S.ckho. 1'r•nch LfO o.oo• tOO 001 

H• nd I>IQ treneb I. tO o.oo• 100 001 

Bot in-; u.u I. 661 100 001 

CUt ' ~enore 11 " 1.001 luO. I 

AJipt~.o It 

C-.at ' 'utor• I~ l1 I. II 100 • 
Cone:: re t e 

:""· ... t ' Reetore l.OO 1.641 100.001 
Sod 

1001 

Sprint's Territory- Normal feeder Condu1t 

Ac.tlvny &a•• COlt r .. nt t\y t •lMt ~001·•10000 

Per root 
lnatd led Con ' Acuvuy \ 1\.JUqn..CS Te lepl\l. n• 

Ad)WI~nt 

Ttenen ' U.to tl J( ' 100 I 

kc~fl:t 

Jloc•v Trend\ I t O 0 1·0\ 100 .0111 

B•cllhC* Trench 1.to 0 001 100.001 

H-and 01} Trench I. 90 0 001 100.001 

s-,r '"~'~ 1).1) I I ' 100 001 

\.! ' Peatore uu 1.\IH 100 0. I 

A.t~!t 

Cut ' Reatore U.ll 1.:"1\ soo on 
Cor.cr•t• 

(:wt ' "••t ,. ) 00 1 ~Q \ 100 001 
GM 

t 1001 

ve,qht•l A.t"c._-.;. 

\1 •• 9 

O.vO 

0.00 

o.oo 
0. 24 

0. 1:: 

).27 

~".O!t 

,;: .]l 

We lQhtH A:lount 

s: u 

0 00 

o.oo 

0 10 

o ... , 

.J :) 

C.H 

C.Ot 

~. " 



ORDER NO. PSC-99- 0069-FOF-TP 
DOCK~T NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 386 

IU>PDDilt A - CQIIISSI ON-QJID&RZD INPOT VlU.UIS 

Sprint's Territory- Norr:-.a l 01str1button Conduit 

Act lVltV .... Coat 
Per root 

r-.n.t 1 t y ton• o-~ 

lnaulled CoiL ' Acttvlty ' A.Jdqned Wel QM.O 

Adju.n .... ~t T•lepr-...:.n• 

Tten.c.h ' Sl.tO "· 6U 
100 .001 

.. ekttll 

'OC'y Tcoadl 1. 9ll 0 001 to I 

a.c"'o. Tre t\dl I. 90 0,,01 tOO •01 

H•nd 010 Trench I. 90 0.001 : oo 001 

110tlft9 "·" ·'" 100 001 

C'wt ' l'utor• 12.U 0.601 100 001 
,...pl .. I< 

Cut 4 Pest('!'• U.Jl 0. I :oo I 

concrete 

cu. 4 Re.tto re l .OO l. ))\ 100 OC I 
SOd 

1001 

Sprlnt' s Terri t ory- Normal Distribution Conduit 

"'"-:••ny .... Coat ~nllty lone 6·100 
hr root 
In.tt..lle<l Colt I AcUVltf I A.ul- V•o.~M~ 

Mju.ac.ent Teleptu:ar .. 

":nnc:h ' u.to 96. ) 9\ IOG.OO\ 
a.cktlll 

fltJG~Y Ttencb 1. to 0.00 \ 100.00 \ 

k c U.oe Tre.t.l.Cb 1.90 0 I 100 I 

"'""" l q Tren~ 1.90 a. I :oc -. I 

lortn-1 I).U o.u. lOO . u~;.\ 

C\lt l P.euo:e 12.U 6.69o OJ IOO .O«H 

AlphA I t 

Cut 4 Jl•nore U.ll 1.:a·Ol 100.001 
Conc:r•t• 

c-.t 4 .... t. ... J.O.O 2lt . , :GO OC I 

Sod 

t~ \ 

,.."!'til ... ,,. 

! I .. 
01> 

I 

c 00 

0 0) 

0 Ot 

o. 10 

o.~• 

s. o: 

"*>..r.~ 

U.H 

o.oo 
0 00 

0 00 

0 ~ · 
o.u 

0.01 

" 

" 
; . 
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UPPDIX A - CeteaSSION-OIID&.II.IW INPUT VALUES 

Sprint's Territory- Nor~l DiSt r ibution Condui ~ 

AcUYlty Baa• Co3 t O.~lt)' l~·A :01-~ I~ 

r.r Foot 
It\J.t• lled Con \ Act1Y:.ty ' A.au;r.ed ife lqt-.:•~ Aoo~~ 

Adju.ataant T• l ephone 

':'renc.h & Sl. t O 

·~··" 
100.0 I :;.u 

Bockhll 

Rocky Trench I. 90 0.001 !OO.CV\ o.oo 

a.ckh04 Trench I. 90 0.001 100.001 ~.oo 

Hand 019 Trench 1.to 0.001 100.001 o.oo 

&or\nq 15.U '· '•• ·01 10~1.00\ 0.09 

Cut & Reatore 12.1) 1.)'•·0l 1'10 001 C.OI 
Aopbalt 

CUt ' Reuor• U . 17 c 'Jbe •Ol I•" uo I 0. ~ 1 

Concre t e 

CUt ' Reatore ).00 l. .lle 02 100.001 0.06 
S6d 

1001 $1. ~· 

Sprint • s Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit 

Ac:U•tty &as• Coat Oon• lty tone 201·6~0 
he root 
:cu t a ll4td Coot ' Ac.Uvtty I Aool9.-l We qr.tttd Mount 

Mju.e~nt Tel•~• 

Trench • u.to ·~ 1U tOO 001 >I 6) 

Bock till 

lloca.y Trer..eh l.to 0 001 100.00\ 0.00 

kc;~o. Tn neh l. 90 0 00\ 100.001 0.00 

!!And 019 Tronch 1. to 0 . 001 100.00\ O,J:') 

loCI II? 15. I~ 9. 11• ·01 100 001 0 )) 

Cut ' Pettor• 17 61 8.02•·01 ~00 0' ' .. 
"-'Ph• It 

CUt 4 lleatore U.l7 1 . 21•·01 100 001 • II 

Cor.cret• 

Cvt ' •••tore l 00 2.0&.·02 100 .00 \ 0 06 
'lOd 

I 1001 ,2,Q;t 



O~DE~ NO. PSC-99-0069-fOF- TP 
DOC KET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 399 

COMMISSION-ORDEA%0 INRUT VALUIS 

Sprint's Territory- Nonna I Outr ibution Condui~ 

Ao. t1 ., :.t y .... Col t O.nJlty 1Jne t~!·8! 
Per root 
lnatt llltd Co.tt ' A.c:tlVP.t ' A3Jltn•d T•I•r~ • .,. ,.,~ •• .1 .~-u-r.' 

M l .a lt8etl. t 

Trenc:l\ & U.to .. , ,. ' l ft ' s:.r::' 
k Cd11l 

~cx:ky Trench 1.90 0.00 \ 100 0 ' 0.00 

hc'ch~ Ttenc.h !. 90 0.00 \ 100.00\ o.~J 

H•nd Dlq Trenc:h 1. 90 o.on• 100 0 ' (, , 00 

&orlnq IS. IS !.Pe-l l 11 . ' <.16 

CUt & P.ettor• 12. U t.Uo· I !00 ' c •o 
.......... It 

CUt & ~••tore U.l' l.llo ·Ol 100 00 I 0 16 
COr\c:te t e 

CUt ' •••tore l.OO l.t h ·Ol 100.00 \ o.os 
Sod 

100\ ' · . 10 

Sprint ' s Territory- Nortna I Oislribution Condu t 

A,.. 0 1Vity .... Col t ,,.r,Jity z.ot.e l~tp2~~~ 
Pe r root 
fn.aull od C:O.t ' Ac:u•aty ' A:u1qnecl 7e ~ eph:me ... ' ; ht .a Atllow'l t 

M)u.au.nt 

Trench & sa.to ,. l H 100,-j ' ' " '· a. 1111 

Jtoc.ky Tcench 1.'0 0 00 \ 100.00 \ Q 00 

lac thoe Trenc.h I. 90 0 001 100.001 o.GO 

Kan<t 019 "rnnc:h I '0 0 OO t 100,00\ 0 00 

Bortn9 1S .IS 1 4 Je .. Q2 100 00\ 0 . I • 

C\lt & Jle1t ore 12.6) 9. l)e•Ol 100 0 I . I 
........... l t 

CUt & Jle•tcre :s )1 l. ~)• •01 100 ' ... 
Con rete 

C:u< 6 ~'••t.vr • ).00 1. "'• Ol aoo .oc • ' 
Sod 

1001 H.P 
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AIIPDDIX A - CCNaSSIOK-ORD&J\EO INPOT VALOIS 

.;,prtnt • 1 Tetrltory- Non=.~ OUtt ~button Ccrulu.t 

, .... • vPy S.te COlt O.r.a~tY !on• ~~~~-~ODO 
Per root 
t:'IIUlled Con I A~t lvU.y ' A.t•i'7:'1.0 

Ad)ua~nt T•lephorae 

':'uncn ' Sl. '0 ,,82\ IOO,Ot\ 
a..-Ctll 

Rooc::«y Trentl\ 1.90 0.001 100 .001 

S..cknoe Tnnc:J\ I 90 0.001 !00.001 

Rand 010 Trench I. tO 0.001 IOO.CO\ 

Bor 1M ~~.u 1.661 100.001 

Oa 4 Jte.nore 12.6) I 001 100 001 
A.l~lt 

CUt ' Jl4.ttote IS.l7 I tO I 100 ' 
Concrete 

CUt & JleHOre J.OO I ~ .. 100 001 
SOd 

1001 

Sprint' • T•rritory- No~•l 011trt~tlon Conduit 

A.eUVl'Y Ba•• Coat L•n• lty tone )001·>10000 
h:r root 
lnoulh4 Coat I Ac:U•Uy \ ~119n~ Telephone 

Ad)WI<-nt 

Tret\Ch ' u.to t),)C ' 100,00\ 

B.tcllt 111 

'-ockt ':'rer. :h 1.~ 0.00\ 100 001 

f',ackt~ Tr•nch 1.90 0.001 100.001 

JM.t.d Dl9 Tt•n•·h I ~ 0.001 100.001 

e.ont I), I) I , 90o·01 100 01 

C:Vt & Petter• 12.U 1,\IH 10.00C \ 

A.a;;.t ... : t 

Cot ' a.stc.re 1) n 2.2l ... t": :00.001 
COGe r••• 
Cot ' Jleatore JOO I ~eo·Ol 10~.00 1 

SOd 

1001 

..,.,~ru.~ A:> ·r.t 

.. .. 

0 0 

o.oo 
0.00 

0.2] 

0.11 

0.:6 

0.01 

s •. 2~ 

"• lQht ed At=lount 

s 1. ll 

so ,0 

so.oc 
$0 oo 

·~ 
,, 

$ ;;. ~ i 

s~ l1 

' • 
S7 ll 
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.UPDIDIX A - CCMaSSI Oif-olUlU&D Dll'U'l' VALOIS 

·-
Sprint• • Tet rltory· ~o~l ltJrl..S r..a. r Cable 

Ac:Uvl y a.t•• COat O.na1ty zoe. O·~ 
hr root 
lnat•ll.ct Coo< I Ac~:iv.ty ' AtU9t'l" "• o.qM..:S Altlo .. nt 

A.d ju.a t.Nnt re t ophone 

Plow It. 90 9l.191 100.001 ~~ n 

10oc:1ty Plow 1.90 0 - " 100 0 . 1 ~ 

Trenc.h ' Ito 0. ~ , 100 C< ' ~ 

lae kfl il 

1\ocky Tc•nch 1. to 0 00 \ 100 00\ z .oo 

D•ckh~ Tr-enc;h 1. 90 o.oo • 100.001 so .oo 

Hand Clq Trench 1.90 0.00 \ 1110 00\ so.oo 

lOre C&b1 e U - U 
0 " ' 

100 00\ $0 OJ 

f\uh Plpo & Pull to.u ,_ ... lC,V 0 ' s~ 36 

Cabl e ·-
Cu t ' Atutore 12 .6) 0.~· · 100.00\ SO.Ol 
A.IPh•lt 

C\lt 4 Jteatore u.n 0 00\ tOO 00\ so 00 
C'Jncr•t• 

Cut 4 Pe.n.or• ).00 2 • 'it 100 -' liJ l 

$ex! 

100\ $2. )1 
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$pr1nt• .t Territory- ~o~l B~rl.C reed4r r•D·• 
A:r Y1ty e.ae Con. '"•r1•1ty :. .• r.e 6-t .o 

P•r root 
lnot•ll"" Con. I Acts.vny ~ A1U9n~ 

Adjuau.nt Telephone 

,,_ ll.fO t2. til 100,00• 

.._ . .• y Pa.v l.tll o. _lof , 100.01 ' 

T~:ench ' 1 '0 0.00\ 100 001 
a.c~!lll 

~ky TttnCtl 1. to o.oo • 100 001 

.. cl<l>o<t Tre:w:J> 1. to o .oo • 100.001 

Hand 019 Tren.c.tl I. tO o.oo. 100 001 

lore C4bl e u.u c. 2lo·OJ 100 oo • 

P'l.a.h Plpe ' PUll 10.12 l.)9o·02 iOCt ' C.bl o 

CUt ' Pestoro 11.6l 6, Clo ·OJ 100.00\ 
Aopholt 

CUt ' ,..,tore 15.Jl 1.19o·Ol 100.001 
Conente 

C\lt ' ltettore l 00 ] .lle• ·1 lOll ' - too• 

W•i?hted A11o0unt 

Sl , ' 
,, ,,0 

, ,o 

so.oo 

$0.00 

to.oo 

50.06 

$0.)~ 

00.01 

S0.02 

• 07 

ll _l) 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0060-fOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 392 

APPlDIDDt A - CC»eCCSSION-ORDERED INPOT VlU.tiiS 

Spctnt' • Terruory ... ttora.l O'o~C'l~ f•~•t C.ble 

/.c:tLY&ty a. •• Cott. t• n• u.y :ooe 110-200 
Per root 
lnac.a llecs Coot ' Act1~lty \ A.stlQn.O W• L9ht•"1 .ar.our.t. 

AdjUilMnt Te tephone 

P1ov II. 90 t:', ., , 100 ~· • '· • 
~oc-y Plow 190 0 . 001 100 001 ~· 
Tre"c:h ' 1. tO 0.001 100. vC\ I 
a.ckCIIl 

aoc~y Tre nch !.tO 0.001 100 001 10.00 

kc:khoe Trend\ 1. 90 0 001 100 00 \ 10 00 

Hel\d Olq Trench 1. 90 0.00\ 100 •01 ~0 .o 

Bore C.tl• a. a 6. Uo·Ol 100 • $0 09 

1\all Plpo ' Pull 10.11 ).~9•·01 100 01 I 10 n 
C:.b1e 

Cllt ' ••oton 12.6l 1,0)•·0) 100.01 1 so .. 
1\a pn. I t 

Cut i Re•tore 15. )l t . )6e•Ol 100.00\ 10.07 

Concre te 

Cut ' ~tenor• ).00 2 .n ... .,. 1~0 >Oo I t 

SOd 

.;. r:o. • '· 41 
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Spr&nt•a T•rrttory• 

AGUVllY S.at Coa t 
l'ec root 
Jn•t•llect COot 

Adlv•~nt 

Plov tl.to 

Rocky Plow l.to 

Trtnch ' 1. to 
S.c kt lll 

l'oc~y Treneh I. to 

S.ckho41 Tr10nch I. 90 

Kand 01; ~rend> 1. to 
&ore Cable 15.15 

Puth t'lp. ' P..l-11 10.12 
C• ble 

C\it 4 ~eator• 12.1) 
Aaptuo It 

Cut ' tleatoce 15.31 
C.:>ncute 

C•..ot r. Jl.e_Jtor• l 00 
Sod 

No""' I &untHJ r • .o.r C•.bl e 

O.na& ty tone 201·b~O 

\ Ac:tiYlty \ Aatlqne<l Wt1Qht.if<1 A.11oYnt 
Te l • pbon• 

tl tll 100. 01 Sl . ,:J 
o.ow• lCO.vO • , a.oo 

o.o. \ 100.001 1(\ " 

0.001 100.001 so.oo 

0.001 100.001 10.0~ 

0.01 \ 100.001 10. 00 

o. ttl 10 I ,, . 
l.~ I 100. • So ,, 
0.11\ 100.00\ SO.O? 

0.19\ 100 001 ,. I. 

2 Zl 100 ~ · 
,, )' 

" '" s: 4 '• 



-
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APPI:NDIX A - COWN7SSION-ORDERID INPOT VALIJI:S 

Sprint• ~ Teultory• tfonwl ·~rl~ r~c Cable 

Activity Bate Co.at O.ntlt/ Zon• 6~t-~~O 
he r oot 
tnst•ll.ct COat \ Act LvH y ' M1tqn.-d V• J ·~M •4 ~l.ih~ 

Ad)wo ... nt Telept\on• 

, ..... $1.90 91 ell 100.00 • st. 14 

Pocky Plow 1.90 0.00\ 100.00• S C.C'! 

'Tcttw:h &. 1.90 0.00\ :oo oo• ; .. 
a.ckflll 

kocc.y Tr•ncn I. 90 0.00\ 100.00\ s ' 
a.c kboe Trench I. 90 0 OQ \ 100.00\ , .110 

H.&.nd 019 Trencn 1.'10 0 00\ : 00.00\ JO. :o 

lore C.b1e lS.l$ l.llo ·Ol 100.00\ SO. I• 

l'l;•h PI P4' ' PI; II 10. !2 ),60o ·01 100.00\ SO.H 
Cable 

CUt ' ~•tor• 12.63 8 .llo ·Ol 100.00\ 10. 10 
A.t!>MI t 

C'"~o~t ' Reato n U.l1 l.llo•02 100,00\ to 1 
Concrete 

CUt ' Jteu.ore J.OO l.fiii•·O .. 100.00\ so .... 
Sod 

1~0 · ., . ~,~ 
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APPEIIDIX A - C<H«<SSION-ORDUZD INPUT VALUIS 

Spr1nt.•e Territory- Nor..l D~ried reeder Cabl• 

Acuvay I S.•• COlt C.n• lty lone 1~1-:~~~ 
her root 
lrut•ll..s COlt \ Act1Vlty ' A.J .dq~.*«S 

Ad)u~nt !' .. l ef*-on• 

Plov U.IO 90 ,911 1r•.r • 

Pocky PI"" 1.90 0.001 100.00• 

TrenC:f'l ' I. 90 0.00\ 100.00\ 
a.e kt lll 

Roclcy Tunc:h 1. 90 0.00\ 100.00\ 

S.c l<hoe Tronc:h 1.90 0.001 100 001 

Rand Dlq 1r•DC.h I. 90 0.001 100.00\ 

lk>ro Cable u .u l .l~·02 100 00\ 

Puo~ Plpo ' Pull 10.12 l.61 o·02 100. ,)1 
C• ble 

Cut. ' A.•ato re 12 .al 8.91o·OI 100 00\ 
Alpha 1t 

Cut. ' fl•.ttore IS.ll H 1.00\ 100.00\ 
Conr:ret• 

CUt l Jlettor• J .OO l. l)e •02 100 00\ 
Sed 

100 \ 

V• a9hted ~u.M 

~. 
,, 

so GO 

~0.00 

:o.oo 
so.ou 
)0 00 

so.2o 

SO.J!. 

so 1: 

so.:1 

,0.0~ 

Sl' 6 C 
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Sprlnc• t ~ecrltory-

Aet1VHy a., ,. Con 
hr root 
tnaulled con 

AdjustMn t 

Plow 11.90 

Ftc:t y PI ow l. '0 

1 r • nch ' 1.90 
S..c• CI 41 

&ocky ~ranch 1. to 

e.:khoe Tr• l\d\ 1.90 

H.a.ncl OLq Tc• nch 1.90 

llor. C.l>lo 4S.l $ 

Pu• h Pi~ ' P\111 10.12 
C..bl e 

Cut ' P.e• tore u .n 
A>pll• lt 

C\Jt ' P:eat.ortt 15.)1 
Conc:r• t• 

CUt ' 11\eatore ).00 
5oO 

llorul lunK f ee<ler Cable 

Dtntlty t on• 2~~~-~00 

I Act1VltV I Au lqnttd We1qhtea A."'unt 
Tt1epl\one 

90.HI 100.001 Sl 12 

0.001 100.00• so 00 

0.001 100.00 , so 00 

0.001 100.001 10.00 

0.001 IOO.OCI S0.'0 

0.001 100.001 ·~.00 

I oOo·02 100 001 10 l) 

J.61o·02 100 00\ so.n 

,.60o•OJ 100.00\ >0.12 

I llo•07 100 001 so 26 

I. ~h-02 100 co• $0 0~ 

10• ' Hll 
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JU>PI:NOI.X A - CCNaSSION-01\DIJUW INPUT VA.LUIS 

$pr1nt• • Terrltor y• ~orr~ l lurted r t ed•r C.bl e -
A...llVUy .... C:O.t t 4nt Jty ton.~~~~!··!~( 

Pe r root 
In..au lled COot ' A.:tlYlly ' "•~lgn.fll "•'11'1t•J Mlolltit 

AdJu..tt.Mnt T el• pi\OI\e 

Plov Sl.to " t\1 \00.001 ~t 'l 

Rockv Pl .,. I. tO 0.001 100.001 10 00 

Trench ' l. tO 0.001 100.001 10.00 
.. c kf ill 

Rocky Trench l. tO 0.001 100.001 so. oo 

a.ctnoe Trench !. t O 0 001 !OO,C _ t JO • .,O 

tc.nct 019 Trt ncb Ito 0. >01 100.001 so 10 
·-

Bore C@1o 1~.1) 1 ,l)o·02 100.0• I ' ) 

""h Plpot ' 
C..blo 

Pull 10 . 11 l.61t •li1 10!' I sc ., 
C\lt ' RtJtore 12.G) 1.02o·02 1,~.oo • SO,OI 
Aaph.ti lt 

C\at ' Reatore 1). ]1 2.1 .. 02 100.001 !;..,, 0 

Concre t e 

C\ot ' JltJtore ) 00 1 Ut·02 IOG.OOI s ' 
SOd 

101;1 U.l1 
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APPKIIDIX A - caeciSSION-ORDEREO INPO'r VALUKS 

Sprint'• T•rruory• t:·a••l 0\lfltd OlJ•clbuttcn ~~b·• 

M.ttvlty k•• Coat O.nt ' t y :.one o-~ 
,., P'oot 
lnotallecl COlt I ~t•vuy \ A.J 1 lqn-.d 

l.d)tUUWnl T•lephono 

Pl.,.. u . to U.ltl 100.0~\ 

llOc" y Plov 1 to o.oo• 100.00\ 

Tre nd\ & I. to 0.00\ lDO 00\ 
&ekrlll 

Poocky Tnoncll I. to o. ' 100 JU \ 

Jl.lckl\04 Tr•nch I. to 0.00 \ 100 >CI 

Hand 0 1 1 Tc•ncb I. to 0.00 \ 100.001 

Bore Cable IS. IS D." ' IO' .DO\ 

Push Plp. 4 1'\111 10.12 ).) .. 100 01 I 
C.ble 

CUt l h ltOro 12.63 0.~· · lOJ.OO I 
Allpl\4lll 

CUt ' AeJ tore 15.31 0.001 100 0 I 
Cone ret• 

Cut ' ,_.atot e ).00 2. CU 100.0:1 \ 

!od 

lud 

W•J ~M• J A.-.,.,.nt 

$1 " 
so 0 

~· 
s " 
s IU 

so "' 

s l 

10 H 

~0 Ol 

SO oO 

10 01 

S2 ll 
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Al'n:NDIJC A - CQP711SION-ORDIUlED INPUT ~UliS 

Sprint • 1 T•cr 1t.ory· Horx.a 1 Bufl • CS 0Utr1but. an C•bl• 

A~UYlty kae Coat t.n~tty tone i·l~~ 
ht foot 
lMt• lled COot ' -"tlVlt)' ' Mtl?r..K 

M Ju.tt.atnt. 't •l•phot' .. 

tl .... u .,o u ,1 , • ' 
~oc~y r,ow 1.'0 o.oo• 100.00• 

Tt•m;h "' I. JO o oo• 10 . 00\ 
llac H lll 

p,octy Trench I. JO 0.001 100.00\ 

k c:k.hoe Trench •. ,o O.QOI 100.00\ 

tt..nd Cq 7're nc:'l I tO 0 • I 100.00\ 

lor• C• bl e u u 0 . Cl \ IOO.OG\ 

Push P1pe ' tull 10 u ) ~" 100. ' C.bl • 

Cut ' '••tote un 0 '" 100.001 
AlpMit 

Cut ' "•.ttore 1~.)7 0 12 \ 100.001 
Conrr e t e 

''" ' Jeator• 3.00 1 II' 100 ~~ 

SOd 

... •H 

V• Sqf\t .. J ~.our.t 

.. ..... ... ..... 
~0. 00 

oo. o 

SQ. ' 
so 00 

so O'l 

SO C6 

so H 

SO or 

so.u .. 

~Q.O t 

~~.l) 
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APII'JDIDI% A - COIIQSSION-QJIDDED INPOT ~S 

Sprint•• ~errltory- ttorNl 8ur1ed C&strlb~tlon Cac.• 

Activity 1.1•• Co.2t C.n11ty ton• :01-:oo 
Per Foot 
lnata lled COot I Acuvu.v • A.tuqn•~ 

AdjUitNM Tel ephan• 

Plov U .fO n .,, 100 001 

Aoc:~y rlow I. 90 o oo• 100 OGI 

Trench ' 1.90 0 OCI 100. 101 
a.ck!ill 

ltoeky Trench 1.90 0. •)0 1 100.00\ 

a.c~ Tr•r..c.,. 1.90 o oo• 100.001 

ll<lnd Dlq Tr• ncil 1.90 0.001 100.001 

Bor• C&ble l~.u 0. ' " 
100.001 

Pwll PIP" • r..u 10.12 3 ~ .. 100 001 
C.Dte 

Cut ' lleJt.or• 12.63 0 11 \ 100.001 
""plio I' 

Cut ' flellore U.31 0 " ' 100 001 
Con, ret• 

CUt ' l'eu.or• 3.00 2 111 100 001 
Sod 

100, 

"·~~ht.-<2 ~ ,.Jnt 

;1 ~~ .. 
so.oo 
so 00 

, uO 

Sw co 

;o.oc 
sc..o' 
so 3) 

SO.OI 

OO.Ol 

lO.Ct 

$:.)I 
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APPENDIX A - COHNISSION-01\DI:RED INPUT VJU.U'I:S 

Sprint'• T•rrttory- Nors.al l~rt.a 011tr1~t10n CAble 

Acthity S.ae CO» t t•n11ty tone 20!·£~0 
Pe r root 
lnJLalled COol I .\cUYlt)- ' A..3:.qr.ed wuqt.· 'I'""J 

AdJ t.atai.Ct ···~ .. ,,.,.. U.to 91 ~H 100.001 

~ocky Plow l.to 0.001 100.001 

'Trench " I. '0 0.001 100.001 
a.c•tt II 

~oc ky Trenc.h 1.90 0.001 100.001 

S.~lth<M Ttenc.h I. tO 0.001 100. 101 

!Un4 019 Troncll I. 90 0.001 100 I 

&ore C&Dle "·" 0 .• ., , 100.001 

Pl,af\ PlJMI 4 Hill IO.Il l.<n• 100 001 
Cable 

CUt ' P•nor• ll.,l o. 111 100.001 
.... ph. It 

C1,at ' Reetoro U.l7 0,,1 IM 001 
Concrete 

C\ll ' ~eatore 3.00 2 021 1000,- , 

SOcl 

lOC I 

k'"JOW\t 

s: 1' 

)(, u 

so. co 

so.oo 
IO.Ot 

so.oo 
$0.12 

SO.ll 

so.o~ 

SO.II 

$1 ~ 

$2. · ~ 
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APnllt)lX A - CONICISSION-OJU)U&D INPUT VALutS 

.Sprint• ~ Territory- Non.a l lurh ~ l~trtbutton Ca Dle 

lrw;t.Vlt.( BAse COJ C. Oont lty zor~ 6~1-1~0 
Per Foot 
lnatall~ C:Ott I ,._, t lYU.y \ Jus lc;-:o...s 

Ad)Ytt.Nnt Te l e phone 

Plt""" u .to tl. 4)1 IOO.r I 

llex' • Y Plow !.tO 0 001 IC?.COI 

Trench 4 I. t O 0.001 100001 
B•e ktl ll 

llOCky T tencn I. 90 0.001 100.001 

a.ckhot Trenc:h !. to 0 001 100 001 

Hand DIO Trorw;h I to 0.001 100.001 

aore ~1• u. u . Ill 100.001 . 
Pu_,h Pl pe & 1'\111 IO.U l 601 100.001 
C.bl.e 

CUt ' 1\eatol'• 12. 6) 0 I) I 1r.o 001 
Alpl><o l t 

Cut ' Renore IS. 31 !. Ill 100 001 
Cone ret e 

C..t ' lteatore J.OO ~ ''' 100.001 
SOd 

1001 

• l ;t.: H k-4'\m.t 

s: ,, 
$0.00 

to.oo 

10.00 

<0.00 

10.00 

S?. U 

IO.ll 

JO 09 

:o H 

so. u~ 

$1 >l 



-
ActiVity 
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'prlnt•o Terrttory· NorftAl 

a. •• Coat 
hr root 

8u&l•J Ol at rlbutlon C•ble 

Dont lly tone 1~1-2~10 

Inotoll..S Colt ' Act1Yl!)' ' A.u tqn.-:1 
Ad l T•1ephorA 

PI w Sl. to 90.9 «1 10~ 
,, 

i'o-: •v Pl ow I. 90 0 00\ 10~.00 \ 

Teen :h ' I. tO 0.001 100 001 
BIOktl lJ 

~ 'ky Trench I. 90 0.001 100 001 

et..c:khoe Tre~h I. to 0 00\ 100 00\ 

K&nd Dl9 Trenc:.h 1.90 0 001 !00.~1 

lore C&b.l.e n . u 1.161 1~0 101 

1'\a.th Pipe ' l'\lll IO.U l 'II 100 0Y t 

C&blo 

CUt ' Re.l tOre 126] 0 tO I II 0.001 
Alphalt 

Cut ' lleat.ore 1~.31 1. 4ll 100.001 
Concre t e 

C\lt ' ll'eatore l.OO I 131 100.001 
Sod . ""' ' 

"· '~'"·" ·~ ~~t 

:! . 

$0.0( 

$0.00 

so.oo 
$0.00 

$0.~ 

so .t 

.O.JJ 

$0.10 

so 20 

so 0~ 

$,"" !t9 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE ~ 0 ~ 

Spun:. • • Terrttoty • ~or:.: lut\~ CllttlDUtlan C•bl e 

Ac:uvuy a.1e Coat Donalty &one - ~~~-~000 
.... Foot 
ln•ulled Coat I ' ~JJ1qn~ Tet.pnone 

Ad), locll -
Plov 11.90 90 ... 100.001 -- f-
IOoc ' y rl "" I.·~ O.Ot. IOU.OOI 

Tre nch ' I .o 0.001 1 C -~. I 

a.c:krld 

"ocky Tr• nch l.to 0.001 100.0, \ 

&ackh<H~ Trenc.h 1. to 0.001 IOO.OC • 

lUnd DIQ frond! I. 90 0.001 100.001 

aore Ca.bl • u.u 1.,01 100.001 

P\nh Plpe ' Pull 10.12 ).611 100 I 

C&l>lo 

C\&t ' Jle• tore u.n O.tU 100.(1()1 
A.lpt~al t. 

C\Jt ' 1\ettor:e 15 . )1 !.II\ 100.00\ 
Concrete 

Cut ' keator• ).00 1.~ .. 1.'0 011\ 
Sod 

100\ 

We lqM .. tt ~~o:nt 

H.11 

~Q 

s •o 

I • 00 

I .00 

~~ 00 

10 11 

I )J 

·~ 11 

n ~~ 

I • 
s: . '' 
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UPDDDt A - COHKISSION-OitD~ INPUT VUUIS 

Spr Lnt•• T•trtt .ry· l'oru~ lu:led Ol t ltlDv· •o~ C.O•• 

... , ! .. y a.ae Co.st o.na.uv ,.,.,.. ~001·>100<> 

h t root 
I MUlled eo., ' Activi t y ' ~a19n•d Telephone 

Ad )uatMnt 

,_ U.to .. ·~ ' 100.0 ' 

, -c-., PI<- l.to 0.001 100.00 \ 

Tte.r.r-b ~ I. 0 0.001 100. >0 \ 
a.c lttlll 

~•Y Trondl I. 90 0.00 \ 100.00\ 

a.c~tno. Trench 1.90 0.001 100.00\ 

K&nd Oiq Trtnch I. t O 0.001 100.001 

lore c.•te u. u I I H 100 .. . I 

P,ub Ptpe ' 
Cabl e 

PuL. 10 12 l.U\ 100 o• l 

CUt ' Aeato re 1~.u I.OH 100 00\ 
AI!>Nit 

Cut ' ke• tore u.n 1 I n 100 001 
Conc:rete 

Cut ' Aealore 3.00 I "' 100 001 
SOCI 

:oo - ' 

weaont•~ Mount 

$1 ll 

to. o 
so. 

so.oo 
so.oo 
so.oo 
)0.U 

SO.)) 

10.12 

to. 10 

so oc 

Jl ,. 
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APRHDIX A - Cc:.clSSION-OR.DU&O IKPUT VJ.LUZS 

Sprl.nt• a Territory- Soft P.x.• fe.Oer Con4Ult 

AcU..,u.y a.ae Coat O.n~Lty tone 0-~ 
,., root 
1nnal14td Coot ' A.l;tl'lity \ Ma t qned 

Adj .u .... nt Telephone 

T:encJ, ' 11.90 46 61\ 100.00 \ 
Soe ktl ll 

llocky Trench 1.~ 0.00\ 100.00 \ 

S.ekhol Trenc:b 1.90 0.00\ 100.0~ \ 

Kot><l Dlq Trer.c:ll 1.90 0.00\ 100.001 

&orl"q I ~.1~ 0.1, , 100.4i~o~ \ 

Cut ' ~eu.or• 12.6) J.60 \ I GO. GO \ 
A.sp<>o lt 

Cut l lleatore a.n 0.00 \ 100.00 \ 
COncrete 

CUt ' fleatore ).00 2.~)1 100.00\ 
SOd 

100\ 

5prtnt' • Tecrltory- SOft flo It ree<S•r COnctul t 

MU'IU.Y a.ae Coat O.n•lty £one ~-100 
Per root 
lMWiecl Cost ' Ac:U"lt.Y \ A.ulqn.d 

Ad)uara.nt Telepborw 

Trencl\ ' U.tO "· U \ lOO. ' a.c tr lll 

Poeky Trench LtO 0 ' -:oo. to.a 

&.cd\o4 Tnnch I. tO 0. ...,, 100 10 \ 

tund 019 T ren.t:h I. to 0 ,., 1~0.~0\ 

loun'l n.u 0 •H 100.00\ 

Cut l Peatore 12.61 o. &1\ 100.00\ 
Mpholt 

Cl.lt ' fleatore 1 ~ .)7 0 1) \ 100.001 
Concr •t• 

Cut l fleatore ).00 : .n• 1~0 , 0-. \ ..... 
100\ 

Me &qnt ~ At"'Iunt 

, .... 
10.00 

:.o.oo 

' no 
10 J) ,, 01 

10.00 

10.08 

11.02 

11felqhte d Amo\Jnt 

II. 19 

10. 00 

so 00 

10.00 

so 06 

$0.08 

10. 02 

so , 
,. 

~' 
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APPKKDIX A - ~SSION-ORDIUUD INPUT VlU.OIS 

Sprint' a Te rritory- Sot t ~oc~ reedet Conduit 

Ac"tlY~'Y kte Co• t Do~lty ton. 101-lOO 
Per root 
:.:uulled COOt ' Act1V.t":y I ..... . _ Ve lqht e j ~t 

Ad)U>tMnt !'e ! ephone 

Tr•nch ' I I. 90 n U l ,, ~"' :t 'l 
IIAckC III 

a.oct-y Tte tw:l'l 1.90 0 00 \ .,;.~o • so.oo 

Bac khoe Trench I. tO 0.00 \ H.~O\ so.to 

lUnd Olq Trench I 90 0 001 '' ~0\ so.co 

lor1nQ U. l~ o. 611 91.~0\ SO.IO 

Cit ' llest ·t• u.u 0 , , 91 ~0\ SO.Ot 
.... phalt 

CUt. • Pe•t ·te U , Jl U l " ) I sc , 
Concrete 

CUt ' ke1 tore ),00 1 U \ ,, )01 so.o. 
Sod 

100\ $2.0) 

lpt1nt'a Territory· SoCt Rock reeder Condutt 

Ac:tlvlty &.ae CO•t Oonetty &oDo 101·6~0 
Per root 
Inotdled Colt ' ' A..ulqnecS Te l ept, ..ne VelQht•d ~t 

Ad )u..c.ent Ac ttvlty 

'rrt tw:.h ' $1.90 9))6\ 9).00\ $1 ,,. 
IIAcktlll 

J.oc: 1l )' T r enc.h I. 90 0.001 9S, 00\ so.o~ 

O.c:kho• Trene.h 1.90 0.00\ 9) 00\ so .ov 

Halld Dlq Trenth 1.90 0 001 U.OO\ so.o~ 

Boriro; u.u o. '12\ 9),001 so ll 

C\lt a. '•Jt Cire 12. '~ 0 II ' ·~ .oc • s I 

Aaph• lt 

CUt & P•atore IS.ll 0 Ill ,~ .oe• s• I. 
Concrete 

CUt ' Peno re ),00 : .ce• n oo• ~o.c' ..... 
100\ $2' .ll 
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A.PPDDIX A - O:IIC SSI ON-OIUlltR&D INPUT \nU.UZS 

'Ptlnt• a ~errlto;y- sott ~~ feeo.r COndul t 

A(.t lYU)' aa.se Cot t O.n11ty !en• b~l·I~O 
Po< Foot 
;uui!Od Coo< I Ac:t1V1ty I .uu;n.cs T•:.,mo •. e 

AdJuU-tU: 

Treneh & $1. '0 , • • n l '~ 001 
ll.lc kt lll 

lle<lty Tlench 1. '0 0.001 9~.00\ 

a.ckho. Trench I. tO 0.001 H .OO I 

H.and Dlq frenr.:h 1. 90 0.001 9~.001 

aoc &no u.u 1..11 n 001 

cu• ' •nor• ,,.n 0.111 ·~ -001 

Ao~JMI 

0..\ ' '••to n U .l1 1 U l n.ao1 
Concrete 

Cut 4 ,..,,ore ).00 1.941 ·~ 001 
SO<I 

100.011 

lprlnt' l Territory• !lo!t Rock r ••d• r Condu 1t 

AC'tHtH)' au. coat O.nolty tone 8~1·2~SG 
hr foot 
lrulull..:t Coot I Act~vuy I AollQnOd rei~ 

Mluo<-nt 

Tte~ol'l'l ~ u . .a H H I H.C I 
a.c•Ull 

Rocky Tteno;n Ito 0 .001 ~~.001 

S.ckh~ Trenen I. 90 0.001 9~.001 

ilond DIG Ttench 1. 90 0.001 9S,OOI 

8or 111-J IS.U I <H 9S.OOI 

c •• n; ' fleJtor• 12. 6) 0 9ll 's 001 
AoiJM h 

Cut ' lleat.or• U.Jl I . ~)I '"~.oo• 

CON"r e t e 

r-ut & Pestore l.OO I . 791 ~\ • 
Sod 

100' 

Vei~M.O ~_... 

>I ,~ 

~(1.00 

10.00 

sn .... o 
f) I) 

I J.IO 

, .. . l 

~0.06 

'~ .ll 

"•111a..O ~~t 

Sl '" 
10.00 

10.00 

00.00 

SO.lO 

SO II 

:u .... 

$1J , \ 

)1 • j 
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U'P&:NDU A - CONCISSION-OIUl!!REO I NPUT VALUES 

Sprint' I Tetrlto ry- Soft ~k reede r c ndu t t 

A.cl1T lly .. ,. CO.Jt. Oonll t ) :ono 2~)1 -~000 

hr root 
ln.at.tll.ci con • ' ~111n~ rele~one Ve1qht ..S ,_ ~nt 

MJUtt.IMnt ActlY~t 

y 

Trench ' U.90 9) 82\ 100 00\ II ., 
a.c tr ll l 

Rocky Trend\ 1.90 o.oo• 100.0 ' s 

O..cknoe Ttenc.h 1.90 0 . 00\ 100.01 \ I o· 

HaNS 019 Trench 1.90 o.oo. 100. 00\ 10.00 

lor i no 1~.u 1. 66\ 100.001 10 Zl 

Cut ' -..Jto r-e u. 63 I .00 \ lr? 00\ I < 11 
AI!>MI< 

On . ' ,.._.to re u .n I .... 100 Co\ s ll 

Concret• 

C'u< ' •• .. r o re l.OO 
Sod 

1. 6U 100 oo• ~0 0~ 

100' S1 )1 

Spr1nt-• Tetrlto ry· $O tt ~oc' r..aer Condui t 

A4: t1 Tl:.y .... Co.Jt. 
hr root 

o.:uuy '-"• )=01·>101 I 

t ruullH COJ!t t Act ~•HI t A.J• tqn• 1 We l q ht .-d ......,..,. 
Ad)ua~nt Te l e pnon• 

Trench ., 11 . to n )0 1 100 oo• $1 ., 
Bac kfill 

Jloc\y Trencn 1. to 0 oo• 100,00 ' 10 0) 

e.ckl--~ tzen.eh I t O - ' 100 1\~ ' I' 

H.an.r:l Dlq Trer.c:h 1.90 I 100 '01 I 

Borlnq u .u 1. 9· ' 100 0 I ,, ,, 
Cut ' ~e.ttor-e 12 . 63 1 on 100,0'- ' ll I l 

Aopl141t 

Cu t ' l'ettor• 1~ . 37 Z.2 ll 100.001 so l l 

COnc c•r. • 

C..t ' "••tor• ) . 00 1 " • 100 ' ) • 
Sod 

l c - ' 
,, 

· ~ 
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Spr tnt'a Territory- So! t J.oc\ Oi ttrl~tion Coodult 

Ac t lvity Sa•• C'os t C.n2 lty :or.e 0-) 
h r root 
::uullocl CO ot I ' A..a l q t:-4<1 

Ad )ut t M n t ActlVlty Te lepbone 

!'rench ' u .to .. "' :~ 01 
&.CH I II 

Aoc:ky Trench I. 90 0.001 100. 001 

a.c ll:l\04 Trench I. 90 0.001 100,001 

IUn<l Dl9 Trench I. to 0.001 100. 001 

aor1n9 IS. I ~ O.l t\ 100 001 

Cut 1 Jlett.ore 12.61 0 . 601 100 001 
A.J~·t 

C'\Jt ' fleat.ore U.)l 0 ' 100 001 
concr e t e 

O.t I Ret t.Ote l.OO 2 ~ )\ 100 001 
Sod 

1001 

Sprlnt't Territo ry- SO Ct Aock Dl 1t r lbut lo.n Conduat 

Ac.l.-tVLtV a. ... COat O.nalty tone 6- 100 
hr root 
lru t • ll ed Coot ' I A.at tqn.d Te le~ 

Ad)\lttaent A.cUvHy 

Trench. 4 tl to U . H I 1).06\ 

S.:.kt'l11 

Poc:t y fre r.ch I. to 0 001 ,~.001 

e.ac iU•Y• T r • ncn I to 0 0 ' . ·~ 001 

HAn<l Dlq Trench 1.90 0 01 I 9~.001 

BorlnQ U. l~ O. tH •\ a 1 

eu• ' ltett~r• 1Z .. ) D,.,, f\ DO l 
... pt .. It 

Cut ~ Je ator• · ~ .)l o.: )\ '\ OC I 
ConC're t e 

Cut 4 lleatore ) 00 1 . )I I ·~ 001 - 1001 

... 1-;hte<l -...~:. 

S!. 1!4 

so.oo 
10.00 

$0.00 

SO.Ol 

SO.OI 

so.oo 

SO.OP 

s:.o~ 

V•lqtl!....S Aaou.t\t 

S!. 1 4 

IO.Ot 

10.00 

10.00 

so o• 

'" Oo 

so OJ 

so.o, 

Sl.t 
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APPPDIX A - CCNaSSION-ORD~ INPOT VlU.UltS 

Sprt.nt" • •e:nt· ry· S. t't P ·k Ola~r•~~•cn Cor~~•t 

A.Uv~ 'I a.ae Cost o.nolty z,~• IOI·<OC 
Pe t l oot 
lnHolled CoH ' ~tlV1l'r' • A.a.tlqn.ed We• ~ntect Al!' • .;)~nt 

Ad)UitMftt T• l"l">'no 

T re ~h ' u.to '~·" ' 90.00\ u ,,.: 
&oc ~C l II 

• oc-.y ! ce.ne.n 1. to 0.001 90 0 ' 
,, 

a.cknoe Trench 1.90 0.001 tc "' • JO. 

H.end 019 Tre nch 1.90 0.00 \ tO . OO\ -~.00 

Borlno 15.U 0 U l 90.001 JO.Ot 

Ott & ltett.ore 12. 6) 0 H I tO 001 J0.08 
AlP"" It 

CoJt ' .._3tOre u.n O. U I tO OC I JO.Ol 
Concrete 

...,., ' l'-4st.oc-e l.OO 1. 2)1 .o 001 ' 06 

Sod --
IDO l Sl .. 

5pc1nt' a Territory• SOft ~t Ohtt itNtlon Conchalt 

ActlVlty .... C:O.at O.~llty tone 201-6~0 
hr root 
lneulled Coat ' Ac.tlvuy I A.IUQn.cl T• l • P'" .. ., . • • ,c;~t.O .-...ount 

.Jd) Q•t.Mnt 

Tnncn ' tl . 90 9) H I .. ~ 0":\ $1 <l 

kc\CIII --
Roclcy Trench 1. 90 0 061 90.001 10.0? 

k cUloe Tnnc.h I. 90 0 001 90.001 so -'C 

lionel 019 Trotneb I 90 O. DC I " ·' ' s 

eor U\4 u.u o.~: ' ·~ 
,, ,. II 

CUt ' ~••tore 12 .6) 0 10 \ ,, 
' l • 

AlP"" It 

Cut ' Aeato' • U. l l 0 Ill •o 01 so II 

Concre t e 

CUt l ftet tore l 00 2 . (1U ~J.\1\l ' JO . Ot 
•• 4 

n.oo• J: .o: 
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Sprint' • Terrt.tory- .Sot t "ac ~t D1 Jltlbutlon Con~u.L 

Act lYJ.ty k•• Cou O.n11ty tone 6~1·tSO 
Pee r oot 
lnn•ll.O CoJt t Acuvlt.y t Aaa\qn•d T• 1•phone 

M }wtaent 

Trench ' 11.90 " ·~· ;o.o ... t 
& c U 11 . 

Rocky tr•r.c.h I 90 0 00\ •o.oo• 
&.c i;hOe Tr• nch 1.90 0. 00 \ 90.00 • 

H...ncS 0 l q 7' r e i\C.h 1 , 90 o.c ' .~ 
v ' 

krlf)9 1~.u I l l\ tO .c. 
Cut ' Jll.•sto c• 1263 0. '" •o •• 
A.>pUit 

CUt. ' P•au,re U . ll I I t\ to. ,o t 
concre t e 

C\lt ' Reatc.re ).00 ~.~ .. tO.OO \ 
SOd 

100.01\ 

Sprtnt' • terri tory· Sott ~oc~ 011trlbutlon Condu lt 

Ac:uvay aaae COtt Oent ltY Eon• 1~1-1~~0 
Pet F)Ot 
In.ttelled C:Oot ' Ac:ttvny \ A.IU9ned Teleptt.or.e 

M lU.ataent 

Tr•Aet• I. $1 . 90 " ))\ -.o o..;.. • 
a.ckt J .1 

l'ccky Trench 1.90 0 oo• tO.OO\ 

.. eU\oe Trench 1. 90 0 .CD\ tll . OO\ 

Kand Dll T1ench 1. 90 01 Ott 90 l~ \ 

lortn-7 U.l~ I. U \ 90 0\ 

Cut ' Menor• 12.6) o. 9J\ ~0 00\ 
A.>pho1t 

CUt • J4euc;u• ~~.n 1 . ~ )\ 90.00\ 
Cone ret• 

Cut ' t\ettore l.OO 1. '" 
!oO 00\ 

Sod 

" '" 

W•l?hto~J Al"rCC tJ.M 

l) .. 
I 

s. 0 

~' ' 

JO . 16 

10 10 

$0.16 

so.o~ 

U,10 

"• i~ht •d "-o\l.nt 

II •• 
10.10 

,, __ .o 

L. ,, .. .. 
I . 11 

SO.l 

I -~ 

s; " 
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Sprtc:.·~ t errltory• So!t P~~ ~1s~r!bw~L~ C~.~~~· 

A.c:UY~!'I .... Col t Oonolty t~ 2~51-~00 
Pe r root 
tnaull.a COot I .\ct!Ylty ' AII 1Qn.d ~e ltphone 

AdjUJ UIOnl 

Tren(h " U.to 93.82 \ .o OQ I 
&.c.rlll 

.-u.:~y Tre nc.n 1.90 0.00 \ 90. ' 
kc~ Tre ncb 1. 90 0.00 \ 90 •• 
HAnd O~q Trench I. 90 0.00\ 90.00 \ 

!l<>rlnq I~. 15 1. ~~· 90.QOI 

Cut t. ll'ettor• 12. 6) 1.001 90.00\ 
....,pho lt 

C'Ut ' Penore U.31 1.88 \ 90 00\ 
Concret e 

Cut ' Jla, tore ).00 1. 641 90.001 
,0<1 

100.00\ 

Spr int•, Terri t ory• Sof t. Rock Dittribut.ion Cond~it 

t.ctlvHy k a• COl t O.nJ \ty zone t ~001·~10001 

Pe r root 
ln.n a lled COot \ Act 1v1ty \ Mslqned Te l e pl\One 

Adjl.lttaent 

Tronch ' 11.90 9).)0\ 90.00\ 
kc~llll 

~oc'ky Trench I. 90 0,00 \ 90 00\ 

a.~~ Trench 1. 90 0.001 90.001 

H..nd 0:.; -:"ranch 1.90 0.00\ ~0 .00 \ 

..,, lr.Q uu 1. '0' tO .OC I 

,ut • kettor e 12.6] 1.01\ to.o 1 
Atpf'l.•l t 

tut ' ~.u.or• U.l7 2.2]1 90.001 
.f"'oncr•t• 

"' • bator• l 00 l ~0 \ to.Ot l 
.cl 

!CO\ 

Vel ';l\ted AI-QI.UH 

II • O 

~3.00 

)~_eo 

to oo 

IO.n 

10.11 

so 26 

so 01 

$? .1~ 

We \'Jht..., A.mour.t 

$1 bO 

10.00 

so.oo 
10. 00 

so . : ,, 

so.:: 

JO. II 

so.t • 

•• IJ 
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Sprlntt 3 T•r r1tory- Soct ltock l.ur Utd F..O.r C.bh 

Acuvay a.a• C<~J t O.n.tty ton• 0·) 
t'tr Foot 
Inat•lled Colt \ Ac:t.iV'lty \ AJ•tqned T•I•rhon• 

Ad)\lltMnt 

Plcw $1.90 n.tfl tOu.OO\ 

Pocky Plow 1. 90 0 00\ 100.00\ 

Trenc.n ' I. tO 0.00 \ 100.00\ 
S.ckOll 

koc'ky 'Tre.nch 1.90 0 00\ 100.~0\ 

kt ':hoe 'r rend: Ito 0 . ' 100.00\ 

Kand Olq T'te nch l.to 0 ~· 100.00\ 

Bore C&ble 1,.u O.l fl 100.00\ 

Pu.ah Plpe ' 1'\111 10.12 l , .. 100 .001 

~~-

c~t. ' P.•Jt:or• 12.63 0 , .. 100 001 
l\.lpl\41 t 

C\lt ' -.atore H.ll 0 001 100.00\ 
Con.cret• 

C\1< ' P•ttor• 3.00 2 16\ 100.00. 
Sod 

' ' 

We iQnted A:oool.mt. 

.. .. ., 
$0.~0 

·~ 0 

S .CJ 

s~.c~ 

Sw.Ol 

SO.Ol 

SO.Ji 

$0.07 

su.oo 

so. 01 

•• ll 
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APPENDIX A - COIItiSSIOR-oRD&RZ.O INPOT ~S 

Sprlnt• a Teccitocy- sott Aoc\ B~rl.O r•.o•r C&bl• 

kt.J.YH.y u.. •• Colt O.ntity :one 6-100 
Per root 
1nttallt<1 CO a~ I Act1YU,y ' A.u lqneca Te!ep~""'~n• 

Adjuatll'llllnt 

P!cv $!.90 91.911 100.001 

ltoc~y Pl ... I. 90 0.001 100.001 

Tr-end\ ' 1.90 0.001 91.~01 

a.e•ttll 

Poclty Trench 1.90 0 001 91.~01 

a.ctno. Trencr-. 1.90 0.001 97. ~. I 

tt..nd Dl~ Trer1 h I. tO O.OVI 91.~01 

&or• C• bl• U.l~ 0. <21 9l ~0 1 

Pu.sh Plpe 4 Pull 10.12 ) )91 91 ~0 1 

Cable 

Cut ' Reatoce u.u o.,u 91 . ~01 

Aoph•lt 

Cut ' •••tore 1~. )7 0.121 91. ~0 1 

Cc.n.::et• 

C\lt ' Reatore ).00 2.)11 9'. SO l 
SOCI 

1001 

W• lqM.•d M>ounl 

U,11 

so.oo 
s~.oo 

so.oo 
so.oo 
so.uo 

so.o' 
SO.H 

so.oa 

$0.02 

tO. 11 

., )~ 
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Sprlnt' a Territory· Soft Ace\ Bur !t'',s F••der C•ble 

Ac:l•ltt Baae CoJt Don•••v tor.o 101-100 
hr root. 
:c.aulled COot ' AcUvlty \ A.nlqned Tehph(ne 

Ad)u..t-nt 

Plow Jl.to n 41\ 100 • 
~oc~v Plow 1.90 o.oo• 100 001 

Trench ' I. 90 o.oo• •~.oo• 

llocHlll 

lllocky Trench 1.90 0.00\ 9~.00 \ 

a.c~ Trenc.h 1.90 0 . 00\ 9~.00\ 

tt.nd OlQ -:re:.cl'l l.to 0.00\ ·~ 00\ 

lore C..ble u.u 
0 " ' 

.~.00\ 

P'U.ah Pl pe 4 Pull 10 12 ).~ .. ·~ 00 \ 
C• ble 

C'Ut. & R••tOt• u.u 0. 71 ' ·~ 
OG\ 

IUp,..IL 

CUt & lllettote I~ l1 0 . 46\ ·~ 00\ 
Concr•t.• 

C\.t & l'ettor• ).00 l 1" ·~ lC\ 
SOCI 

101 ' 

W•a~Med ~t 

>I. 16 

so.oo 
so.oo 

$0.00 

$0.00 

so.oo 
50.09 

SO.)~ 

so 09 

$0.01 

so <' 
S2.U 
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APPI:NDIX A - CCMCXSSIO!f-OIU)Il\ED INPUT VlU.IIJtS 

Sprint• a T•rrttory- Soft: llloc& euu~ r...s.z c...c:. 

A.:": ~·.t:.y kae CoJt o.~•tty ton. 1~t-•~o 
• u root 
I MUlled C<»t ' ' A•atqned Tel•phone 

M )\lttmtnt ActiYlty 

Plev II. !10 91.92\ 100. oo• 

'oclll.y Plow I. 90 0.00\ 100. OV\ 

Tr• hch ~ 1.90 0.00\ ts.n ' 
&cHill 

s-ocky T ur.Ch I. 90 0.00\ n.oo• 

&.ackhoe Trench 1.90 0.00\ n.oo• 

lUnd 019 Tr•nch 1.90 0.00\ 9~.00\ 

Bot• Ca.bl• 1~. u 0.89\ tS. 00\ 

Puah Plp.r ' Pull 10.l2 l.6G\ f), ... , ' 

C.bl o 

Cul ' RAiatCtr• 12.63 0.71 \ U.OO \ 
"'!'Nit 

Cul 4 P•ltore "·)7 o. " ' 
»~.00 \ 

Con( r•t• 

CUt 4 "-•at.ore l.OO 2.02 \ H.OO \ 
SOd 

100 \ 

W• tonted Altlount 

u." 
$• 

$~ 

$0.00 

JO 00 

10.00 

10 I) 

s H 

s1 .o• 

, 1• 

so Do 

1: .. 
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APl'DI)IJt A - OOUaSSIOM-OJID&JU:D INPUT VALUZS 

Spr tnt • • Terri tory· Sot~ ~- lhu led re.c:ter C..ble 

Acuvuy a. ... Colt ~n•aty ~n• 6~1 1~0 

Per root 
Ituu1led. Colt I ' ~11~ ':"e!ert~,. .. 111e lqnt ..-J A::.:l.o::! 

Ad) u.t u:aen t A.ct1¥lly 

Pt '"' Sl to ti.OI 100.001 Jl '• 
""" ' Y PI"" l.tO 0.001 100.0~1 so.~o 

Trtnc.h 4 1.90 0.001 9) 001 so.oo 
.. <~fill 

P.ocky Trench I. tO 0.001 9).001 so 00 

a.cthOe Trenc:n I. tO 0.001 t).001 so.oo 

Kand Oto Trenen 1.90 0.001 t).OO I so.oo 

Bore C4b1e u.u I IJ I t) .OO I so.u 

"'-"h , • pe ' P\lll 10. u J. 6~ 1 "'\.00\ so.n 
C•b.:.e 

Cut & ,. •• tote l2.U O. IJ I H 001 Ill 10 

A>p/1.<1 It 

Cut • "••• or• u J? 1.1)1 ,).001 ~0 16 

Con• J •t• 
Cut ' f•nore ).00 1. .. 1 ts.OOI . 0~ 

'"" 
1001 ot2' . )6o 
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Sprlnt 1
• Tecr ltory- SOtt ~oc\ B~t1.0 fe•aer C•b1o 

Act lYU'f S.ae ~Ott O.ratt.y to)(< .• ~\l·l~~d 
Per root 
hutallecl Cott ' I A.lt s. o.Mid T elepho.ne 

Ad)UUIIIlnt Ac'UY.t)' 

Plov Sl to " ... IOQ 10\ 

llock y Plo"' I tO 0.00 \ !Co 0..\ 

Trench ' 1. to 0.00 \ ~~.00\ 

ll<ockCill 

koc;«y Trench 1 to 0.00\ 9) 00\ 

U..cknoe Trench 1. to 0.001 ·~.00\ 

Hand Dlq Tr•ncb !.to 0.0 I ·~ !C\ 

lore Ca.ble 15.1$ I ) 6\ ·~ 001 

P"uah Plp. l 
c:..blo 

Pull 10 12 J. 61 \ '~ 001 

Cut ' .. ,. tote 12.6) O.tO\ ·~.001 

A.lpha l t 

r.'UI ' fll•at.ou 1~. 17 1. 4H ~~ 001 
COr\Cr e te 

Cut ' Reatore ) 00 ~ .lH >).001 
SOd 

1001 

Velqht.ct "-o.Jr.t 

.. " 
~" 0 

~~ 00 

50.00 

~0 0' 

50 00 

so.z, 

50.J~ 

50 II 

5~ ll 

$ 0~ 

s: H 
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APPENDrX A - Cctee:SSION-01\DII:RED INPt1T VALUJIS 

Sprint'• Territory- SOtt Rock 8~rled r••d•r Cable 

I.C:Uvtty Bue Coat O.n~lty Zone 2~~1-~0~0 
~r root 
In.st.a!le'd Con ' ' A.tal9n" Tel..phor.e Weiqht~ ~t 

Ad)ult ... nt Acttvuy 

Plow 51.90 90. '" tOO 00 ' SL 'l~ 

Roc~y Plow 1. 90 0.001 100.001 ~0.00 

Tr•nch ' 1. 90 0.001 9~.001 so.oo 
s.e~Cl ll 

Rocky Trench 1. 90 0.00\ ~S .OOI ~0.00 

a.clchoe Trench 1.90 0.001 9S.OOI $0.00 

lUnd Olq Trench 1.90 0.001 9S 001 so.oo 

Bore C.ble 1S.IS 1.601 9S.OOI so. 23 

P\uh P1J'4 ' Pull 10.12 J. 61\ 9S.OO I so. JS 
C•b!e 

Cut ' Restore 12.63 0.961 9S.OO I 50 . 12 
A.sphalt 

Cut ' Reatore 1~. J? I .611 9S,OO I S0.26 
Concrete 

Cut ' Reetore ).00 1.~81 9S.OOI so.os 
Sod 

1001 S2.12 



ORDER t. O. PSC- 99-0068-fOf"- TP 
OOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
?AGE ~ 21 

APPDIDIX A - CCiKISSioti-ORDI.RED IlfPOT VlU.OZS 

Spr lnt • • Tecr1to ry ... .SoCt Jl.1 :t &\ln.-4 r..-d•r C•ble 

AeuvHy a. .... Cott.. C.ntlty l?ne' ~001->1 I'J~ 

Per root 
Inaolled Coa t ' ' ~taq-ed Tet•pnone "", ... ._.., Acuvtty 

Plov II to t9 f) \ tc'":' Ol 

~oc~y Plov 1. to 0.00\ 1(,0. • Ol 

Trench ' I. tO 0.00\ ·~-001 

!Mcktll l 

P.ocky Tr • nch I. 90 0.00\ 9~.00 \ 

S.c:k.W. Trench l.tO 0.00\ 9~.00\ 

H.and 019 Tr.nch !.tO 0.00\ ·~.00\ 

lore C&.ble 1~.a l.l l\ t~ !"! ' 

1\un P!., .. ' Pu!.t 10 u 1.62\ \). ' C:• bte 

Cut ' Jteetore 12.6J 1.02\ ·~.00 \ 

A.sphaJ t 

Cut ' lteator• 1~ . ]1 2 .I .. 9~.00 \ 

Conc:ute 

CUt t. " • •tore l.OO .. ... 9).00 \ . .,.. 
1001 

WelQhlN k..-.:..<d'l.• 

!! . 
so.oa 

so. 0~ 

so.oo 
50.00 

so.oo 
so •• 

IO.J) 

so.u 

10.)1 

$0.04 

s: • 
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APPENDIX A - CONCISSION-ORDERKD IlfPOT VM.U"ES 

spdnt• • Tetrito[y~ SO!t •ock Buti.cl Dl,trt~t1on C•bl • 

A<tJvity a.•• Co• t C.ntaty tone 0·) 
Pltr root 
tnot.tl<O<t Coot ' A• uvuy ' ~1'11n.c ~•l•ft.o"• Ve lQP;t•l ~ro 

Ad)uU.~t 

Pi.o" Sl.to 9].1 91 100.01 I I: ,. 

Mocky Plo.. I. tO 0.001 100.001 IO.OG 

Trench ' I, 90 0.00\ 100.001 so. 10 

& cktlll 

Rocky 'freroc:h 1. to 0 001 100 I so." 

a.c•:-.o. Tun.ch I. 90 0.00\ 100.001 10.00 

HAnd Di9 Tcench I. tO 0.001 100.00 \ so.oo 

&ore Cable IS. I~ 0.19 \ 100.001 SO.Ol 

P1a~ Plpoo I Pull 10.12 l.\81 100.001 U.l6 

Ca ble 

CUt ' Pe~:oz:e 12 .6) 0.~8 · 100 01 #· • ,, 

A>phalt 

Cut ' Reatore l~.ll 0.001 JOO 001 so.oo 
Concrete 

~Yt ' b.ttcr• )00 
1 ' " 

100 ' I 
,, ' 

Sol 

100\ 11 Jl 
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APl'DDIX A - CCNaSSlON-OR.DID\KD INPUT VlU.U"IS 

Jprlnt'l Terrltory• soft '-OC:k Bur tea Dl att lbutlcn Cabl e 

Act1vlty .. ,. Cott ~en11ty :on• 0·100 
P•r root 
tnatall'td COlt ' Act1Yity I A>a l<p><td Wel91\ted A:rao~o.nt 

Adjuu ... nt Telephone 

Plov u.to 9.?. '1' 100.001 $1', 

''''" ., PSC.Y 1.90 0.001 100.00 \ s 

Ttencl\ & 1.90 0.001 9S.OOI '~ ~ 

S.ckf111 

f'oclily Trench 1.90 0.001 9S.OO \ s .. 00 

~c.kho. Trench 1.90 0.001 9S.OOI so.oo 

Kand 019 Trenct\ 1.90 0.001 9S.OOI so 00 

Bore C•ble u.u o. 41\ 9S.OOI SU. 06 

Pvah Pipe & Pvl. 10.12 J.S" n oo• so.H 
Cabh 

CUI 6 ~tHo«< 12 , 63 0. ' " 
U.OOI so 01 

.... !'Mil 

CtJt 4 '•~tore U .J7 O.ll l tS 001 :.a, Ol 
Conr. ret • 

CUt ' ~••tor• JOO 2.)1 1 U OCI ~0 
.. 

'loci 

1001 s; u 
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APPDDIX A - 0: RITSSION-oROERKO INPOT VJU.UBS 

3pr1nt • .s Terr itory• So!t ,_, .c\ IWu~ Ca ttc1 0Ut!on C.ab ~ . 

A.-'• Vlt)' .... C'Oit 
r•r rc-vt 

c.nu·.,. .. • :o: .. :oc 

:n•t• lled Coat I A<. u vu.y l A.Ul:f~ r. ~•a;..h1'n• we\ •lhtlitd ,_,nt 
A4Ju.C .... nt 

PI"" u 90 f' HI 10," 001 H 1t, 

,nc•y Plo .. I 90 0,0(;\ I I lv,Vv 

'Tr•nch " I. 90 0.001 90 001 : ).00 

BoctU II 

Plocky ~rencn 1.90 0.001 90 001 jQ 00 

.. c:thOe Ttenr" 1.90 0.001 t• '01 so.,.~ 

•tend Oiq Trencl'l 1.90 0.001 90.001 ~O .C< 

aore Ca.bl• 1~.1~ o. 661 ,0.001 $0,09 

t'v_.h P1pe 6 Pull 10. 12 I.HI t? 01 $0 ll 

~Ule 

Clot ' '••uu• u.u 0. H I >0 001 •• • 
""""•l t 
Cut ' ~ator• I) J' 0. 46\ to oo 1 $1).0(. 

Cone ret• ·-
l~t 'a.Jt IU 

),00 1.1" ~0.0" 1 s • 
SOd 

100' H,lH 
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Sprtnt•a Territory• SOft~" a .. u:.•·S :Lt tr~bu::.on C•D~• 

'-'tiY1!"y ..... C.Ol!t C~nta ty tor.e ~DI·•~O 
hr root 
Ina c.. lied C•ut I .t.euvuy I ~J&Qn~ T•l•Pr\•Jr.• 

Adj~.a~nt 

Plow U.to 91.921 100.001 

Joec.y Pl~"' 1.90 0.001 100 001 

Trench 4 1.90 0.001 i< ., 
a.· Hlll 

"--c:~y Trtnch I. 90 0.001 90 001 

a.ctha. Tr-enc:l\ I. 90 0.001 90 001 

Hand Olq Trench 1.90 o.oo1 90 "' I 

lore Cabl e u.u O.lh 90 I 

fu.Jb Ptp. l Pull IO.U ),,'1 , 
~· ' 

C.l>lo 

Cut 1. ~'••tore 12 n 0. , , ,\}.01.1\ 

Aop~>ol t 

Cu\ ' "••toe• ~~ H 0.191 90 001 
C4: n.~ «•t• 

Cllt ' ~••tore l 00 2.02 \ 00 I 
S<><l 

1001 

V•1 JM.•J ~1.01\t 

5I ., 
,, 
: 

SO.Ot 

so.oo 
•o.oo 
,0.12 

so )) 

10.09 

SO. II 

s ~ 

s: . c!l 
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Sprlnt's Territory· Sott ~ock ourt.-d Clatrl~~t~or. C•tle 

ActlvS ty .... ,. Co.at Oonslly tone 6~1-1)0 
fer root 
11Utd1..0 Cost • I AAalQned T'l•phon• 

AdjUitMnt N:Uvhy 

Plow Sl.90 91 4 :, ' soo oo• 

~ockr PI"" I. 90 o.oo• 100.00 , 

T:ench 4 I. 90 o oo• •o.oo• 
&.C'(f1l1 --
'j.c&.y Tr•ncn 1.90 O.J.~ \ 90 01 ' -
e.cithoe Tunch 1.90 o.oo• '' oo• -
&tid Dto 'Trenc.l\ 1.90 0 }0 , 90.00' 

Bore CAble u . u I.IH to.oo• 

P'u1h Pipe I. p-.,u 10.12 ).60 ' to.oo• 
Cable 

t'llt 1 , .. ~oro 1~.61 O.t l\ 90.00 \ 
MI)Mi t 

C..t ' Restore 1S.31 I. I l ' 90.00 ' 
tone rete 

C•t & Jteat ote l.OO 1.1" 90.001 
Sod 

100, 

l 

tte&qhttt4 ~.,; ·"'" 
~ 1 • ., . 

00 00 

s >0 

so oc 
so. ,0 

so. 
SO I~ 

so. )l 

S0.09 

so 16 

$0.0~ 

:: ~)4" 
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APn:IIDIX A - CCU79SIOif-oRD&R&D IHPCT VALU.S 

SpUM" • Territory· Soft R.ock 8\olraecs Oi t t rl but•on C• ble 

A. •l•H} a. .. COat , . r.u •y ton. eS.1·2S.~O 
Per f'oot 
ln.atal !~ Co.st • ' AJ•lqn~ Tole~one W•J.~t.t•:J 

Ad)ld~t A:uvuy 

P.~C¥ $1 90 •o·'" 100.0r1 

P1~ \y """ 1.90 0.001 10?.00• 

rror.ct\ L I 90 o.oo• 90.00\ 
a.ck!J.ll 

Roclty Trench 1.90 o.oo• 90.00\ 

INcUtot ! re!'Kf\ 1.90 o.oo• 90.0; I 

tuM Oto Tr•nc:n I. 90 0.001 90.0 • 
lore ~bl« u.u 1.]61 90.00• 

P'ueh Pipe ' Pull 10.12 l 'I I to.oo• 
Cable 

Cut 4 llouore 12.6J o. to• •o oo• 
Mj>Mlt 

Cut & lt•at.ou IS. )1 l. • ., , ,o.oo• 
Concrete 

Cut & JileHoro ).QO I 1 H to oo• 
Sod 

10~1 

A..-o4. ~ 

.. I 

~o.c 

50.(0 

sO . tO 

$0.00 

$0.00 

so.u 
so.)) 

SO.IO 

so 10 

so ~~ 

S2 $9 
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~pnnt ' • Territo ry• $ott Aock Burl ed Dl tt rl~tlon Cable 

Act.Ylty &t•• Colt O.nJlty to~ 2~~l·~UOO 
Per Foot 
lr\.atalled COlt ' Activity ' Ndqn~ 'te l ephone 

Ad' ""'"'"nt 
PlO« Sl.90 90 . ... 100 10\ 

~oc<y Plow I. 90 0.00\ 100.00\ 

Trench ' 190 0.00\ ~0.00\ 

lloCkrlll 

a.ocky T cench 1.90 0.00\ 90.00 \ 

&•clc.hoe Tcenc:h I. 90 0.00 \ 90.00\ 

~ncl Dlo Tr•och I. 90 0.00\ 90.00 \ 

&ore Cable 1$.1$ 1.'01 90 . ' 

P'ut h Plpe l Pu' I 10.12 ).61 \ 90 ' 
C•bl e 

f'Ht ' ke llto re 12.6) 0.96\ 90.00\ 
A>pl\o)t 

.Cut ' Jtealote U.ll 1.11 \ 90.00\ 
Coner• t • 

<:ut ' ' •Jtore ).00 1 $1\ 90 00\ 
Socl 

100\ 

We lQhte<S Allo\1nt 

s 1 >,. 
so. J 

s. 

so.oo 
so.oo 
so.oo 
so l1 

so )) 

SO II 

so :' 

s 04 

$1 ., 
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Sprlnt 't Terr itory· ~rd Rock reecser Conduit 

Act svny a.se rut O.nalty ton. 0-~ 
hr loot 
lnn..a!led Co.tt \ Act1Ylt)' I AJ;u q:rMd t e l<eFt".o.rA 

Ad}. 

'='nncn ' H.90 96.61\ 100 0 I 

lloct!lll 

'ocky 'ir.nch 1. 90 0.00\ 100.00\ 

a.clJI.oe Trench I 90 0.00\ 100.00\ 

H.A.nd 019 't'te.nc.h 1. 90 0.00\ 100 001 

IOUh'CJ IS u 0.1" 100 o~• 

Cut. ' Restore 12.6) 0.60\ 100.001 
AJipNit 

CUt ft Jl:e.store ~~ l 0.00\ 100 00\ 

Cc•"C:r•t• 

CUt 4 Restore l 00 2. ~)\ 100. • 
:>od 

100 \ 

Sprlnt'• Terr i tory- liArd IU>c t r...ct.. r Conclu 1 t 

Ao;to.•!.ty .... Co.tt O.n..e1ty tor.e rtGO 
rer root 
trut.t1..a Coa< ' Act. ' A.al lqned Te lephone 

Ad). 

Trend\ 1o $1.90 96.00\ n.OO I 
a.c -. !111 

Roell)' Tre nch :. .to 0 001 "· .01 

kek.OW... Trench 1.90 O.OCI " UOI 

HAnel 019 7rer..c~ I 90 0.001 ••• I 

Gonnq IS. IS 0.00\ tt.OO I 

rot ' Pe1tore 12.6) 1.00\ " 001 
o\1rf\Ol.t 

"' ' Pettore I$. Jl .. 001 ,, ~ ~ 

>nt rete 

Cut 4 Ae•tore ).00 2.001 tt.OO\ 
&0<1 

1001 

"'•;.1ht-.cs A.-.ount 

u.e• 

so.oo 
SO.ot' 

so.oo 
SO.Ol 

SO.O! 

so.oo 

so.ot 

$2.01 

lfe lqM..-:1 -t 

H .H 

s 00 

~- .00 

so 00 

so Ol 

so. 01 

s vl 

tO.OT 

•~.c • 
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Al'PDIDIX A - O:lllaSSION-ORDEJUa) INP0'1' VlU.UES 

Sprt~t~l Territory- Kard Rock Fe4tder Conduit 

"-' tlvtty .... CcUl O.n••ty :on• lOt-200 
r.r root 
fnetelled Coat I A« I AaJ1Qneq Telephone V41Qhtltd .\mount 

Ad). 

Ttenc.b t $1.90 f~.tBI '~ '01 H " a.ck!lll 

Jl '" ~~>Y ':'r-enc:h I. 90 0.001 .) C" l , 
B.ackha. Trench 1.90 0.001 ·~ 01 ' so.oo 

Hond Dlq Trench 1.90 0.001 9).001 so.o~ 

ltorlnq u.u o .. , •• 9~ .00 \ S0.10 

Cut ' kottore U.6J o. 1)1 n oo1 $0,09 
Alpb.t1t 

Cut ' Jt..eJtor• '~.)l o . ... 9~ .00 t so ,, 
Ct.nc rete 

CUt ' Rettore l.OO 2.231 9) .001 SO.Ol 
SOd 

1001 H.O) 

Spr 1nt' l Terrltory• IWtCI ltoct re~er Condu l t 

A.cuvay .... CO..t W.n•lty tone 101·6>0 
he root 
ltata ll.C:S Coo t ' Act. ' AlllQt'.O T•1epbor.e w.,,t;.,,.j ..,..,.,,~ 

Ad) 

Trene:h ' u.to 9),)61 H 00 \ Sl. 1: 

O•ckt lll 

llocky Trench I. 90 0.001 95.001 so 00 

a. khoe Tr•nch 1.90 0.001 ,. 0,) \ $ 00 

Her...;:a Ole; ':'rer.cr. I so 0.001 ,. 
' Sw.vU 

Bor lf\9 I) IS 0.921 'o),00t so.:) 

Cut ' P4ttoce 12. 6) 0.101 · ~.oo • >0. 10 
Aapll•l r 

Cut • Re•tore 1).)1 o.eH 95 001 ~0 .1.1 
Cc;,ncrete 

Cut 4 f'Utoro ) 00 2.08\ 'J~ r 0 \ $< ,, 
~ _,.j 

lOOt S2 . !l 
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.IU'PIDIDIX A - CONaSSION-ORD&JUW INPUT VJ.LUI!S 

Sprln t•a Terrt tory - M•t4 ~~t T•• 1• r Condult 

A li.Vtty k se Col t O.na~ tl ~on. '~:-s~o 
Per root 
!n.neU .ct t<lst I Act I A.u &qn.s Te ;.epn.one • • , 1ht..O k-'·Q ..::-:: 

Ad). 

Trenc~ ' Sl.50 u .u• 9~ ' s: ,. .. 
S.ckt 11 l 

'oc ~y Trench l. 90 o.oo• 9~. ' ~~ 

n.ckt\o. Tr•nch 1.90 0 .001 H.OO l so.oo 

x..ncs Dt9 Trench 1.90 0.0~ 1 t\.001 10.00 

Borl f\9 U . H 1. 11\ 9S.OOI SG.I? 

Cot & A4a tore 12. 6) O. IH ts.r I s~. lv 

A>pll.Ait 

Cut & flle a tore u .n I. Ul 9). ' SO. I' 
Conc ret e 

Cut ' Jr•nore 3 00 l.fC\ f) Ol s ....... 
Sod 

1001 s:." 

Sprintta 7err1tory- ~rd "oe~ re~r COn<h.llt 

AcU Y1ty S..se COat O.n~ l\Y tone 1)1·)~)0 

Per r oot 
[ ruulled COot ' Act \ A.aaa;r.e d Te l e pho .ne Ve 1 ,;M N l.ao-.Jllt 

"""l· 
Tr e,ct. & u .to 94.]01 H.o~ • S!. ' 
a., <hll 

Aocky Trench t. to 0.001 9) 001 so.oo 

84ckl\o4' Tun.• h l. tO 0.001 '~. 001 10.00 

"•nd 019 Tr ench l. t O 0 . 001 9~.001 ~0.00 

Bor tnq IS. 1S 1. t O I .. . J ' ' ,. .u 

cut ' Jte ttor e 12. U 0. tOI ·~ ' s .. 
... ,.t'l. lt 

-1.1~ ' .-..u.ore U,l1 !.SOl H.OO • :w .. 
•on ret • 

ut & Jteu.ore ) 00 1.10\ 9~.00 • so.os 

'"" 
99. f0 1 S.', ;" 
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Spr~t·a Tertltory· ~res ,ock re-eder Condait 

~~tlvlty Bate Cott Don•lty ton. ~~)1 - ~000 
.... l'oot 
tnstallttd Con ' ""''· ' NtlQn.cl 1'e lephone 

Adj. 

Tren~ ' Sl.to U.t2 \ 9) 00 \ 
a.c ,fi 11 

Slcoclc.y Trench LifO 0.00\ t) 00 \ 

S.e\noe ! rench l.tc o. ~0\ 9~.00\ 

W.nd 01~ 7'renc.n l.to 0.00\ 9).00 \ 

Bot11l9 1~.1 ~ J ,U\ t).\1<>\ 

Cu;. ' lfettore 12.63 1.00\ 9).00 \ 
MpMlt 

CUt ' llettore IS.ll l.tt \ 9S 00\ 
Con.; ret• 

Cut ' Pe atore ).00 1.6U U.OO\ 
500 

100\ 

Spcint'.s T•rr1tory· Hard Jtock reeder Conou1t 

Acttvtty at.•• coa t O.nalty tor.ea ~01•>10001 
re r root 
tr.Jte lled Coat ' AL:t \ A111q~ T•l •~ 

Ad) 

Trenc:n ' n.to U.lO\ tS.OO\ 
S.c:lc!t.ll 

Jlocky Tren;t:. l.to 0.00\ ~S.Ol \ 

a.cd\oe Tren~·f!. 1.90 0 . 00\ 9) 00 \ 

K.ancl Dl.q Tcet\Ch 1.90 0 00\ 9S 00 \ 

&< rtn? IS U J, 90\ 95 00 \ 

Cut ' S.ettore 12.6) I.OH .!1 00 \ 
Mph• It 

Cl.lt 1. Ren.,r• 15.)1 2 2) \ u.oo• 
Cone ret• 

CU• ' P:eJ':.Ofe ),00 1. SO\ 95 00\ 
soo 

100\ 

VdQt\t.-d ,.._ u.nt 

St. ~9 

$0.,)0 

so.oo 
s~.oo 

•o .. H 

,, .12 

$0 27 

$0 .0) 

U.l7 

". t. Q t.t -.d Anlo\ln l 

'· u 

'"·' 
' ou 
,, :>0 

$0 17 

$0,1) 

SO.ll 

I • 
s: · ~ 
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APPZNDDI: A - CCHCISSI ON-OJID&JW) INPUT VALUES 

4pr:ln~· • Territo ry• Kerd Roct Dl str1bYt1on Cond~lt 

Act tvlt.y S.•• Coat c .. n .. uv z.o.o• 0·5 
Fer root 
ln•t•ll.O Co•t I AcL I ,.., Lqn~ tehpi\Onf' "•. ,tu.e4 ~nt ....,,, 

•rench ' fl.90 96.61 \ 100.001 Sl •• 
a.c~Clll 

Joc\y iteftc.."'' 1.90 0.001 10~ oo• $1 00 

S..ckt.o. Trenc.n 1.90 0.001 100 00 \ $ 

H• ncl Dlq Trenr;h I. 90 0.001 100.001 10 0~ 

aortn9 U.l~ 0.19• 100.001 10.0) 

Cut ' Jle.store 12. 6l 0.601 100.00• SO.Of 
A•pllolt 

Cut & Restore 1~.31 0 001 100 001 s 
Concrete 

C\lt I ll:eator• ).00 2.H• 100 00\ s~ )f 

Sod 

1001 $1 02 

Sprillt• • Tettltoty• Hard Roek Diatr~~utlOn Conduit 

Acttvtty &ate Con. Donolty lOGO 6-100 
,., toot 
ltUUIIod Co>t I Act l Aaalqr . ..-J ':'•!~ wu~t.u.a ~~ ....,,, 

Trench & Sl. 90 96.001 '~ oo• $1 n 
a.~dlll 

P.ocl<y Ttenc.-n I. 90 0.001 9~.00 1 so.oo 

a.c'lhOe Trmc:h I. 90 0.001 U.OOI SO , OO 

H.tnd D19 Trench I. 90 0.001 n 01 so .Vifl 

BorlnQ Ul5 0.001 9l 01) 1 :o.C• 

Cut 4 '••tote 12.U 1.001 '~ I 10.01 
MphAlt 

Cut " ~•tore 15.)1 0.001 t5 001 10 ,, 
C>tte:rete 

C\lt 4 lleatore ).00 2 001 ~~,001 10 0' 

~·" 
1001 II 91 
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Sptl.nt • • ~err ltory- Ha rd Joe• 

A,t;t\Ylty .... Co•t 
r.r root 
lnatal l od Coot ' A<:<- I 

Adj. 

Trench • 11.90 95.881 
llocU lll 

kock y Tr e nct. I 90 o. 001 

a..c"'h" Tcenc:s 1-90 0.001 

M.and Dl9 Trench 1. 90 0.001 

Borlnq 15. 1S o. 681 

Cut l ~••tore 12.63 0.1)1 
Aspha lt 

CUt ' Peatore 1~ . ]7 0. 411 
Concrete 

C\lt & Pe• tor• ).00 2.2)1 . ..., 
1001 

Sprint' • T•rd t o r y ... Ka cd Jloek 

Ao..thity k •• C:o . .c. 
, . , root 
Ina ulled Coot ' At:-t 0 

I 
Ad!. 

'Trench ' 11.90 t).JU 

&ockrtU 

Roclty Ttench I. 90 0.001 

a..c !the. T r enc.h 1.90 0.001 

Kln4 019 Trench LtD 0 001 

~)r tn? u 15 0.!21 

Cut & ,..at ore 12.6) 0.101 
A.tph•lt 

Cut ' Restore u )1 O,UI 

Coner• t• 

CUt ' Peator • ) 00 2.011 .... 
1001 

Dl a ttlbUllon Cond~st 

Oen• tty to~ 101-20C 

A.u 1qn.CS Te l e phaM ve tqht..O AI'W:Ivnt 

~0 0 ' It I 4 

9'J U'-1 \ s: 

to .. •I $0.00 

to oo• $0.0G 

90.001 t0.09 

•o or• 10.01 

,, 
' SO.Ol 

90 COl so. lo 

SI.'U 

Oi a trLbution Conduit 

O.na l t y 1one 201·6~0 

A.J aJ.qn.o Te l.phone VeJqhted A:"~Qunt 

•O.OOI ll.'l 

90.001 so.oo 
~0.00\ so 00 

90.0. 1 It -, , I '"•' ) 
' I JO 09 

~0.00 1 10 .ll 

., 0(1 :.o.ot. 

s:.cz 
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APPDIDIX A - CONMISSION-O~DC> INPUt VALUES 

Sprlnt' • Terrttor~ M•rd ~~ Dllttlbut~~ C0~4lt 

.\ctlVtty B••• eo.1t O.na1~y ton• 6~1·1)0 

fflr root 
rnaulled Coat \ Mt. ' Atalqned Talop~on• Wt1qhtee1 Mlovnt 

Adj . 

Trenc.J'I ' Sl. !10 ,. .. ~. ,..J.OO' s: H 
a.clt!d I 

R.ocky Trench: 1.90 0.001 90.00\ 10.00 

a.clthoe Trench 1.90 o.o~• 90 00\ so 00 

H.&r..d tH9 T rencb 1.90 0.00\ JO ~· S! 00 

8onnq ~.u I . I H !10.00\ so li 

CUt ' .-enor• 12.6) O.IH 90.00\ so 10 
Aopb.alt 

CUt 4 llettore U . 37 1.1" 9.0. 0<'' so 16 
Cor.crete 

Cut & Reet.Or'e ).00 I 94\ 90.001 so .0~ 
socs 

1001 Jl 10 

$prlnt' • Territory• Ko<d P.oc:k Olatributlon COnduJt 

AetiV1tV a.ae CO.st Donolty tono 1~1-2~~0 
fer root 
Intt•lled con ' ""'· I ~llqn~ Telephone lf• tqhtei.S ~vnt 

Adj 

':'rer..c:h ' Sl. !10 tc u • ~~ .. ' s. •: 
a.ekt l•l 

fl.ocky Ttench 1.90 0.00\ 90 oc ' so 00 

B.ac~ Tu·nch 1.90 0.001 90 ' I •. ~0 

Kand 01Q Tr • no:h 1.90 0.0• ' t O.OC\ I '0 

Bon n9 U.l~ I 411 90.001 sou 

Cut ' Re1t.or e 12 .G) 0.93\ 90.00 \ so 11 
Mph4lt 

Cut ' Jlieat"'r• 1~.37 I. )) \ ~c.o, ; so ll 
Concr e t e 

CUt ' P.enore 3.00 I., , 90.001 so ' 
SO<I 

" " ' 11. " 
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APnN'OIX A - CCHaSSION-ORD&R&D INPUT VJU.U&S 

Sprint•a Tert ' t ory. ll.ord ~ock Dl ltt lbution Cono~1t 

Ac:t1V1t.)' &. 31• Coat O.nUty tone 1~)1-!t l J!) 

.. , root 
ltut•1l.O Coot ' Act.. \ A.n l Qn.d Te • .-pr-.on. ~-·f~.·" A,oount 

AdJ. 

~reneh l Sl. 91) u.e21 ,0.001 H ,r 
a. ·~Oil 

Rocky irench L to 0.001 ~0.001 $0.00 

kc:knO. Trench 1. to 0.001 90.001 sn.oo 

Kond Olq Tronch I. 90 0.001 90.001 so.oo 

&Yr I nq 1~.u I. 661 90 001 SO.ll 

C\n ' Peatore uu 1.001 •l <X) I so. it 
Aopi>Ait 

CUt ' l eator e U.)l I. t il •O.OOI S0.1b 
conc rete 

C'ut ' Jll•atore ).00 1.6H 90.00\ 50.04 
SOd 

100.001 s:- =~ 

5prlnt.• a Tetrltort- ILU'd !lOCk Olatrlbwt1on COnduit 

A.ct1Y1t)' a. •• CO.t Donol ty lonoo ~001->10001 
Per Foot 
:n..talled CooL ' Ac< . \ A..U9Md Tel~ WelJI\t~ ~t 

Ad). 

Trench ' u.to tl.lOI •0.00 1 Sl M 

a. ·krt II 

•or,ky Trench I. tO 0.001 tO.OO I so.oo 

S..c:Jch~ T renc:h I. 90 0.001 90 0 • so.oo 

tt.nd 019 Trench I. to 0.001 tO . OOI $0.00 

8orlnq 1~.u l. 901 90 001 to.u. 

.ut ' ••nor• 12 n I.Oll 90 001 S0.17 

MJ.ot.aJt 

u• 4 •••~t(,f. Ull 2 2)1 '"'·"u' JO.l l 
Ct>r. rete 

:u ' Jlleuore ).00 1.~01 •~ .oo ~ SO O< . "' 
100.001 SJ.JJ 



ORDER HO. PSC-99-0068-ror--:-P 
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Sprlnt' o Torrlt ory- Kard ~k llutlocl ,._, C&l>h 

Ac•u·ny .ueC<:I.Jt O.n.1ty t one 0·~ 
~r root 
lrau.ll.ct Colt ' Act. \ ~liqn•d T•lephor.e 

A<l). 

Plow u 90 9] .16\ 100.00 \ 

fl'oek y PI •' W I. 90 o.oo• 100,00\ 

Tn nch ' I. 90 0.00\ 100.00\ 
ll.lc krlll 

~oclty Trench I. 90 0.00\ 100.00\ 

a.c•noe rr•nc:n 1.90 0.00\ 100.00\ 

R&nd 019 Trel\~h 1.90 0.00\ 100.00\ 

lor e Cabl e u.u O. lt\ 100.001 

.... h Pip. • Pull IO,U ].:Ill 100 o l 
C&bl• 

Cut ' fl•ttor• 12.U 0.~1\ .,o .001 
A..plwlll 

C\lt t. AeJtor• 1~ . ]1 0.001 100 oo• 
Co.._.._ ret• 

CUt ' Pettor• ).00 2 . ... 100.001 
SOcS 

100\ 

"•&ql'lt.~ ~t 

Sl. 11 

to.~ 

10.00 

tG.CO 

10.00 

so.oo 
10.0] 

• l6 

10.0' 

so.co 

10.01 

Sl.ll 



ORDER 110. PSC-99- 0068-FOf'- TP 
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Sprint• • Tertltory• Hard 'ock Butl~ r.r.»r c.ble 

A.t:uvu.y 84\•• COst Dorully ton. '·100 
P•r root 
Cn•t•ll~ Coot ' Act. ' ~tiQned T• l•phone 

Ad). 

Plow U.90 92.tl \ 100,00 \ 

1\oc- ~~;y P1ov I. 90 0.00\ 100.00 \ 

Trench ' I. 90 .• 00\ 91.~0\ 

86CJCt111 

~ty ":'r•nct\ L9D 0.00\ "-~· 
S.r::tr.oe TUt)Ct\ 1.90 0.00 \ , . ~o• 

tt.nd 019 ":' r•nc:t\ 1.90 0.00 \ ". ~o• 
&ore C.bte U.l' 0. 421 9l.~o• 

Pu.th Pip. 4 1'\111 10.12 ). ~" ''·~· C•ble 

Cut. & -.nor• 12.63 
0. ' " 

91. ~Ot 

.... pl>olt 

C\Jt ' ~•ttor• 1~.37 0.121 tl.SO I 
Concr• t• 

Cut ' l'•store ).00 ,,)1\ "· ~o• 
Sod 

100\ 

Velqhted A&lount 

S1 " 
so.oo 
so .o~ 

10.00 

10.00 

so. )0 

S0.06 

so. IS 

SO.OI 

so 01 

;o =-'' 

S2.H 



ORDER NO. PSC-99- 0068- FOf-T P 
OOCK£7 t:O. 980696-TP 
PAGE: HO 

APn:RDIX A - oz-aSIIOtl-05lDCR.ID INPOT \IALUIS 

$pr1nt ~s Ter r itory· Ka~ lock Bucl.~ r..oec C• t>Ie 

Act LV ltV k•• Co•t Dons tty torA to:-200 
Per foot. 
tn•t•ll<eet Co.st ' Act . ' A2•1,ned Tel ephone 

.>.d). 

rlow $1 !10 U. 42l 100.00\ 

J.oc~y PI"" 1.!10 0.00\ 100.00\ 

Tr• ru:n & I. 90 0.00\ ,~.00\ 

k< H tll 

l'«kV trench 1.90 0.00\ 9~. 00\ 

a.c:-.no. Tr• nch I. 90 0.00\ '~ 00\ 

l'Und Olq Tre nch 1.90 0,00\ n.OO\ 

Bore C• ble ~~.u 0 . 66\ 9~.00\ 

Puth PI,- ' Pull 10. 12 3. ~9\ , •• 00\ 
Ca bl e 

Cut &. Fl • at.ore 12. 63 0.11\ 9~.00\ 

A.Jpha lt. 

Cut ' Jt t •ton l~.l1 0. 46\ 9~.00\ 

Conccet• 

Cut &. tloalore J.OO 2. 17\ ··~ 00\ 

""" 
100\ 

We iql'lte<l ~unt 

:t a 

10. 00 

JO ~0 

ao.or. 

10.00 

10.00 

10.09 

so )~ 

$~ . 09 

,0,01 

'0 0~ 

'· 41 



ORDER 110 . PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
COCKE; NO . 980696-TP 
PAGE Hl 

Al>PIDIDIX A - CONICJ:SSION-OR.OEJIED IN'P0'1' VlU.tntS 

!ipr1nt•a Tettltory· Kard ~ock &u1led reed•r Cabl• 

~tlYU)' ~.COst O.n•1ty lone 1g1·6~0 
Per root 
!.:ata.J led CoJt \ Act. \ ~aa;n•4 felephor~ 

Ad) 

r.- Sl to 91. tl\ 100 oo• 

~<y PloY I. to 0.00\ 100 001 

Trench 4 I. tO 0.00\ 9S.OO\ 
O.ck,lll 

Rocky Trench I. 90 0.00\ ,~.001 

B.ac~o. Trenc.n 1. to 0.001 9)00\ 

tc..nd 019 Tre.nch 1.90 0.001 9S 001 

Bor e Cable I). I) 0.191 9).0< • 

l'uJh ''"" • l'ull 10.12 l 60\ n.OO\ 
C.blo 

CUt. 4 Restore 12.63 0.11\ U.OO I 

""P"" It 

Cut 4 "• otore IS l7 0.19\ 9~.00 \ 

Cone ret• 

Cut ' ~•nor• ).00 2.02 \ ~) .001 

SOd 

100\ 

Weqrn.o ~~ 

Sl. 7) 

~0.00 

so.oo 

so.oo 
so.oo 
,0.00 

,0.1) 

sO.H 

so 0' 

SO. I} 

so 06 

S1 .. 



ORD~R NO . PSC-99-0068- FOf-TP 
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!prlnt•a -r•rrltory- tt..rd "ock lkn h<l re.O.t C•ble 

A.;. t1V1t)' Bas• Co.Jt O.nalty tone 6~1-4~0 
Per root 
:n.su!;..s COil ' Act ' ~alq~ T•l•~ ""' . 

Plow Sl.90 91.01 100.00\ 

P'>Cl<y Plow 1.90 0.001 100.00 \ 

Trench ' 1.90 0.00\ ·~.00 \ 

O.Ocktlll 

Jlc.cty Ytench I. 90 0.00\ 9~.0~ 1 

Back.._oe Trench I. 90 0.0~ \ 9~.00\ 

IW.nd Dlq Trench 1.90 0.00\ 9~.0~ \ 

&ore C•bl e 15.U I. I) \ ,~.00\ 

P'UJI\ P1 • ' Pill I 10.12 l.'<l\ 9~.00\ 

Cal> I• 

au; ' .-• • to r• 12.63 0.8H 9$.00\ 
AophAit 

Cut ' ~•• tore U.J7 l.ll\ 9~.00\ 

Concrete 

Cut ' "•nore J.OO 1.8U 95.00\ 
SOd 

100\ 

V•17l';t.ed ~!'\t 

S.t. ,. 

:o v 

so.oo 

so.oo 
so.oo 
so.oo 
$0.16 

so.n 

SO.IO 

,O.!ta 

so.os 

sz.~6 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
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Sprint#• Territory• Kard Rock Burled Feeder Cable 

At;::.:.vay &Is• Coat Oo~lty 1004 ·~1·2~~ 
h t foot 
l n.at•lled COil I Act . I Ao• aq~ To lophono 

Ad). 

P~ov Sl to to. t u tOO • 
fil ,oc lly PI- I to 0.001 100.00 \ 

T'rench ' I 90 0 . 001 ·~ 001 
O.ckllll 

Jto.c:lly Trench 1.90 0.001 9~ 00' 

a.c:k~ Trench 1.90 0.001 9~.001 

tl.lnd Dl9 Trench 1 to 0 .001 9~.00 1 

&o re Ca.bl 4 u .u I. 361 ·~ 
,01 

Pu3h Pl pe ' I'll II 10.12 ) 611 '~ 001 
c..b! e 

CUt ' lte .n o re 12. 6) o. 901 ,~.001 

Aopl\.o l t 

Cut a. llte .u ore I ~ Jl 1. 4H H.OOI 
C.oncrete 

C..t ' ltestor• ).00 1.1)1 ·~ 001 
SOcl 

1001 

"••'iht•d ~t 

Sl l I 

so.oo 
!0.00 

so.oo 
so.oo 
so.oo 
50.20 

so.n 

SO. II 

i-0.11 

so.o~ 

sz. u 



ORCER :;o. ?SC-99-0068-f'OF- TP 
DOCKET llO. 980696-TP 
p,;c;[ .;~.; 

APPEBDIX A - CC1?7SSIC:>-o!U>&:RED DIPt1'!' ~UIS 

Sprint• a T•rr1Lory- 1141 r d lloc \ a~r14d rt•jer C~ble 

A t.1Ytt.y a.ae Coat Ponolt1 tono 2~)1-~ooo 
Per root 
lna .. tl.led coat \ Act. ' Atatqneo T•laphon• 

Adj. 

Plow II. 90 90. en 100.00\ 

R• ky Pl )W I. 90 0.00 \ 100 001 

Tr•ncn ' I 90 0.001 .~ 001 

"" ~ n!! 

Joc•v ~rench Lto •. oo\ 9~.01. \ .. JiC4 Tr•n•l'l 1.90 0.00\ U OCI 

tt..a.no 019 Trend'. I. 90 0.00\ f) v• 
lor• C.ble u.u 1.'0' 9).00\ 

l'uJ~ Plpo ' Pull 10.12 ).61\ ·~.001 

C•bl• 

Cut 4 f'•Jt.o n 12. 6) 96.00\ ts .-.·o; 
Allph~t~l L 

Cut ' Rea t.or• 1)' 31 1.11\ 9) .001 
Concrete 

'" l Jle•toro ).00 1 )I\ H.OOI 
..... 

100\ 

WO IIJI'\t~ Alt'k:)•,mt. 

II ·~ , 00 

so.vo 

$.) 00 

,o. or 

10 .. 
10 1) 

10 )) 

,0.17 

til a 

:, " 
s • • , • 



OROEil ::0. PSC-99-0068-fOF-":P 
OOCKE7 llO. 980696-TP 
PAGE HS 

APnHDIX A - OCISCSSIGIR-ORDIUUa> INPU'1' VJ.LUIS 

lprint• a Te rr1tor··· ~Yrd 'ock Burled fe.O.r C•OJ• 

J.cUVl! 'f ••• Colt O.ntlt.y to~es ~001·>1 )01 
P.T foot 
nJt.tll•d Coat ' Ac< ' Aetl?n.d Te.ernor.• 

Ad) 

Pl<rw Jl 90 98.U\ I< ' 
P.oc~y Plow I 90 0.001 100.00 \ 

'Trench ' 1.90 0.001 t' .. 00 \ 
&ocUli I 

~~Y Tr• n.ch 1. to 0.00\ 9~.00 \ 

a.cttno. Tre nd\ 1. to 0.00\ '~ ·~o' 

Kand OlQ T t ench I. '0 0.001 9~.00\ 

Bore C.ble !$.1) I.IJ \ U .OI \ 

P\lah PLpe l Pull 10.12 l.U \ n 00\ 

~~~1· 

Cut & Aeatore IZ.U 1.021 n .00 \ 
Aspl\all 

Cut & ••non 1~.)7 2.1 4\ n oo• 
Concrete 

C\il & '••tore , 00 I. UI ·~ 001 
Sod 

1001 

we a :t ~ e-'1 "-:;.;.:u. 

J: I 

$~.00 

so 01 

so.oo 
$0 00 

so 00 

so :6 

SOH 

so.u 

~0.)1 

so.oc 

s: 10 



ORDER NO. PSC-99- 0068-fOf-TP 
~KET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGt: 4 46 

Sp~lAt•a 4errltory- W..rd ttoc:'k 

Ac'tlVJ.l)' ' &.•• Ccat 
P•r rwt 
rneulled Coat \ Act .. 

Ad]. 

r1o-"' tl. to tl.lfl 

~oc:ty PlO\' I. tO 0.00\ 

Tren~h ' 1.90 o.oo• 
BacH Ill 

Rocky Ttent-h 1 to 0.001 

S&ckhoe T reol:h 1.90 0.001 

HAnd Oiq Trendl 1.90 0.001 

Dore C.ble :s.a 0.19\ 

Puan Ptpe ' Pull 10.12 ).51\ 

C.blo 

C\Jt ' lfeJtoc• 12.U o.~n 

A•Ph•lt. 

Cut • S\eJtOre 15.)1 0.001 
C~ncrete 

Cllt 4 ~e3tOr e 3.00 2.<U 

""" 100\ 

&~r1~ 01ttrtbuttoe C•O!• 

t~nttty ~~ C·~ 

' A .. ut.or . .-1 T•l~ ..,. ,.;~t.a 
......,.,., 

10 0 , , s; l 

: O~"~ • ), 

I 10. •• S< 

100.00\ so 00 

100.00\ to.oo 
100,00\ so .. oo 

100.00\ so Ol 

I S< J6 

100.001 so OJ 

100.001 so 00 

100 00 \ so OJ 

Sl )I 
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AR.PENDIX A - CON(ISSION-oR.OI\UD I N.PUT ~11&8 

Sprlnt• t ter-rHory· Kar-d Jtoct aur 1eo & ttr tbutl~·n ':.&l>l• 

Act1Vl!j' a.te Coat C.nttty :~• 6-lC 
rer root 
lnlta ll.O Cost I Act. \ A't1qn4d Te 1eph0nt 

Ad). 

Plow U . 90 92.lll l 10 001 

"""ky Plcv 1.90 0.001 100 Q, I 

Trend\ 4 1.90 0.001 t~ O< I 
a.cHIII 

~ocly T'ench I. 90 0.001 9~.00 1 

&.ckhM Trencl\ I. 90 0.001 n.OOI 

H.and DlQ Trench I. 90 0.001 ,~.001 

Bore C.ble uu 0 . C2 \ 9~ 001 

P\uth Pl J tt ' PUll 10.12 ).~9 \ 9~ OC I 
, .,1 . 

c~' ' ~·nn• 17.6) 0.6<1 9~.001 

Aopho lt 

Cut 4 PettOt"• 1~.)7 0.121 91 001 
Concrete 

CUt ' P••tor• l.OO 2. ) I\ 9~ .001 

$Od 

1001 

wet.qht..a AIIIOunt 

$1 

so. J 

> 

so 00 

,o.oo 
so 00 

SO.Ol 

so )) 

sO.OI 

so 01 

so Ol 

Sl ll 
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APPENDIX A - CONaSSION-ORDE.RED mPOT VUUI!S 

Sprint• a 1errltory· llud !lock Buded Dhtr1b'Jtlon C'•b1e 

A::t lYHf S.....Se CO• t O.r.uty 1on. 101-200 
Pee root 
tn1ta lled Coat ' Act ' Aaatqn~ TelephOne 

Ad). 

Pl. w u.to 92 421 IOO.VO I 

Po lty Pl ... 1. to 0.001 100.00\ 

Tl•nc.h 1 1.90 0.001 90.001 
aackUII 

llOCI\y Tr•nch 1.90 O.OCI 90.001 

U.c;k.ho. Trench 1.90 0.00\ 90.00\ 

llond Dl? Trend> l.to 0.00\ 90 . .0 \ 

t-ore C&bl• 1~.u 0-"' 90 . 00\ 

P\a.ah PlJMJ I Pull 10 12 ). ~" 90.00 \ 
CAble 

Cut & P.enor• u.u O.H I 90.00 \ 
AJphalt 

CUt ' Reatore U.)1 O.H \ 90.00 \ 
C'Of'IC:Cet4 

C"t 1 P••tor• ).00 2.17\ 90.00\ 
SOd 

100\ 

We a JM.•d Aro ... nt 

~!."1, 

so.oo 
so.oo 

so.oo 

so.oo 
SO.DO 

$0.09 

SO.ll 

50.08 

~0.06 

50.06 

$2.11 



~ OER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOf-TP 
DU" KET NO. 980696-TP 
p,;~;o « 9 

5pcint•a T•rritory- MAcd ~k 

voay ~· Celt 
~~' 

.,,,. 
::... lOCI Coa t I Ac:t. 

Ad). 

f._ ., I 90 tl.tH 

i-.Xay r:c .. to 0.001 

'rt "'lt'ICt'l ' 1.90 ' 001 
t •. · ~t ~ 1l 

I'OC'ity TCWf ·a 1.90 0,001 

S.ekJ\oe Tren.:h !.tO 0.001 

Hand Dlq Tre nch I 90 0.001 

Bote C•Dle IS u O.UI 

Putn. f'ipt ' PUll !0.12 3.601 
C:..ble 

CYt ' ' ••tor• un O.lH 
A.lpl\0 t 

"'' • Peato1e UJl o. ' " 
Concc•t• 

c •• ' '••tor• l . OO 2.021 
'-"1 

1001 

Buried ~1ttr1but1on C•ble 

0.1\3Hy %.i1ne 201 ... 6~0 

I Nt&Qr..U T•l e pt.one We 1Qn.te.:l ~· 
1~0.0 I >I 'S 

:oo 001 so.oo 

90 .001 so.oo 

90.001 so.oo 

tOOCI >0.00 

tO 001 so 00 

90001 so 12 

.0.001 SO.ll 

,0.001 so 09 

90.001 $0.11 

90 001 SO OS 

S1 . C~ 



l 
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IU'PPDIX A - CCIHMISBION-ORDitR&D INPUT 1/UUJ:S 

Sprtnt'• Terrltoty• H.ard Roc:'- Burl ed DJ t trtbutton Cabl e 

.tuvHy a. so >at O.n• lty ten• 6~1·1~0 

Per Foot 
: n.atall~ Coot I Act. I ~atqned T•l • phone .... ,. 

P!c1o1 Sl.~ 91.001 100 101 

P«.c.y """ 1. fO 0.001 100.001 

Tren.c.n ' I. •o 0.001 90.00\ 
S.ekrlll 

P.oc ky ":renc:h 1.90 0.001 90 .00\ 

a. 'kho.- Trench I. to 0.00\ 90.001 

~1'\d Otq Trmc:b I. tO 0.001 70 .001 

&ore C4b1e u.u !.Ill 90.00\ 

P\Uh Plpe ' l'u" !0.12 ).601 90.001 
C.ble 

CUt ' Ae.stor• 12.6) 0.131 .,0,01. \ 

A> !'Mit 

CUt ~ ••nore 1~.n I. Ill 90.001 
Concret-e 

Cut ' J••tor• J.OO l.UI 90 001 

""' 
1001 

• •tqt\1.-4 ~t 

51 .'~ 

so.oo 
so.oo 

10.00 

to.oo 

so.oo 

SO. I~ 

so.n 

$0.09 

SO . H 

so 0~ 

$2.)) 



OPO~R NO. PSC-99-0068-~f-!P 

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAG~ 4 !>l 

Sprlnt' • Te rritory· Hud Rock 

At; t1 ., it. y S.ae CO• t 
Per root. 
l:.aUUe<l Coat I kt 

AdJ. 

Plow u tO t O.tH 

~ocky Plov I. 90 0.001 

Trench ' 1.90 0.001 
B• c kfl ll 

~•v Trench 1.90 0.001 

k c:thore ':' •nch 1.90 0.001 

N.&nd 019 Tnnc.h I. tO 0.001 

aor• ea.tu.• u.u 1.161 

Pu•h Pipe • P.•l1 10.12 ).61\ 
c.blo 

Cut ' A•ttot• 12.6) 0.901 
.... pholt 

CUt ' f\eatore 15.)1 1. 4H 
concrete 

Cut ' ~W•tore ).00 l.1ll 
$od 

!OG\ 

Burl~ Otatclbut&cn C.bl• 

O.Mtty Zi>n• 8~!·:S~~ 

I .MUVM'd Te!e~A lfe;.9t.t.-J kro_.._ .. 

tor Ol Sl . I 

100 Oo l $0.00 

90 001 ~o. i'J 

tO 001 ~~. ,o 
90,001 $0. :JO 

,, Ovl ~0 • .,0 

90 001 ,0, u 
,, 001 $0. ll 

90.001 so .. o 

90.001 ,!).~0 

>) I $;. •. 

s:.~t 



ORDER NO. PSC-99- 0068-FOr-TP 
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Al'PDDIX A - CCHftSSION-OlU)JtRKD INPUT ~UZS 

Sprint•• Te rrltory· Kard Roc~ Burled Otatrl~jt~on c~ol• 

Actlvit.y ... . Co• t Otnolty 'or.• 2~~1-SOOO 
h r foot 
tnn .atl• d Cost ' A.ct.. ' AJ11qnwd Telepnone 

Ad j . 

Plow $1.90 90. <U 100.00 \ 

Aoc~y ,,.,.. I. 90 0.0~\ 100.00\ 

Ttenc.h l 1.90 0.00\ 90 , 00\ 
a.c~rlll 

Rocky Trenc:.h I. 90 0.00 \ 90.00 \ 

U.c\tha. f r ench I. 90 0.00 \ 90.00\ 

NAnd Oiq Treneh I. 90 0.00 \ 90.00\ 

lot• Cable IS.U I. 60\ 90.00\ 

1'\.~h PIJ)<I ' Pull 10.12 ).61\ 90.00\ 
C.blo 

Cut ' J\eator• 12.6J o. " ' 
90.00 • 

A•pha lL 

C~o~t. ' ke•tore U.J1 1.91\ 90.00\ 
Concr•t• 

Cut ' Re.~;tor• 3.00 ~.~ .. 90 JO• 
S<>d 

100\ 

W•l9ht• d 11,-:.:~uP 

IL ·~ 

so.oo 
: o.c~ 

•o oo 
10.00 

so.oo 
so.n 
I )) 

SO. II 

tO.;!) 

.. • 
s; 61 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOf-TP 
DOCKET !10. 980696-TP 
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.UPDDIX A - CQiaSSION-OJU)UJW INPUT VALOIS 

Sprint~ a ~•rrltory• llud 'oc~ e .. n .. .s oa.ttt~t!on c .. b~ • 

.\c:t1VHf at.t• Coat o.n•Lty lon4t ~oct-•tt 'I 
hr root 
Inatd 14t<l Co• t t Act. \ ~t\Qned T•l•phon• 

AdJ . 

r1o"' u . t o "· t~l 100,001 

ll«k/ """ 1.90 0 001 10 001 

Teen~ & 1.90 0 001 1• "' &.ad::e- 11! 

Aocky Ttench 1.90 0.001 90 001 

B•clcho. Trench 1. to 0.001 90.001 

H.&nd OiQ Ttench 1. t o 0.001 to 001 

lore C..bl• u.u I Ill ,0 :>01 

Push Plpe ' Pl.lll 10.12 l 611 tO 001 
C• ble 

<:Yt 4 "••tor• 12.63 1.02 \ 90.0~1 

.Upllolt 

Cut 4 ~eatore U.J7 l .IU 90.~01 

concrete 

CUt 4 Jteetor• )00 1 .. , ~ ' 
SOcl 

1001 

"• ~qru.•o!1 Aao·~nt 

u . ll 
so. oo 

l 

so.oo 

so.oo 

so ~0 

son 

s ll 

so 'l 

so )0 

·-
s I 

S1 14 



OROf:R NO. PSC-99-006e -r·O!"-TP 
OOCKf:T NO. 980696-TP 
PAGf: ~54 

APPDIDIX A - COHNISSioti-ORDEJUUl INFOT VALUES 

S.ctioo V-& : Structure Sb~rinq Factora 

. 
t"41'l.Jlty .. usouth CT'trL :ipclnt. 

o-~ " ' 
,, 18> 1001 

6-100 " ' 91.18 \ 
9l, ~"'". 

101-200 "' ,, • 181 9H 

201 - 650 ,,, 97.18 \ 9H 

6)1-ISO 991 ,, .181 9~1 

8~1-2~~0 '" 91.181 9SI 

2~~1-SOOO '" •1 1U 9~1 

~001-10000 '" '>7.111 9H 

>10001 991 91. 181 U l 
•ta \ to~; H.ard -.xk 

Ohtrlbut i on CcnduH CNOI"'"f'Al AMI Sort 1\QC:kl 

O.n.si ty .. II SOuth cnn. 5pnnt 

o-~ " ' tl. Il l IOO• 

6·100 U l 9l II \ 9S\ 

101- 200 '" , ...... t)l 

201-UO " ' 9>.11• 901 

6S1·1~0 '" 91.111 ·•o• 
B!1·2~SO 991 ~1.18 • '10' 

2SH·SOOO '71 91.18 \ •o• 
SOOl•lOOOO 9tl 97.181 901 

>10001 '" 9"' liiU tO I 



ORDER NO. PSC-99- 0068 - f'OF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
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JU'PKNDrJ: A - C~SSION-ORDER&O INPO'T VALUES 

• 
Density lle11South cnn. Spt1nt • 

o-~ 
, , 1001 1001 

6·100 '" 1001 1001197 H • 

101-100 '" 1001 1 00"*~'. 

101-UO '" 1001 100"9~1· 

6~1·1~ 191 1001 10~119~ ·· 

Ul·l!SO '" 1001 1 001/t~l. 

2~SI-SOOO '" 100\ IOollt)\' 

SOOI·IOOOO 991 1001 IOCIIn l • 

>10001 '" 1001 100119.1. 

· tOOl ! or Pow .,... ~·y Pl(llrlt. ,,, .. """ 9)1 ! or Otl\•r 

ur • " • • • 8 iiNI o• t.tibut.lo C bl tuonul nd SO!t Jioe.k.• 

O.nall)' Bell South cn:r~ SpUnt 

o-s '" 100 \ 1001 

6·100 961 1001 :DOll H I • 

101·200 " ' 10111 100\ /90 1• 

101·UO '" 1001 10011901• 

Ul·t~ '" :oo' 1001/,01. 

U1·2S~ '" IDO l 10011901. 

2~~1-SOOO 961 100\ 10 ,11901 • 

~001·10000 96\ IDO l 10011901• 

>10001 '" 1001 10011901. . tOO ' Cor Plow and Rocky P1ow ~ ~)\ aed 10\ !or Qth•r 
~t.lY!tl•• · d•~nd1nq on o•n•lty 1un• 



ORDER NO. 
DOCKET NO . 
i?AGE 456 

PSC- 9 
9806 

9-0068-FOf-'ri' 
96-TP 

PENDIX A - COI4KISSION-ORDIEREO INPOT VlU.t/!S AR 

Aerial T~r C.ble OlM-e.al •N2 :~-,tt ~'<>< • · 

DolUlty hiiS<XIth CTI.I'l. 'pnr. 

0-$ J,,, .. •.). $1\/$$.00\' 

6-100 39 .... )l.HO/~$ 0< \' 

101-200 39.81\ )),H \ /$$ n~ l· 

201-6)0 H.ltl )),)l \ /$),00 \• 

4$1-1$0 )9.18\ ) ). , .. "'. 00\' 

l$1-2$$0 )9,81\ )).$1\/)).001' 

2$$1-$000 )f.lfl )), )11/)$.00\' 

$001-10000 lt. Btl U.$111$$.001• 

>10001 )f.ll\ $). )111$$.00\• 

' $).001 lo Cor KAteS Joe> 

M rhl re.c:S. r C.ble MeMu ano C\1 "' 

DoMlty hiiS<XIth ann. 3pclnt 

0•$ 1001 1001 

6·100 1001 100\ 

101-200 100\ 100\ 

201-6$0 100\ IC.OI 

6$1•1$0 100\ 1001 

1$1-2$$0 100 \ IOC ' 

2$$1•$000 1001 100\ 

~001-10000 1001 100\ 

>10001 100 \ 10?\ 

)0 \ 

lC\ 

10\ 

10 . 

101 

101 

,..,, 
)0\ 

). I 

100\ 

100 , 

IOO • 

10'1 

100\ 

100\ 

100 \ 

100\ 

1 Qt" \ 



ORDER tiC. PSC- 99- 0068- fOF-TP 
OOCK£T NO. 980696-7P 
PAG£ • 51 

O.ruL<y a. USOU<h 

o-~ Jt.ll l 

6·100 lt .... 

101·100 lt.tl\ 

201·6~0 ]t .... 

n1-no ]9.11\ 

UI·!S~O )t . ltl 

UU·)OOO ,, ... , 
)001·10000 Jt.UI 

,10001 J9.111 

. 
cr~n. 

)J.~I\/~).001• 

!,l.~"'~~.oo•· 

H.~ll /~).001• 

n. )1\/ )).0~I • 

H.)l\/ )).001· 

n.~ll/~).001' 

)) . )1\/U. oo .. 

)].)1\/ )).00\• 

~). )11/U.OOI • 
' )).001 a tor t111 rcs MOC.t 

~clal Ol atr1bUt1on Anc:l\on and Cl.lva 

O.n.atc.y .. IISOU<h CfEn. 

0·) 1001 1001 

•·100 1001 1001 

101·100 1001 1001 

201·650 1001 1001 

UI·UO 10: ' 1001 

1)1-lS)O 1001 1001 

2)~1-~000 IO i 1001 

~001·10000 100 i IDOl 

>10001 !001 !001 

·-
!"pr tnt 

)0 \ 

10 \ 

10 \ 

101 

,, ' 
lO I 

J• I 

,, ' 
1 .. I 

apr lnt. 

IDOl 

IDOl 

\001 

. uo \ 

1 oiUO ' 

. ' 
I C ' 
10.;. \ 

1001 



ORDER 1.0. PSC-99-0068- FOf-TP 
OOCKET llO. 980696-TP 
PAGE ~58 

S.CtiOD 

Ol otrlbUtlon fill raccon 

F•~r F& ll rac~or• 

v-r: rill ractora 

1.~ ~tea per h0~21Dq unit 
J paire per ~tn••• 1ocatton 
tot cable Jl&ShQ Cactor .. , in loveat d4nl1ty &one 10-~1 

72 \ ln n4At l~at ~tty zon. 11·1 I 

1$\ &n t~ln1nq 1one• 

Section V-G : Maabolea, Bandholea, Adder a and Conduit 

"-torial ' Aulqnod tt•core<•nded 
Coot lnoUllotlon Telephone Input 

Hondllola • 3 • ~ 
or 4• 6 S9Sl. 64 S437. 30 98\ $ 1, )61.16 
·llonul 95 l. 64 437.30 98 \ 1,361.16 
-sort R.o<: k 9~ l. 64 841.22 98\ t.H7 .00 
-Hoed P.o<:k 

"-nholo -
4 • 6 • 1 $6, '84.(10 so 98 \ $6, 2~6. ~ 

-1' .... t 6,314.00 0 ;B \ b,1~6 . JZ 
•So !t ~· 

6, JU .00 3,231.)6 ?81 9, 42) 0~ 
·Hord lto<:lt 

,....anhole • 
1. · 6•7 $9,480.24 so 98 \ $9,290 .64 
-t~o~a l 9,410.24 0 981 1), 2~0 . t; 4 

-Solt lloclt 9,480.24 1412. 37 ?at P,f.Ol. H 
-Hord R.o<:k 

Adder -12• 6• 7 
-Nor .. l $2,800.00 s~oo.oo 98 \ $ ) • .)4 . 00 
-~ott Rook 2,500.00 700.00 98\ 1.no.oo 
-Hora hek 2,800.00 900 .00 98\ 1, IJ2t, .oo 

Cc..nclult P4< 98\ $.91 
Duct root 



ORDER :;o. PSC-99- 0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
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APPJDmDt A - CCIP7SSIOIII-oJU>ZJUm DfPUT ~S 

SectioD V-H: Fiber cable co8t8 

Onde rqround rlbo r Cable 

u .. Total Coot 

288 $1~.01 

l U $9. 41 

96 $7 51 

72 $6.55 

60 
f-

$6.07 

41 H 51 

36 sc. 91 

24 $4.58 

18 S4 .43 

12 $4 .23 

Burled r lber Coble 

81•• Total Coot 

211 SI C 26 

1U $1.21 

96 56.21 

72 ·~ .16 

60 s c . 64 

48 sc .07 

36 n.C2 

24 $3.06 

18 $2.90 

12 Sl. ~· 



ORDER NO . PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
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APPEHDIX A - CCiteaSSION-ORDERJm INPtiT VAI.t1ES 

Aerl•l flbet C.abl• 

sue Tot&l Co• t 

288 $13. 90 

lH 51.82 

96 $~.96 

72 H.33 

60 s•. 6& 

41 $4.1!. 

)6 $).70 

24 $).22 

19 .;).OJ 

12 $2.83 

Seati.on V-I: Copper cable co•t-• 

24-Gauqe Underqround Coooer Cable 

II he t oc:..l Coat 

4200 $61.69 

3600 $50.61 

3000 $43.65 

2400 SJJ. 51 

2100 $21.68 

1800 523.80 

1200 SH.21 

900 $12 . )9 

600 58.9!. 

400 $8.51 

)00 $1. 10 

200 $5.41 

100 St.Ol 

~0 ~3.51 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOf- TP 
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APRNDIX A - c 

Si •• Total Co• ~ 

25 $).23 

18 $2.83 

12 

24-Gou, e buried Co r Coble 

Si •• Total Co•t 

42 00 S5J.J9 

00 $0.21 36 

30 00 $37.45 

24 00 $26.18 

21 00 523.18 

18 00 $19.8) 

00 $11. 4 6 12 

90 0 $10.24 

60 0 $7.55 

40 0 56.30 

30 0 $).21 

0 $4.51 20 

10 0 $3.07 

50 

25 $2.21 

18 $1.98 

12 $1.73 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
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APPENDIX A - COI4KISSION-OIU> 

er c ... b1e 24-GAuae Aerl~l Cooo 

Siu Total. C oat 

4200 $ 45.1 4 

3600 S36.81 

JOOO $ )2. 03 

2400 $22.82 

2100 $20.41 

1800 $17.68 

1200 $10.89 

900 $9.79 

600 $7.63 

400 $5.78 

300 S4. 80 

200 $4.23 

100 $2.97 

50 $2.$1 

2S $2.28 

18 $1.90 

12 $1.64 

'- --



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE: 463 

Al'PmiDI:X A - CCHCUSI Oif-OJU)BJUW ~ VALOIS 

26-G auae Underaround Coooor C 

S1:o Total Cost 

4200 $61.69 

l600 $50. 61 

)000 $ 4 3. 65 
1--

2400 526.53 

2100 $23 . 32 

1800 520.05 

1200 $11.11 

900 510.51 

600 $1 . 10 

400 57.69 

JOO $6.48 

200 $5.06 

100 $3.82 

50 $). 40 

25 53.18 

18 $2.18 

12 $2.51 
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APPENDIX A - CCIOIISSION-OSU:IItRZO INPUT VALUES 

26 -Gauqe Buried Coocer Cab! 0 

Sl:e Toto! Cost 

HOO $~3.39 

3600 S43.2l 

3000 $37. 4!> 

2400 $2~. 86 

2100 $18. SJ 

1800 $15.83 

1200 $8,80 

900 $8.24 

600 $6.21 

400 SS . C2 

300 $ 4. 61 

200 $4.07 

100 $2.85 

50 $2. cc 

25 $2.22 

18 $1.94 

12 $1.10 



OROE:R NO. 
DOCKET NO. 
PAGE 465 

Bu.:- L-a 
AIJ ~ •• 1 

8u~1nea• 
A•.1t1dent l •l 

PSC-99- 0068-FOF-TP 
980696-TP 

APPENDIX A - CONaSSI 

26•Gauge 

She 

4200 

3600 

3000 

2400 

2100 

1800 

1200 

900 

600 

400 

300 

200 

100 

50 

25 

18 

12 

Aerta 1 Cll r Cable 

Toul Coot 

S4S.I4 

$36.81 

$32. 0 3 

518.~4 

$16. 12 

$14 . 47 

S8.7S 

$8.18 

S6.5~ 

S5.07 

$4. 27 

53.87 

S2.79 

52. 42 

$2.21 

$1.86 

Sl. 62 

S•ctJ.o n V-J : Dropa 

S•ction V-lt: N• 

I ,.69 pee toot 
s. 79 per root 

tvork Int.rLace Device• 

•~o oo 
J J(I uo 



ORDER NO . PSC-99-0068-fOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE ~66 

APPIDIDlX A - CONflSSlON-01\DIDU.D lNl'OT VALUES 

Section V-I.: Out•ida plent aix 
Oiet.r uon P ant (Norw& t l Kilo l and Sot ll.ocl<) - Underqrou 

Denaity Bell South c;nn. Spr1nt 

0-5 0 .27\ . 8\ 

6-100 2\ .27\ l. 0\ 

101-200 5\ .JU 1.1\ 

201-650 8\ .82\ I. 2\ 

651-850 15\ . 87\ l. 2\ 

851-2550 25 \ .96\ l.)\ 

H51-5000 40 \ .53 \ I. U 

5001- 10000 60 \ I. 95 \ 1. 4\ 

>10001 90 \ •. 95\ I. 5 \ 

Oietr 1 bution Plant H1x !Hard Rock) - Undennound 

Dena1ty Bellllouth c;nn. &print --
0-5 0.0\ .27 \ .8\ 

6-100 2.0 \ . 271 I. 0\ 

101-200 5.0\ .38 \ I . 1\ 

201-650 8.0\ .82\ I. 2\ 

65!-850 15 . 0\ .871 1.2\ 

851-2550 18.0\ • 96 \ I.) \ 

2551-5000 20.0\ .53 \ 1. 4\ 

5001-10000 H.O\ I. 95 \ 1.41 

>10001 90.0\ I. 95 \ l. ~ .. 

____ j 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
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APPENDIX A - CCINCISSION-OlWitl\EO INPOT VlU.OJ!S 

D•atribut'on Plant Hl x !Nor~l and Soft ~oc'l - BurLed . 
o.A•ity llellSouth cnn. 8pr1.nt 

o -~ 60\ 78.11\ 87.~ \ 

6·100 6H 78.11 \ 87.! \ 

!0!-200 62 \ 13.91\ 86." 

20!·650 62 \ 71. 42\ 86. 4\ 

6~1 - 850 65\ 19. ~2\ 86.1\ 

851·2550 65\ 69.)6\ 85 . 9 \ 

2551 - 5000 55\ 6 4 .88 \ 6~.6\ 

5001-10000 35\ 2 4 . 14\ 85.5 \ 

>10001 10\ 24.1 4\ 85.) \ 

• - ur • Oi tributlon Plant Mix !HArd ~oekl 8 1 d 

Deneity .. uaovtb ann. lpr:int 

o-s 50 \ 78 .ll ' 87. S\ --
6-100 5U 78.11 ' 87.1 \ 

101-200 52\ -3.91\ 86." 

201·650 52 \ 11.42\ 86. 4l 

651-850 60\ 79.52 \ 86.1\ 

851-2550 62 \ 69.36\ 85.9\ 

H51·5000 65\ 64.88 \ 85.6\ 

~001-10000 40\ 24.1 U 85 ~\ 

>10001 0 24 . H \ 85.3\ 



OROgR NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
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DLnr1but1on Plant Ml x (Normal 

O.n •J.t:y S.USoutll 

o-~ 40\ 

6·100 37\ 

101·200 33\ 

201-650 30\ 

65t-850 20\ 

851 - 2550 10\ 

2551-SOOO S\ 

5001-10000 5\ 
f--

>10001 0 

•nd So! t Rock) - Aerhl 

cnn Sprint. 

21. 62\ II. 7\ 

21. 62 \ 11.9\ 

2~.72 \ 12.2\ 

21.17 \ !2. 4\ 

19.61 \ 12.1\ 

29.68\ 12.9\ 

34 .59\ 1),0\ 

73 .9\ I l. 1\ 

n 9\ 13.2\ 

• r u n - e • Dl t 1b t 1o Plant Hi x !Har d Rock! A r i 1 

Deneity a.1Uouth cnn. tpr1nt 
nodda 

o-s ~0 \ 21. 62 \ II. 7\ 

6·100 .,, 21.62 \ 11.9\ 

101-200 43\ 25.72\ 12.2\ 

201-650 40\ 21.77 \ 12. 4\ 

651-850 25t 19.61\ 12.7\ 

BS! - 2550 20 \ 19.68\ 12.8\ 

2551-5000 15\ H .59\ !)\ 

5001-10000 IS \ 7). 9\ l). l ' 

>10001 10\ 7),9\ 13.2\ 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-fOf-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696- TP 
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Copper re•dor Pla nt Hi x (llon:oal and Soft Roc~l - Unde :- or-ound 

O.noity BoolUouth GTin. Spri nt 

o-~ 10\ 6.2\ 12 \ 

6-100 15 \ 6.2\ 14\ 

101-200 20\ 14. 4\ l5.H 

201-o~O 25\ 24. 09 \ !1. !\ 

651-BSO H \ 28.08 \ 18. )\ 

R51-2550 6 5\ 33.81\ 19. 4\ 

2~~1-5000 80\ 31.66\ 20.3\ 

5001-10000 90\ 64.22 \ 21.2\ 

>10001 95\ 6 4. 22\ 21.9\ 

CDI>PU Fe•d•r PlAnt Mix (Kard Rockl - Underoround 

Oeneity BellSouth e>nn. Sprl..rlt 

o-s 5\ 6 . 2 \ 12 \ 

6-100 10\ G.2\ lH 

101-200 15 \ ·"·'' 15.1\ 

201-650 251 2 4.09\ 17. 10\ 

6~1-850 35\ 28.08 \ 18.3\ 

8~1-2550 60 \ 33.81\ 19. 4\ 

2551-5000 80\ 31.66\ 20.3 \ 

5001- 10000 BS\ 64.22 \ 21.2\ 

>10001 95\ 64.22\ 21_.~ 



ORDER r:o. PSC-99- 0068-FOF-TP 
00Ci<£T NO. 990696-TP 
PAG£ 410 

A.PPDDIX A - cranassiOH-o 

_ Copl)<lr feeder Pl ant Hh (No .,.a 1 and Sol\ Rcc<l • Burled 

IMnaity lte1l.louth cnn. epr1-nt 

-~ SO l e • . ca jC ,, 
6·100 45\ 82. 41\ 12.9\ 

!01· 200 40 \ 68.36\ a: n 

201-650 )5\ 59. 8\ 10. 1\ 

65 1·850 30\ 60, J H 19\ 

851-2550 2S\ so. 26\ 78. 1\ 

2551·5000 20\ 41 .)2\ ,,.~ , 

~001 · 10000 10\ 22.54\ 16 .5\ 

>100)1 5\ 22 54\ 15.1\ 

Copper Feedor Pl•nt. HiK ! Ha <d Roc k ) - Burl e d 

IMnaity .. ll.aouth cnn. lpcinc 

0·5 4~\ 82. 4H 84 , H 

6· 10) 40\ 82. 4H 82 .9\ 

1o:-2oo 35\ 61 ,)6\ 11. 4\ 

201 · 650 2 ~\ 59 " 10 1\ 

6~1 -150 25\ 60. )1\ 19\ 

951· 2550 20\ 50.26\ 18 • I \ 

2551·5000 10\ 48.32 \ 11.~ \ 

5001· 10000 H 22.54\ 'J6.!J \ 

>!0001 0 \ 22. 5C\ 75 , , 



ORO~R NO. PSC-99- 0068-FOF- TP 
OOCK~T NO. 980696-TP 
PAG~ 47 1 

UPDIDIX A - C7?7SSIC*-OIRD&RZO DIPOT VU.t118 

Copper reeder Pla n < Kik (llonul and So! t Roe ~ l ... Aerta1 

Oerulity a.llSooth cnn. apr.a.ftt. 

o-~ 4 0 \ II. 19\ ) H 

6- 1~0 40 \ II. J9 \ 1 . 1\ 

10 1-200 40 \ 11.24\ 1.9\ 

20 1· 6~0 40 \ 16.12\ L8 \ 

~ 1-ISO H l II.SS\ . ' -
E 1 -2~50 : Jt 1 ~.86\ 2 ' \ I -

_:_ l - 5000 0 20.01\ ' S\ ·-
< 1- 10000 0 ll.24' l ) \ 

>10~0 1 0 IJ. 2 4\ 2 J\ 

Copp•r reeder Pl ant H!x {Hud 'ock l • Aerial ·-
.,....ity .. uaouu. cnn. Spriot 

0-5 50 \ II. 19 \ ).) \ 

6-lCO SO l II. )9 \ J.l\ 

101 -200 50\ P.241 2. Jl 

201·6~0 50\ 16 , 12 \ ~ ., 
651-150 40 \ : 1 • ., ~ \ ' ' • 

ast - 2550 20\ !S ,t6\ 2.5 \ 

2SSI·5000 10\ 20.03\ 2.5 \ 

~001-10000 10\ ll 2H ~. 1\ 

>lOCO! 5 \ : l 2H ~. ) \ 



ORDER NO. PSC- 99-0068-FOr-TP 
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APPENDIX A - CCIIIISSION-ORDDED INPOT VJ.LUES 

fll><'r Feeder Pl ant Hlx tNo rmol o nd t So t Rock ) - Und•r-_rzroun.j 

Denol.ty a.llSouth ann. lprs.nt 

o-5 10\ 86.91 \ 2J.~t 

6-100 15\ 86.91\ 25 .81 

101-200 20\ 92.14\ 28.6\ 

201 650 25 \ 90.78 \ 31. 9\ 

651-950 4 5 \ 93.74\ 35.8\ 

851-2550 65\ 90.651 CO.BI 

2551-5000 80\ 94.7\ C7. 21 

5001-1 0000 90 \ 96.67\ 55. 8\ 

>10001 95 \ 9G.6H 67.d \ 

Fi~ F d PI r eeo •r ant K1 H d R k l X l or oc - u ndorqrauno 

Denal.ty a.llSouth ann. ap.rat 

o-s 5\ 86. 9]1 23 51 

6-100 101 86.91\ a.e \ 

101 -200 15\ 92.141 28. 6\ 

201-6~0 25\ 90.781 31.8 1 

651-850 JH 9). 74\ ]5.81 

851-2550 60 \ 90.651 40.9 \ 

2551-5000 801 94.7\ C7 . 2\ 

5001-10000 85 \ 96.671 ~5.8\ 

>10001 95\ 96.6 7\ &1.8\ 



OllDER NO. 
DOCKET NO. 
PAGE n3 

PSC-99 
98069 

- 0068-FOf-TP 
6-TP 

UPJ:ND IX A - CCNCllSION-ORD&JUm INPOT VALUES 

n~r r. 
O.U.ity .. ll'outh cnn. lprl.Dt. 

0-5 50 12.89 

6-100 12.89 72.1 

101-200 40 7.63 b9.4 

201-650 8. 2C 

651-850 30 S.ll 62.3 

851-2550 7. 48 

2551-5000 2.97 51. 1 

5001-10000 10 0 

>10001 0 10.8 

r1 ber Feeder Plant H1x Hard Roc k - &~rl ed 

O...ity lle.l.llk>uth cnn. tprint. 

o - 5 12.89\ H. H 

6-100 40 \ 12.89\ 72.1 \ 

101-200 35\ 7. 6)\ 69 Cl 

201-650 25\ 8.24\ 66. 2\ 

651-150 25\ 5.13 \ 62. ) \ 

851-2550 20\ 7. 48 \ 57. 4\ 

2551-5000\ 10\ 2.97\ 51.1 \ 

5001 - 10000 0 42.7\ 

>10001 0 0 10.8\ 
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IU>n:IID IX A - C:Jia SSIOJII-Oim&RED INl'U'l' VJ.LOES 

fiber Fe•d•r Plant Hix I No.-.. I And So! t Ro<:~ - A•rUl 

DetlUty Bell Iouth cnn. lpca.nt. 

o-~ 40\ .2H •. 1\ 

6· !0~ 40\ • 21\ 2. I \ 

10 1·200 40\ .14\ 4:.0 \ 

201-650 40 \ • 971 2.0\ 

651•850 25\ 1 • 13\ 1 9\ 

851·2550 10\ I. 88 \ 1.8\ -
2551-5000 0 2. ) 3\ 1. H 

5001-10000 0 3. 3)\ l. 5\ 

>10001 0 ]. JJ \ I, 4\ 

fiber r eeder Plant Hl x IHord Rocl:l - AerJ•l 

D<lnaity klUouth ClnrL lpru\t 

0·5 50 \ 21\ 2 1\ 

6-100 50\ .21 \ 2.1\ 

101·200 50 \ • .04\ 1\ 

201-650 SO\ .971 · ' 
651-850 40\ I . 13\ I . 9\ 

851·2550 20\ I , 88 \ l. 8 \ 

HSI·SOOO 10\ 2 ' )) \ I. 71 

5001-10000 10\ ). ))\ 1.5\ 

>10001 5 \ l. ])\ 1 .. 4, 
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APPIDIDIX A - CQICCSSIOH-oRDEREO IN1'tT1' 

nt>er Tranop<>rt Plant Hia u:ora.l •M Sott Poe <' - \Jet round 

Denlity leU Iouth c;nn. lpdnt 

0·5 !0\ 86. 9!' •) ~ I 

6-!00 IS \ !6.9ll 

101·200 201 92.14\ 28. 61 

201 · 650 25 \ 90.7d l )II\ 

651-850 501 93.14\ 35.6 \ 

851-2550 15\ 90. 6SI 40. 11 

2551- 5000 15\ 94. 1\ 

5001-10000 85\ 96.61\ 

>10001 9S\ 96.61\ 

Fiber TnnaPOrt Plant Hi x !HHd Roct ) - Under r ound 

o.n.tty klllouth CT&FL lp~int 

0·5 5\ 86.9 1\ 

6·100 10\ 86 .91\ 

101-200 15\ qz.H \ 28.61 

201-650 25\ 90.78\ ll " 

651·850 35 \ 93. H I )5.11 

151-2550 60\ 90.65 \ 40. II 

2551- 5000 60 \ 9 4 ' 1\ 0 , 2\ 

5001-10000 85\ •6. r71 

>10001 95\ ~f) .._, , 67.11 
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APPENDIX A - CCH£ISSIO 

fiber Tr•nopert Pl Ant Hlx !No noAI And Soft Po~ o l - 8u11ed 

Deonaicy ..U.OUth 

0-5 80\ 12.89\ • • 4\ 

6-100 11\ 12.89\ 

101-200 1 4\ 7.63\ 69. H 

201-650 10\ 8.24\ 66.2 \ 

651-850 47\ 5.13\ 62.3\ 

851-2550 22 \ 7. 48 \ 

2551-5000 15\ 2.97\ 51. 1\ 

5001-10000 15\ 0 42.7 \ 

>10001 5\ 0 30.8\ 

Fiber Tr•noPOrt PlAnt H lx (Hard Jtock J - IJurle d 

Denaity a.J.Uouth CTCJ'L apcint 

0- 5 45\ 1.:.89\ H . C\ 

6-100 40\ 12.89\ 72 l \ 

!01-200 J5 \ 1.63\ 

201-650 25\ 8.24\ 66.2 \ 

651-850 25\ 5. I J\ 61 )\ 

851-2550 20 \ 1.481 51 C\ 

2551-5000 10\ 51 1\ 

5001-10000 5 \ 0 C1 .1\ 

>10001 0 0 JO. U 
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f~ber Tn•naPQrt Plant Mix lllo,.,...l •nd Sott 

O.O.iey .. llSouth ar&n. 

0-!> 10\ .21\ 

6-100 8\ .21 \ 

101-200 6\ .24\ 

201-650 5 \ . 9 7\ 

651-850 3\ 1 . 13\ 

851-2550 3\ 1.88\ 

2!>51-5000 0 2. 33 \ 

5001-10000 0 ).))\ 

>10001 0 3.33\ 

llo"kl - Aerl•l 

Sprint 

2.1\ 

~.I\ 

2\ 

2\ 

1. 9 \ 

1.8\ 

1.1\ 

I.H 

1.4\ 

Fiber Tr•n•por~ Plant Mix CH•rd p,r.k) - Aeri•l 

O...icy a.ll.louth Cftrt. aprint ·-
0-5 50\ .21\ 2 1\ 

£·100 50 \ . ~1 \ :-.1 \ 

101-200 50\ . 2 H 2\ 

20!-650 50\ ' 97\ •• 
651-850 40 \ l.1H I 9\ 

851 - 2550 20\ 1.99' 1.1\ 

2551-5000 10 \ 1.))\ I 1 1 

5001·10000 10\ l , )H I . ' 
>!0001 5 \ ).)) \ l • .C\ 
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s-uon V-N: Di9ita~ Loop Carrier Co•t• 
DI.C Resot.e Ter•tn•l 

sue fl•eOIUt•nJ•a :nput 

0 S22,0,1 

2~ 12,0)9 

49 14,824 

97 21. 0)8 

121 H. en 

19) 40.26) 

241 eo. 119 

liS 96,1)1 

67) 119. ~18 

I l 4S IS 4,486 

Central Ottl c • T•rmln•l 

Si &e .-ecoc:und4td I np;>t 

0 SS,214 

2S ~. 444 

49 S, 7eS 

97 7,144 

121 1. 6e J 

IU ll,l't 

241 P,e40 

liS le.Z26 

' . l 20,4Jf> 

ll4~ 2S, 410 



ORDER NO. PSC- 99-0068 - ror-TP 
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 479 

Non-&xtended a.nqe Line Caras 

Site lltc··-..endtd tnpo:t 

0 $81 

2~ II 

49 II 

91 II 

121 .. 
193 " 
241 76 

31~ 76 

613 16 

llCS H 

txt ended RlnQt 1.1no Cud 

Size 1\t QOIMIOndod Input 

L•r9• U9 

Saall 147 
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APPJr.NDIX A - caoas SION-ORDER!D INPUT VALOIS 

N: Te~nal Coata S.ction v-

lndn or SAl Inputs 

SIZ& R !.~ttiOEO IIIPUT 

100 1 , 102.64 

200 l. 979.68 

300 2,781.~1 

400 ),7)),75 

600 5 ,412.63 

900 8 , 00.74 

1200 10, 825.25 

1800 13,456.37 

2100 18. 067.16 

2 400 21 , SOO. ll 

3000 26,912.73 

3 600 32,1H.96 

4200 
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IU'PZNDIX A - caeaSSIOM-ORDIDU!.O INPUT VALOIS 

O!Jtdoor SAl InDUta 

Slt£ R£C~tN0£0 INPUT 

100 1.19?.6? 

200 l. 31L ~9 

300 1.~90.5 4 

400 I. 794.08 

600 2, 441.66 

900 3, 36L5~ 

1200 4,039.73 

1800 ~. 736.18 

2100 6, 68L 45 

2400 7,110.22 

3000 8,623.59 

3600 10,348.31 

4200 12, 013.03 

Aer i a l Df'op '1er:at..n.1 lnD\.itS 

IIU UCCHIENDJU> Dft'UT8 

6 Sll8 

12 178 

25 288 

~ried Drop lentinal lnouu 

IIZS UCXKCINDID IMPUTI 

6 $111 

12 1H 

25 220 
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Al'n::HDIX A - Ct»laSSION-ORDIDI.ED INPOT VALOIS 

Section V-0: Switcbin; coata and aaaociated variable• 

Oefau:t values accepted. 

Global Inputs. Switching Qiacoynt Adi. factor Table. Partitioning 
Pgrceotaqes fgc Smoll Switches. vendor D!scoynts for Small 
Switchca. tad Inycotmcnt Parameters for Smoll Swltchc' 

LECs' proposed inputs !or Global Inputs (except !or the 
Excess CCS Option), Switching Discount Adjustment factor ':'able, 
Partitioning Percentages for Small Switches, Vendor Discounts for 
Small Swit:hes, and Investment Parameters !or Small Switches are 
recommended. 

BellSouth and GTEFL should include the Reserve CCS capacity 
s witchinq investment in the Uaoge cotcqory. Theretore, BellSouth 
must zero out ita dollar amount per line !or !lESS and OMS 
host/standalone and remote switches. GTEFL did not provide thts 
information, so it should continue to remain blank 'or GTEFL' s 
tnputs. 

Vendor Discounts !or Small Swttched and Investment Para~eters 
for Small Switches that the L£Cs' input prices !or Small Sw1tches, 
the BCPM defaults, remain as proposed. 

State pefault Table 

BellSouth'o optional inputs be zeroed out, as they ore not 
necessary. 

GTEFL to use Bell South' a Bu1ld109 Loading !actor o f 14. 7J 
percent. 

GTEFL use BellSouth's Telco £6I and Common Equ1pment ' Power 
Factors in this table. 

GTEfL's input for the Portion o! SS1 Usage Attrlbutuble to 
Local Calllng be changed to 2!1 percent. 
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Remainder of the State Default Table inputs remaln as 
propos Old. 

Switch Discount factor Table 

100 percent of lines be considered new. For the d1scounts as 
applied to the BCPM default cost curve, the same discount ra te of 
66 percent for both new and qrowth switches is recommended. MOF 
and Protector discount rate of 29 percent. 

GTEfL's Usc oC GTp Syit bes 

GTEFL use the BCPM default values for the place~ent of SESS 
and OMS switches, in conjuncticn with switch discounts. 

I S.ct.ion V-P : '!'rdfic Data (See Section V-Ol 

Seot.ion v~ : Siqn&linq ayat.. Coat• 

Siqnalinq system costs Use BCPM 3.1 de!au,ts inputs as 
proposed by LECs: 
~5 .11 ! or residence 
59.93 for businesa 
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APPDDDt A - COIPTSSION-ORDitREO nrPUT VJU.O&S 

Se..:tion V-R: Tr..,~rt Sya~ Coata and Aac::.ciate<S Variablea 

Transport Inputs 

Bell South GTErL Sprint 

1. Maximum number of nodes on a 8 8 8 
r~n9 

2. Air to Route Fact~r 1. 370 l.HO 1.307 

3. Access line to OSO uunk 6 6 6 
!actor associated with host 
remote links 

4 • Access line to OSO trunk 10 10 10 
factor associated with host 
tandem trunks 

5. \Special access circuits to 5.0\ 5.0\ 1~ .7\ 
the number of exchenqe access 
lines 

6. Maximum repeater spacinq 40 40 40 
(miles) 

7 . HOU per DSl 2o6,CIOO 216,000 216,000 

8. Does a 2 point ( • folded' ) II II II 
rinq use separate routinq !or 
the two sides 

9. Percent of interoffice MOUs ZS.OO\ 25.00\ 56 7": , 

that are £AS 

10. Used to identify 'like' 11 7 7 
tandems 
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fiber factor Inpu~s 

1. M1 leage Equipment Aerial 
f1ber (per fiber mile) 

2 . M1leage Equipment Underg r ound 
fiber (per fiber m.ile) 

3. Mileage Equipment Buried 
fiber (per tiber m.ile) 

4 . fiber Pole factor 

s. fiber Condui t factor 

6 . Miscellaneous Equipment ' Power f"actor 

7 . Sheath Sharing fac~or 

8. Two Point Shea~h Sharing 
factor 

9 . fiber Mix - Aerial 

10. fiber Mi x - Underground 

ll. fibe r Mi x - Buried 

Bell South GTEfL Spnnt 

33\ 7S . OO ' 15.00\ 

33\ 15.00\ 15.00\ 

33\ 7S.OO\ 75.00\ 

0.245 0. 245 0.245 

0.673 0. 673 o. 673 

0.06 0.06 0.06 

0.63 0 . 63 0.63 

o.s 0 . 5 0.5 

9.9\ 5.00\ 2.00\ 

48.?\ 30 . 00\ 36.00\ 

41. 9\ 65.00\ 62.00\ 

•or the Rlng Size Table, •~• Ct reco~m~end:J that " planning 
threshold o! 63.0 percent for OC3 be used by BellSouth , GTEfL, and 
Sprint-florida. Fo r the remainder of the planninq thresholds, 
staff recommends the~ GT£fL use 8~.0 percent, as BellSouth and 
Sprint-f lor ida have done. 

foe the Equipment Price Table, otaCf recommends that GTr.n. and 
Sprint-florida use 8el1South's proposed inputs. BollSouLh'~ 

proposed inputs a re displayed in the table below. 

I 
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APPIINDIX A - CONCISSION-OIID&JU:.D llfPUT VALUJ:S 

uipment Price Inputs - BellSouth 

Ma terial Ot her Discount Ut 111 :au on 

f1ber Tlp 572 512 31\ 85\ 
Cable per 
fiber 

fiber Patch Sl67 Sl1 57\ 85\ 
Panel per 
fiber 

Sonet $16,710 $878 41\ ,,,. 
Ternunal 
Shelf (OC3) 

-OS) Ca:d $3,749 $124 45\ 67\ 

-OSl Card $564 $19 45\ 100\ 

sonet S3S,656 $1, 874 41\ NA 
Termi nal 
Shelf (0C12) ·-
-OC3 Cord $6, 418 5235 39\ NA 

-3DS3Card $10,670 $346 46\ 31.8\ 
(OC12) 

Sonet. $75, "142 53,982 41\ NA 
Te=inal 
Shelf (OC48) 

-oc3 Ca rd $14,4 35 $372 57\ NA 

-3DS3Card . $10, 698 S282 56\ 22\ 
(OC48) 

OSX3 Cr oss $7,016 $954 38\ 27\ 
Connect She1 t 

-OSX3 Cross $596 $17 53\ 21\ 
Connect Card 

DSX1 Cross $1 ,4 90 $5 , 210 SO\ 95\ 
Connect Jack 
field 
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Material -
Channel Bank $4,634 
Shel! 

-Channel Bank $299 
Card 

Fiber $16, 710 
Repeater 
(OC3) 

Fiber $)5,656 
Repeate r 
IOC12) 

Fiber $75,742 
Repeater 
(0C48) 

Other Discount 

$277 3J\ 

$12 33\ 

$878 41\ 

$1,874 41\ 

$3,982 41\ 

Section V-8 : &xpen••• 

Su ort Ratios 

Account Support Ratio 

Motor Veh:cle 0.7957\ 

Special Purpose Vehicles 0 0 0003\ 

0.0287\ 

Other Work Equipment 0.1447\ 

Furniture 0.1833\ 

Office Support 0 0 8243\ 

General Purpose Computers 2 .2Hl\ 

TOTAL SUPPORT RATIO 4.8513\ 

l 

Ut 111 zat 1on 

e :;, 

85t 

NA 

NA 

IIA 



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP 
OOCK£7 NO. 980696-TP 
PAGE 488 

APPDIOIX A - CONCSSION-ORDD&D INPO'l' VALUES 

Expense to Investment Ratios 

Account Expense to Investment Ratio 

CO£ Switching .0866 

CO£ 7ranlllt1ssion .0249 

Poles .01 44 

Aerial Cor:per Cable .0592 

Aerial Fiber Cable .0098 

Underground Copper Cable .0157 

Underground Fiber Cable .0030 

Bur ied cor;per Cable .0413 

Buried Fiber Cable .0052 

Conduit: .0119 

Monthly Per Line Expenses 

Account Monthly Per Line Expense 

Network Support S0.04 

General Support $0.80 

Information Originating/ $0.36 
Terminatir.q 

Other Property and Plant $0.01 

Network Operations $1.17 

Marketing $0.75 

Services Sl. 47 

Executive and Planning $0.07 

General and Administrative $1. 6< 

Uncollect iblea $0.30 

TOTAL s ll. ~6 



I 
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APPENDIX A - COMKISSION- ORD!.RED lNP0'1' VALt1KS 

Section V-T: Other Inputa 

Wi~e Center Line Counts Use actual wtre center llne 
counts as proposed by LECs 

Loop Cost Investment Cap BellSouth, GTE FL. and Spnnt-
Florida should use S4,350. 

White Paqes Director y Listinq BellSouth and Sprint-Florida use 
Cost GTEFL's per line cost o! $0 . 40 

per llnc 

Inputs tlot Speci fically Accept each LEC' s proposed 
Addressed inputs. BellSouth must flrst 

remove the effects ot use if 
TPis for forward-look tnq 
adjustments . 
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APPENDIX 8 - BCPN IUISULTS WITH COHNISSI<»'-OlU>!JU!:D I!fPUTS AND 
MODIFICATIONS 

To be filed with the Commission ' s Report to the Le(J1Slclcure and 
incorporated by reference herein. 


	1-18 No. - 4947
	1-18 No. - 4948
	1-18 No. - 4949
	1-18 No. - 4950
	1-18 No. - 4951
	1-18 No. - 4952
	1-18 No. - 4953
	1-18 No. - 4954
	1-18 No. - 4955
	1-18 No. - 4956
	1-18 No. - 4957
	1-18 No. - 4958
	1-18 No. - 4959
	1-18 No. - 4960
	1-18 No. - 4961
	1-18 No. - 4962
	1-18 No. - 4963
	1-18 No. - 4964
	1-18 No. - 4965
	1-18 No. - 4966
	1-18 No. - 4967
	1-18 No. - 4968
	1-18 No. - 4969
	1-18 No. - 4970
	1-18 No. - 4971
	1-18 No. - 4972
	1-18 No. - 4973
	1-18 No. - 4974
	1-18 No. - 4975
	1-18 No. - 4976
	1-18 No. - 4977
	1-18 No. - 4978
	1-18 No. - 4979
	1-18 No. - 4980
	1-18 No. - 4981
	1-18 No. - 4982
	1-18 No. - 4983
	1-18 No. - 4984
	1-18 No. - 4985
	1-18 No. - 4986
	1-18 No. - 4987
	1-18 No. - 4988
	1-18 No. - 4989
	1-18 No. - 4990
	1-18 No. - 4991
	1-18 No. - 4992
	1-18 No. - 4993
	1-18 No. - 4994
	1-18 No. - 4995
	1-18 No. - 4996
	1-18 No. - 4997
	1-18 No. - 4998
	1-18 No. - 4999
	1-18 No. - 5000
	1-18 No. - 5001
	1-18 No. - 5002
	1-18 No. - 5003
	1-18 No. - 5004
	1-18 No. - 5005
	1-18 No. - 5006
	1-18 No. - 5007
	1-18 No. - 5008
	1-18 No. - 5009
	1-18 No. - 5010
	1-18 No. - 5011
	1-18 No. - 5012
	1-18 No. - 5013
	1-18 No. - 5014
	1-18 No. - 5015
	1-18 No. - 5016
	1-18 No. - 5017
	1-18 No. - 5018
	1-18 No. - 5019
	1-18 No. - 5020
	1-18 No. - 5021
	1-18 No. - 5022
	1-18 No. - 5023
	1-18 No. - 5024
	1-18 No. - 5025
	1-18 No. - 5026
	1-18 No. - 5027
	1-18 No. - 5028
	1-18 No. - 5029
	1-18 No. - 5030
	1-18 No. - 5031
	1-18 No. - 5032
	1-18 No. - 5033
	1-18 No. - 5034
	1-18 No. - 5035
	1-18 No. - 5036
	1-18 No. - 5037
	1-18 No. - 5038
	1-18 No. - 5039
	1-18 No. - 5040
	1-18 No. - 5041
	1-18 No. - 5042
	1-18 No. - 5043
	1-18 No. - 5044
	1-18 No. - 5045
	1-18 No. - 5046
	1-18 No. - 5047
	1-18 No. - 5048
	1-18 No. - 5049
	1-18 No. - 5050
	1-18 No. - 5051
	1-18 No. - 5052
	1-18 No. - 5053
	1-18 No. - 5054
	1-18 No. - 5055
	1-18 No. - 5056
	1-18 No. - 5057
	1-18 No. - 5058
	1-18 No. - 5059
	1-18 No. - 5060
	1-18 No. - 5061
	1-18 No. - 5062
	1-18 No. - 5063
	1-18 No. - 5064
	1-18 No. - 5065
	1-18 No. - 5066
	1-18 No. - 5067
	1-18 No. - 5068
	1-18 No. - 5069
	1-18 No. - 5070
	1-18 No. - 5071
	1-18 No. - 5072
	1-18 No. - 5073
	1-18 No. - 5074
	1-18 No. - 5075
	1-18 No. - 5076
	1-18 No. - 5077
	1-18 No. - 5078
	1-18 No. - 5079
	1-18 No. - 5080
	1-18 No. - 5081
	1-18 No. - 5082
	1-18 No. - 5083
	1-18 No. - 5084
	1-18 No. - 5085
	1-18 No. - 5086
	1-18 No. - 5087
	1-18 No. - 5088
	1-18 No. - 5089
	1-18 No. - 5090
	1-18 No. - 5091
	1-18 No. - 5092
	1-18 No. - 5093
	1-18 No. - 5094
	1-18 No. - 5095
	1-18 No. - 5096
	1-18 No. - 5097
	1-18 No. - 5098
	1-18 No. - 5099
	1-18 No. - 5100
	1-18 No. - 5101
	1-18 No. - 5102
	1-18 No. - 5103
	1-18 No. - 5104
	1-18 No. - 5105
	1-18 No. - 5106
	1-18 No. - 5107
	1-18 No. - 5108
	1-18 No. - 5109
	1-18 No. - 5110
	1-18 No. - 5111
	1-18 No. - 5112
	1-18 No. - 5113
	1-18 No. - 5114
	1-18 No. - 5115
	1-18 No. - 5116
	1-18 No. - 5117
	1-18 No. - 5118
	1-18 No. - 5119
	1-18 No. - 5120
	1-18 No. - 5121
	1-18 No. - 5122
	1-18 No. - 5123
	1-18 No. - 5124
	1-18 No. - 5125
	1-18 No. - 5126
	1-18 No. - 5127
	1-18 No. - 5128
	1-18 No. - 5129
	1-18 No. - 5130
	1-18 No. - 5131
	1-18 No. - 5132
	1-18 No. - 5133
	1-18 No. - 5134
	1-18 No. - 5135
	1-18 No. - 5136
	1-18 No. - 5137
	1-18 No. - 5138
	1-18 No. - 5139
	1-18 No. - 5140
	1-18 No. - 5141
	1-18 No. - 5142
	1-18 No. - 5143
	1-18 No. - 5144
	1-18 No. - 5145
	1-18 No. - 5146
	1-18 No. - 5147
	1-18 No. - 5148
	1-18 No. - 5149
	1-18 No. - 5150
	1-18 No. - 5151
	1-18 No. - 5152
	1-18 No. - 5153
	1-18 No. - 5154
	1-18 No. - 5155
	1-18 No. - 5156
	1-18 No. - 5157
	1-18 No. - 5158
	1-18 No. - 5159
	1-18 No. - 5160
	1-18 No. - 5161
	1-18 No. - 5162
	1-18 No. - 5163
	1-18 No. - 5164
	1-18 No. - 5165
	1-18 No. - 5166
	1-18 No. - 5167
	1-18 No. - 5168
	1-18 No. - 5169
	1-18 No. - 5170
	1-18 No. - 5171
	1-18 No. - 5172
	1-18 No. - 5173
	1-18 No. - 5174
	1-18 No. - 5175
	1-18 No. - 5176
	1-18 No. - 5177
	1-18 No. - 5178
	1-18 No. - 5179
	1-18 No. - 5180
	1-18 No. - 5181
	1-18 No. - 5182
	1-18 No. - 5183
	1-18 No. - 5184
	1-18 No. - 5185
	1-18 No. - 5186
	1-18 No. - 5187
	1-18 No. - 5188
	1-18 No. - 5189
	1-18 No. - 5190
	1-18 No. - 5191
	1-18 No. - 5192
	1-18 No. - 5193
	1-18 No. - 5194
	1-18 No. - 5195
	1-18 No. - 5196
	1-18 No. - 5197
	1-18 No. - 5198
	1-18 No. - 5199
	1-18 No. - 5200
	1-18 No. - 5201
	1-18 No. - 5202
	1-18 No. - 5203
	1-18 No. - 5204
	1-18 No. - 5205
	1-18 No. - 5206
	1-18 No. - 5207
	1-18 No. - 5208
	1-18 No. - 5209
	1-18 No. - 5210
	1-18 No. - 5211
	1-18 No. - 5212
	1-18 No. - 5213
	1-18 No. - 5214
	1-18 No. - 5215
	1-18 No. - 5216
	1-18 No. - 5217
	1-18 No. - 5218
	1-18 No. - 5219
	1-18 No. - 5220
	1-18 No. - 5221
	1-18 No. - 5222
	1-18 No. - 5223
	1-18 No. - 5224
	1-18 No. - 5225
	1-18 No. - 5226
	1-18 No. - 5227
	1-18 No. - 5228
	1-18 No. - 5229
	1-18 No. - 5230
	1-18 No. - 5231
	1-18 No. - 5232
	1-18 No. - 5233
	1-18 No. - 5234
	1-18 No. - 5235
	1-18 No. - 5236
	1-18 No. - 5237
	1-18 No. - 5238
	1-18 No. - 5239
	1-18 No. - 5240
	1-18 No. - 5241
	1-18 No. - 5242
	1-18 No. - 5243
	1-18 No. - 5244
	1-18 No. - 5245
	1-18 No. - 5246
	1-18 No. - 5247
	1-18 No. - 5248
	1-18 No. - 5249
	1-18 No. - 5250
	1-18 No. - 5251
	1-18 No. - 5252
	1-18 No. - 5253
	1-18 No. - 5254
	1-18 No. - 5255
	1-18 No. - 5256
	1-18 No. - 5257
	1-18 No. - 5258
	1-18 No. - 5259
	1-18 No. - 5260
	1-18 No. - 5261
	1-18 No. - 5262
	1-18 No. - 5263
	1-18 No. - 5264
	1-18 No. - 5265
	1-18 No. - 5266
	1-18 No. - 5267
	1-18 No. - 5268
	1-18 No. - 5269
	1-18 No. - 5270
	1-18 No. - 5271
	1-18 No. - 5272
	1-18 No. - 5273
	1-18 No. - 5274
	1-18 No. - 5275
	1-18 No. - 5276
	1-18 No. - 5277
	1-18 No. - 5278
	1-18 No. - 5279
	1-18 No. - 5280
	1-18 No. - 5281
	1-18 No. - 5282
	1-18 No. - 5283
	1-18 No. - 5284
	1-18 No. - 5285
	1-18 No. - 5286
	1-18 No. - 5287
	1-18 No. - 5288
	1-18 No. - 5289
	1-18 No. - 5290
	1-18 No. - 5291
	1-18 No. - 5292
	1-18 No. - 5293
	1-18 No. - 5294
	1-18 No. - 5295
	1-18 No. - 5296
	1-18 No. - 5297
	1-18 No. - 5298
	1-18 No. - 5299
	1-18 No. - 5300
	1-18 No. - 5301
	1-18 No. - 5302
	1-18 No. - 5303
	1-18 No. - 5304
	1-18 No. - 5305
	1-18 No. - 5306
	1-18 No. - 5307
	1-18 No. - 5308
	1-18 No. - 5309
	1-18 No. - 5310
	1-18 No. - 5311
	1-18 No. - 5312
	1-18 No. - 5313
	1-18 No. - 5314
	1-18 No. - 5315
	1-18 No. - 5316
	1-18 No. - 5317
	1-18 No. - 5318
	1-18 No. - 5319
	1-18 No. - 5320
	1-18 No. - 5321
	1-18 No. - 5322
	1-18 No. - 5323
	1-18 No. - 5324
	1-18 No. - 5325
	1-18 No. - 5326
	1-18 No. - 5327
	1-18 No. - 5328
	1-18 No. - 5329
	1-18 No. - 5330
	1-18 No. - 5331
	1-18 No. - 5332
	1-18 No. - 5333
	1-18 No. - 5334
	1-18 No. - 5335
	1-18 No. - 5336
	1-18 No. - 5337
	1-18 No. - 5338
	1-18 No. - 5339
	1-18 No. - 5340
	1-18 No. - 5341
	1-18 No. - 5342
	1-18 No. - 5343
	1-18 No. - 5344
	1-18 No. - 5345
	1-18 No. - 5346
	1-18 No. - 5347
	1-18 No. - 5348
	1-18 No. - 5349
	1-18 No. - 5350
	1-18 No. - 5351
	1-18 No. - 5352
	1-18 No. - 5353
	1-18 No. - 5354
	1-18 No. - 5355
	1-18 No. - 5356
	1-18 No. - 5357
	1-18 No. - 5358
	1-18 No. - 5359
	1-18 No. - 5360
	1-18 No. - 5361
	1-18 No. - 5362
	1-18 No. - 5363
	1-18 No. - 5364
	1-18 No. - 5365
	1-18 No. - 5366
	1-18 No. - 5367
	1-18 No. - 5368
	1-18 No. - 5369
	1-18 No. - 5370
	1-18 No. - 5371
	1-18 No. - 5372
	1-18 No. - 5373
	1-18 No. - 5374
	1-18 No. - 5375
	1-18 No. - 5376
	1-18 No. - 5377
	1-18 No. - 5378
	1-18 No. - 5379
	1-18 No. - 5380
	1-18 No. - 5381
	1-18 No. - 5382
	1-18 No. - 5383
	1-18 No. - 5384
	1-18 No. - 5385
	1-18 No. - 5386
	1-18 No. - 5387
	1-18 No. - 5388
	1-18 No. - 5389
	1-18 No. - 5390
	1-18 No. - 5391
	1-18 No. - 5392
	1-18 No. - 5393
	1-18 No. - 5394
	1-18 No. - 5395
	1-18 No. - 5396
	1-18 No. - 5397
	1-18 No. - 5398
	1-18 No. - 5399
	1-18 No. - 5400
	1-18 No. - 5401
	1-18 No. - 5402
	1-18 No. - 5403
	1-18 No. - 5404
	1-18 No. - 5405
	1-18 No. - 5406
	1-18 No. - 5407
	1-18 No. - 5408
	1-18 No. - 5409
	1-18 No. - 5410
	1-18 No. - 5411
	1-18 No. - 5412
	1-18 No. - 5413
	1-18 No. - 5414
	1-18 No. - 5415
	1-18 No. - 5416
	1-18 No. - 5417
	1-18 No. - 5418
	1-18 No. - 5419
	1-18 No. - 5420
	1-18 No. - 5421
	1-18 No. - 5422
	1-18 No. - 5423
	1-18 No. - 5424
	1-18 No. - 5425
	1-18 No. - 5426
	1-18 No. - 5427
	1-18 No. - 5428
	1-18 No. - 5429
	1-18 No. - 5430
	1-18 No. - 5431
	1-18 No. - 5432
	1-18 No. - 5433
	1-18 No. - 5434
	1-18 No. - 5435
	1-18 No. - 5436
	1-18 No. - 5437



