
l 

2 

BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

3 In the Hatter of DOCKET NO. 980696-TP 
Determination of the cost of 

4 basic local teleconwunications 
service, pursuant to 

7 

8 

Section 364.025, 
Florida Statutes. 

VOLUME 21 

Pages 2365 through 2568 

10 PROCEEDINGS: 

11 BEFORE: 

12 

1 

H DATE: 

1 TIM£: 

1 

17 

18 

1 

PLACE: 

REPORTED B¥: 

APPEARANCES: 

HEARING 

CHAIRMAN JULIA L. JOHNSON 
COM:HISSIONER J. TERRY DEASO'J 
COMMISSIONER SUSAN F. CLARK 
COMMISSIONER JOE GARCIA 
COMMISSIONER E. LEON JACOBS, JR. 

Thursday, October 15, 1998 

Commenced at 9:00 a.m. 

Betty Easley Conference Center 
Room 148 
4015 Esplanade Wey 
Tallahassee, Florida 

CATHY H. WEBSTER, RPR 

21 (As heretofore noted.) 

22 

2 

24 BUREAU OF REPORTING 

25 RECEIVED 1 • - U· ~y 

..., ... 
< c 
' 

E: 
~ 

f: 
,.. .... 
!5 
2: 

C & N REPORTERS TIU.LAHASSEE, rLORIOA 650-9215-2'e20 

., 
:;: 
:;: 
c 
c:. ... ... 
• r:. .. 
e --
"' . -



1 

: 
ADDITIONAL APPEARANCES 

2366 

3 BETH K£ATJtlG, Florida Public Ser-vice Commission, 

4 Division of Legal Services, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, 

! Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, ~ppearing on behalf of the 

I Commission Staff. 

7 

8 

l 

lC 

11 

12 

13 

14 

l! 

H 

18 

1S 

2C 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2! 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA ~50-926-2020 



1 WITNESS INDEX 

: KENT DICKERSON 

4 

5 

7 

8 

Continued Cross-Examinatlon by t~ r . Ruscus 

~ JAMES W. WELLS 

lC 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1! 

lt 

17 

18 

1! 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2~ 

Direct &xamination by Mr. Henry 

Profiled Dl rect Testimony 

Profiled, Rebuttal Testimony 

2367 

2369 

2416 

2463 

2465 

2491 

C & N REPORTERS T~LL~H~SSEE, F'LORIDA 850-926-2020 



1 

: 

: 
4 

s 80 

I 

7 81 

8 

EXHIBIT INDEX 

ID ADMITTED 

2413 

2413 

! 82, KWD-3, depo with exhibits 1 thru 7 23~8 2413 

1C 

11 83, Late-Filed, KWD dapo errata sheet 2413 

12. 

U 84, Laemmli Rebuttal £xh1bi ts 1 thJru 4 24 62 24 62 

14 

1! 

11 

17 

18 

19 

2( 

21 

22 

2: 
24 

2! 

2368 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 850-926-2020 



2369 

1 PROCEEDINGS 

2 (Transcript follows in proper sequence f r om 

3 Volume 20 . ) 

4 KENT DICKERSON 

~ cont i nues his test imony under oath from Volume 20 

E CONTINUED CROSS-EXAM I NATION 

7 BY MR. RUSCUS: 

8 Q While we're talking about en understanding of the 

S BCPM, have you noticed the cable prices for 24-qauge copper 

lC cable assigned t o 3000, 3600, and 4200 pair sizes? 

11 A. Yes. I don't know if you heard my deposition. I 

12 saw Mr. Wells attempted to state that Sprint w,s filing 

13 costs for cable t hat didn ' t exist. I! you take a simple 

14 look at it, you'll see that the cost !or those sizes are 

1! the same as the 26-gauge sizes . The mode! has inputs for 

lE those . We satisfied them. The inputs fo r the three 

li thousand and above 24-gauge are in !ac t based on existing 

18 26-gauge copper prices . 

1~ Q In terms of understanding the BCPM, though, do 

20 you understand why it deploys cable that doesn't exist? 

21 A. 1 don 't think it docs deploy cable t hat doesn't 

22 oxiat . To tho extent that you handle the inputo to tho 

2. model in the fashion that I just stated it does not deploy 

24 cable that doesn ' t exist. 

2! Q You're sugge~ting that a price input might be an 
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1 ~ppropriate correction for the flaw in the model that 

2 establishes specific deployments of 24-gauge cable in 3000, 

: 3600, and 4200 pair sizes; is that correct? 

A No, sir; that is not correct . 

~ What I said is you have to understand a model in 

E both its function and its !orm and how the inputs are 

1 used. And it you understand that , as I do, there is no 

8 flaw in the model. My inputs are correct. The model uses 

s 
lC 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1E 

1? 

19 

l~ 

20 

them correctly. 

0 Now back to the topic of the appropriate prices 

for Florida, you share territory boundaries with both GTE 

and Bel.South; correct? 

A J expect that's certainly true. 

0 Is it your expectation that if either GTE or 

BellSouth were to compete for local customers in your 

terri tory that somehow, because they are in your territory, 

their material costa would go up or down to match yours, 

whatever your stated costa are? 

A No, I don't think they would. It would be my 

testimony, again, that what 1 provided is tactual 

21 information . It ' s the best information available . It ' s 

22 certainly predictive of the current providers' costs in 

23 Sprint serving area. It will be years down the road before 

24 we probably have to deal with the issue you 're talking 

2! about to a large extent. It's the best information 
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1 available . 

2 0 And you said it's the beat information available 

3 to predict Sprint's coat ; wasn ' t that your testimony? 

4 A Ye a . And I think, you know, we can ' t forget 

! about the customers t hat this whole proceeding is intended 

E to support . And it's Sprint that's serving those customers 

7 and likely to be Sprint that will continue to serve those 

8 customers for quite some tiltle because we can't forget we're 

! talking about the more rural areas that Sprint serves. 

10 And I've listened to the affordable local rate 

11 proceeding and I've listened to this proceeding Thoro's 

12 been qt ;e a bit of recognition that the competition will 

13 come slower to the rural areas. So it you're ~rying to 

14 

15 

lE 

17 

18 

15 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2~ 

predict the cost of serving these rural areas, this is the 

obvious logical information . 

0 Can you turn to page 16 of 51 of your testimony, 

of your BCPM coat submission . 

A 

0 

A 

Sixteen of fifty-one, and wh6t section of it? 

It's celled "Loop Cost Inouts." 

Okay. 

0 This -- Let ' s focus on the portion entitled 

"26-gauge cable aerial." Do you see that section in tho 

lower block? 

A 

0 

Yes. 

When l look at Sprint 's inputs , I see what' s 
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2C 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

identified as rr~terial costs. I see nothing listed as 

supply costs, nothing listed for tax placing, splicing, o r 

engineering, or an adjustment. And then I see a total . Is 

that an accurate representation o! what's on that page? 

A Yes. 

0 Does that mean that the material costs and the 

total costs in this, that the material costs actually 

represents a total cost for materia l and installation? 

A That's correct. 

0 If I'm this Commission a11d I want to make a 

d~cision ~ut the 40\, or whatever it is, of these costs 

that are attributable to materials different from what 

Sprint has identified, how is the Comro1saion to isolate 

your material costs with the way you've presented the data? 

A They can ask me for that information . 

0 Okay . And, similarly, if they w1a:1 to tlvaluate 

your labor costs against any standard of realism or 

validation, how are they supposed t o do that looking at 

these inputs? 

A Quite easily. You can go and look a t my gross 

editions for each one of these cable categories for last 

year, for example. That ' s what I do . I look -- Yes, sir. 

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: Well , go ahead and finish. 

A Well, what I routinely would do is go look at 

the gross additions . And I would look at the details of 
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I what has been capitalized to the books of the company for a 

2 very recent period. 

COMMISSIONER GARCIA: Good. I was going to ask 

4 you about that. Lot's say that this Commission decided to 

! go to the legislature and say we, you know, we find that 

I there is a need for r ebalancing . Do you think that we 

1 ~hou~d hove as~ed the State -- I think we may have it to 

8 some degree, but we should ask the legislature for specific 

9 power to go into your books and records on a yearly basis 

lC as we go into the rebalancing and take a look at what 

11 you've spent, how you've spent it, and then allocate that 

1• to the L .alancing issue so that we slo~o~ly get to a stat'e 

1' of rebalancing? 

14 I ~ean, should we go into sort of partially -- I • 
1~ don ' t know what to use, the word, because it's not 

lE regulation but it certainly 111 revenue balancing. In other 

17 words, we go into your books-- I' m certain AT'T would want 

18 to participate or HCI or whoever -- but clearly the 

lS Commission would go into your books a~d say, well. 

2C Commission, here's what 1 spent at my plant and my base to 

21 provide local service to my customers. 

22 The Commission would look at that and you'd 

23 probably look at the other side, you know, your losses and 

24 whatever, but that wouldn' t be central. What ~ould be 

2~ central is fi9ure out what exactly you 're spending on a 
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1 yearly basis in keeping or maintaining or subsidizing those 

: customers an~ t hen allocate that somehow with any 

3 rebalancing t hat we do. 

4 And I know that ' s !4t and away and beyond and 

! into policy issues, but clearly we would be 4ble to do 

I that; wouldn ' t we? 

7 A The Commiasion always ho3, you know, Cree and 

8 full access . And, you know, to whatever extent it would be 

! helpful to look at our act ual operations in a~inistering 

10 this --

11 COKMISSIOilER GARCIA: Counsel points out 

12 something that I've been thinking about and I think I 

1' expressed it yesterday, how, you know, whether ;he pole ~s 

14 172 feet apart , whatever, these costs go shifting as time 

1! goes on. They go lessenin<J. They may lncre4se. 'tour 

11 deployment of different facilit ies . And clearly we 

17 shouldn ' t be paying for certain things but other things we 

18 should pay for. 

1! And I think several of the witnesses have alluded 

20 to that in questioning, that this is There is no 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2~ 

constant number. There ill not a target that this 

Commission could hit. And I would probably beyond thOt ! 

am certain that there is no target that the legislature 

could hit , r egardless of what model used . 

So should it be a process that we juot simply 

I 
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1 come back her e and look at these f igures, which are 

2 changing and use that as 3 formu l a? 

3 A Yes, 1 would be open to that. In ter~~ of - -

2375 

4 Seems like there's two things going on: To the extent that 

~ we do the rate rebalancing, 1 think atmost everybody's 

E proposal is that's revenue neutral. But if you're saying 

7 let's monitor the actual construction that ' s going on in 

8 these companies' territories to see if the costs are in 

5 line with what we're predicting in the model , you know, I 

lC think t hat would be appropriate. 

11 You know, 1 don ' t know what time period you want 

12 to take that on. I think you could identify what the major 

13 drivers of the coats are and that's where you coulo spend 

14 your time. 

15 But I think that's very much in line with the 

lE reality-based approach that I take t o doing these cost 

17 studies. 

18 COMlHSSIONER GARCIA: ~hank you, counsel. 

1! BY MR. RUSCUS (Continuing): 

2C 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

0 In this past dialogue about movement and costs, 

isn't it true that for each and every input you've provided 

the Commission in terms of material and labor, you have not 

indexed those prices to reflect anything other than your 

current operations today? 

A That's correct. I have not made any speculative 
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1 future adjustments, but I would ~ake you back , again, to 

2 KWD-1. This approach results in substantial reductions in 

3 investment levels, 21; more impo~tantly , the associated 

4 expenses to operate them, 37\. ·ro apply an indexing on top 

1 

8 

of this would be redundant and c.<cessive . 

0 Would you consider a coneultation with the TPI to 

be a speculative process? 

A TPI is not to take today ' s costs and predict what 

5 tomorrow• s cost is . TPI looked 1• t yesterday's costs and 

10 said let ' s bring it up to t odAy ' : costs . 

11 I' ve already done that. There is no need to 

12 appl. TPI £actor. I didn't go back and look at what t he 

13 cost of cable and wire, material o r labor was f i ve years 

14 ago. I looked at wha t it is as you and I sit in t his 

1~ 

lE 

11 

18 

1! 

2C 

hearing room t his moment. 

0 So in terms of the cost of the network to build 

going forward, you didn ' t even trend out the existing 

trends , for instance, i n digital loop carrier equipment in 

order to provide inputs for today; is thst correct? 

A I didn't go beyond the 22\ reduct i on that my 

21 study reflects tor digital circuit equipment. I reflected 

22 the cur rent facta 1111 we know thorn today . 

I do know; I've worked through this . The cost of 

24 digital loop carrier is going up t n my experience, not 

2~ down . It's goinq up. It' 11 providing incre.oaed 
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1 functionality as it does so, which it relates to the 

2 discussion that's gone on numerous times with the need to 

~ provide access to advanced services. That's why tho 

4 digital loop carriers have greater functionality. That ' s 

! 

E 

7 

8 

why they're going up in costs . 

Q Let's look at your digital loop carrier costs . 

Turning to page 

COMMISSIONER JACOBS: Excuse mo . This i s from 

~ your knovl edge that you gained that digital loop carrier is 

10 increasing in cost? 

11 A Yes; that's correct . I've looked at the cost of 

12 SLIK 2000 versus the current cost of a Rel-Tech device •nd 

1~ they have increased based on th& data that I've looked at. 

14 COMMISSIONER JACOBS: Go ahead and proceed. 

1! BY MR. ROSCUS (Continuing): 

11 Q And does that data sugg~sts that the costs have 

17 increased per university of tra!fic or aimply per device? 

18 

1! 

2( 

21 

22 

23 

24 

A 

equipment 

Q 

sheet; do 

A 

0 

On a per unit o! traffic, similarly sized 

items. 

Referring to page 42 of S1 of your DLC input 

you have that page? 
v 

I will. 

Yea. 

You indicated in your summary a cor rection to the 

25 DLC identified as running from 673 linea, and I suppose 
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1 t hat 's up t o 1344; is that cor rect? 

A That ' s correct.. 

0 And the new value is $1 48,0007 

A Right . 

0 And you ' ve testi!iod t hat the national defa ult 

E inputs that tho BCPM sponsors put t ogether are re!lective 

1 of ILEC coats on a national aggregate basis; is that 

8 correct? 

9 

10 

A 

0 

Could you ask tloat again? 

Yeah. The deCault inputs in the BCPM arc the 

11 pr~uct of national averaging o! JLEC values or sponsor 

12 values? 

13 

14 0 

Yes. 

Can you accept, subject to check, or check it if 

1! you want, that the OLC default costs , instead o f being 14 8 

lE as you indicated for that unit, is only $96,000? 

A What is the associated OLC COT investment for the 

18 same size in that de!ault value? 

l S 

20 

0 

A 

I don't know. 

Well, 1 think thoro may bo some interaction there 

21 is why I ask. But I' ll accept thot that's the number , 

22 subject to check. That's part of the reo1on why 1 use 

23 co=pany specifics because I know !or a !act these to be 

24 indicative of Sprint's costs. I've done considerable 

25 analysis in this area. 
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1 I recently did an analysis of five work orders 

2 for this same vendor equipment installed in Las Vegas in 

: fourth quarter of '97. It's right in line with this range. 

4 It ' s almost three times the costs associated or suggested 

! by the HAl national default, which is supported by one 

I sentence of documentation . 

7 Q And ita 50' above the CO,ts s~ggested by ILEC 

9 average datal isn ' t that correct? 

! A Well, again, I don ' t have the defaults in front 

lC of roe . I think ther e may be some interaction with the COT 

11 investment table. I also don't know what the default value 

12 for the line card investment is. 

13 But I'll accept your math. Again, as I stated 

14 earlier, evidJlnce to me that all co1npanies aren ' t able to 

1! buy the equipment at the same price . 

11 We are price cap regulated in rlodda. I! we 

17 could buy and install NGDLC devices for the costs suggested 

18 by HAI or that BCPH national default, we'd do it. We'd do 

1! it every dny gladly because we ' r~ price cap regulated. 

20 Further, the environment upon which our NGDLC 

21 contract is negotiated at a national level, three quarters 

2l of the Sprint LTD operation is price cap regulated. 

2: The prices we have NGDLC reflect the prices 

24 afforded to • company that has all the proper incentives t o 

2! get the cheaper price possible. Our cost is our coat. 
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1 0 But it 's not necessarily the cost of an efficient 

2 provider other than Sprint coming in and attempt ing to 

3 serve the Florida territories; isn 't that correct? 

A I'm going to reject the inference of an efficient 

! provider, inference being we're not an efficient provider. 

l If a larger company -- Again, back to simple 

7 business dynamics, there are companie~ -- We serve about 

8 seven and a half million access lines, Sprint local 

! telephone division. We ' re very small compared to even GTE, 

10 much less the Bell Companies. I think BellSouth is about 

11 three times larger than Sprint. 

12 Naturally, they have some ability to buy these 

1; equipment 1telll5 at a cheaper price than Sprint. I sec no 

14 reason to penalize Sprint; more importantly, the customers , 

1~ tho two million customers served by Sprint by calculating a 

lE high cost support fund based on an unobtainable vendor 

17 price that Sprint cannot attain. 

18 

H 

0 

A 

Is the answer to my question yes or no? 

It was no. I don't agree with your 

20 characterization that a more efficient provider cou ld come 

21 in and get it cheaper. What I was explaining is that a 

22 larger company, some larger box may buy those equipment 

23 items cheaper. That 's no reflection on efficiency 

24 wha t:soever. 

25 0 For the record, there was no more in my question. 
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I simply said the costs an efficient carrier could achieve 

other than Sprint could achieve coming l n t o serve the 

territory. 

Moving on, you included nonrecurring costs in 

your expense pool; is that correct? 

A Yes . I 've ~alculated tho total cost to provide 

7 basic local service . That ' s certainly a component of the 

a 
s 

lC 

11 

12 

total costs. 

0 So the universal service fund would provide 

subsidy, in essence, going t o the nonrecurring costs; 

correct? 

A Well, 1 don't know that. All I ' ve been asked to 

13 do here is to provide a forward-looking estimat e for the 

14 cost of basic local service. I have done that . How the 

1! 

lE 

17 

f und would be administered is yet to be determined. 

0 Is it your under- -- &xcuse me . 

A It would depend, you know. You could include 

18 this in the revenue benchmark, for example . You could 

19 perhaps decide that we don ' t wanL that in there and in that 

2C case it could be taken out. 

21 But in providing an estimate for basic local 

24 service costa, it ' s a component ot providing basic local 

2~ service and it's properly included until directt~n given 

24 otherwise. 

25 0 And you would agree that if you ' re col l ecting 
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1 money through the fund to fund nonrecurr ing costs and you 

2 weren't including the revenues you receive from customers 

in the revenue benchmark, that you'd be double counting 

4 

! 

I 

7 

8 

those costs? 

A Not double counting them, but I think it would be 

appropriate to have a match there. 

0 Oksy. No~ earlier you stated that all the -- or 

something to this effect -~ that all of the etficiencies 

that are possible have already been inchded in Sprint's 

10 operations. Is that a portion of your summary? 

A Hr . Ruscua, I need to back up so we"re all clear . 

The revenues generated from service connection charges, 

for example, will not match the nonrecurring costs in 

general. I think the nonrecurring costa will exceed the 

cost recovery afforded from those rates. 

I'm sorry; could you ask your next question? 

Q But your answer still stands that they would need 

18 to be matched because --

19 

2( 

A 

0 

Yes, I believe they would. 

Earlier you indicated you believed, I think i n 

21 your summary you said this, that the efficiencies that 

22 could be captured were already ct ptured in Sprint's cost; 

23 ia that correct? 

24 A Yea. Let me talk about that for a moment. it I 

2! could. I heard Mr. Wood say, well, they 'll consolidate 
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1 their network maintenance center. We've already done 

2 

3 

4 

5 

E 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

lE 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

that . We ' ve got a network maintenance center, sits in 

North Carolina, that administers 

0 Excuse me . I actually had a question and you ' ve 

just started off on a mini monologue. 

Hy question was whether you had stated in your 

summary that you had included the efficiencies available in 

your current costa. And I need a yes for that to 

transi tion to my next question or a no if I improperly 

sununarized it . 

A Yes . I assumed you wanted to hear about it . 

0 I just want to ask you the following question : 

Isn 't it true that the nonrecurring costs reflect your 

actual Sprint experience at the present time? 

A Yes . And that ~s based on -- And I will explain 

now. It's based on use of consolidated network maintenance 

centers . It's use - - It reflects the use of automated 

provisioning systems, work force management ~utomated 

systems , which feed jobs to technicians with hbnd-hc1d HAS 

units. It reflects sonic technology. It reflects --

Mr. Wood suggested we still dig poles with posthole 

diggers . Mr. Laemmli informed me in his 20 years of 

outside plant, he ' s yet t o see that done in Sprint ' o 

24 territory . 

25 I believe that , yes, the cu:rent expense 
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1 relat:ionships that I have used in my cost: study which 

2 generate the 37\ reduction to 1997 expense levels reflect 

3 an efficient operation. It reflects most of the specific 

4 examples that the HAl documentation suggests are going to 

5 achieve efficiencies into the future. They're already in 

4 our network. So to the extent that they achieve 

7 efficiencies, they're already reflected in 1997 , and I 'm 

8 already 37\ below that level in my coat study . 

~ 0 When you calculated t:he nonrecurring costa pool 

10 upon which your factor was based, you did not reflect any 

11 adjustm~..ot for the fact t:hat t:he model you ' ro sponson.ng 

12 and involved wit:h deploys next generation diglral loop 

l; carrier equipment; is that correct? 

14 A Well, we are deploying next generation digital 

1! loop carrier in our network today. 

lE 0 Whac percentage of your actual costs reflect 

17 costs incurred using that type o! system as opposed to an 

18 older digital loop carrier system o:7 an analog system? 

1! A I'm not certain. However, the plant non opeci tic 

2C network operations in that category, my forward- l ooking 

21 study is 36\ below the 1997 ARMIS level. So it cert:ainly 

22. allows for some reduct:ion in t:hat expense lovel. 

0 But the question I asked you was in the pool of 

24 cost:s you used to calculate your cost factor, did you make 

2~ an adjustment in non recurring costa based on t:he tact t:hat 
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the model you sponsor uses next generation digital loop 

carrier to t he exclusion of older technologies? 

2395 

A Not at that level of specificity . I developed my 

expense loadings with full knowl edge of how they are 

5 applied and !unction in the model. To the extent that you 

E depict more eff icient technologies in the mo~~l. t o the 

7 extent th~t yoy predict torwgro-loQking levels of 

8 i nvestment , i.e., 27\ below the 1997 level, to the extent 

! that you look at the r esults and you see that your approach 

1( r eceives a 37\ reduction on 1997 levels of expense , to 

11 pursue some ~inutiae level of detail adjustment on top of 

12 that would be redundant. 

0 Earlier you were talking about fil l factor. And 

14 I believe your testimony indicates that your fill factors 

l~ have to take into account the r equirement that you provide 

lE service in th ree working days and satisfy 90\ ot trouble 

17 reports i n a certain time period; is that correct? 

18 

lS 

A 

0 

20 Florida? 

21 

22 

A 

0 

Yea, that's correct. 

Is BellSouth subj ect to the same requirements in 

I assume so. 

And BellSouth ' s !ill factor s !or feeder are 

2" significantly· less t han yours or significantly greater; 

24 i&n ' t that correct? 

25 A I don ' t know. Co you have them in front of you? 
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8 

s 

lC 

11 

238 6 

0 Yeah, you can accept, subject to check, that the 

ones reported by Ms. Caldwell are 11\ and yours range from 

69\ down to 63\ , based on the change you made earlier: 

that a fai r assessment of your change? 

~ And you're telling me that BellSouth's feeder 

fill factors are 71\ for every density zone? 

Q That's what' s been identified by Ms . Caldwell. 

A Well, it that's true, I would not characterize 

that as substantially higher, no, not at all. 

0 But you would agree that 

A I would suggest that the density zones , which 

12 cont ain the vast majority o! Sprint's access lines ie 

13 almost ide. ; ical , looking down this revised number where 

14 70\, 69, 68, 67, 66; thos~ are where t he majority of the 

1! lines are. So, 71, no, we're very similar, would be my 

11 conclusion . 

17 0 But you agree that both o! you are subject to the 

18 same rules and the fill factors that you ' ve identified are 

1! lower than those identified in BellSouth' n study; is that 

20 correct? 

2 1 

22 

23 

A 

0 

A 

Minimally lower. 

And they range from 69\ to 63\; is that correct? 

Sixty-two to seven. Again, for the density zones 

24 wher e the maj<ority of the lines are, they range from 65 to 

25 70. 
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0 Earlier you indicated that you felt in order to 

provide -- because you didn't know who would get a second 

line, you hsd to provide two distribution pair s to each 

household; is that correct? 

A Yes . 1 explained that the least con approach to 

provisioning diatribution plant is to put two pair ih at 

the time of initial installation. That's a practice that 

every facility-based telecommunications provider has in 

place as we apeak . 

Q And do you know what the number for distribution 

pairs for households is as reported by BellSouth? 

A No, I do not. 

0 Now if I live on a street that has ten hcuses and 

I know that between 15' and 20\ of those people are going 

to need a second line or maybe there's a future higher 

percent, isn't it true that I can simply run one cable all 

the way down the otreet that has all the pairs, let's say 

it's 500-foot street, and simply pull off that 1!>\ at the 

drop terminal as necessary without providing a full twico 

as many linea as the number of people on the street? 

A You could, but you're going to ~ave a huge coat 

22 penalty os your second line penetro~ion grows, which it 

23 is . As well as you've got a huge cost penalty, first of 

24 all. You have to come back and you've got to dig nAw 

25 trenches through streets, sidewalks, driveways, yards, 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 850-926-2020 



2388 

J landscaping. 

2 Now imagine the inconvenience t o the customer of 

~ doing business that way on top of this. Again , we're price 

4 cap regulated in Florida. We don't do -- You know, why 

5 would we do this if we didn't truly believe this was the 

E least cost approach to providing service? 

7 0 Isn't it true that if I run c. cable down the 

8 street, past all my drop terminals that has the number o! 

S paira necessary to serve tho people with one line, in 

lC addition, has some percentage more but luss than fully 

11 doubled, that I don ' t have to dig a single trench in order 

12 to or cut a single driveway or anything else -- in order 

13 to .o to my drop terminal pedestal, whatever it's called, 

14 and pull and attach the ~inc as necessary to the house as 

1! necessary? 

H A Only if you want to make an unrealistic fantasy 

17 assumption that second line penetration is not growing and 

18 we all know that it is. 

1! Q Is your expectation that you use two lines per 

20 distribution, two distribution lines --

21 COMMISSIONER GARCIA: tiaybe we should just don't 

2~ provide two lines to AT&T customers, and that way we would 

23 move along on this point . I think you 've mode your point, 

24 but, you Jcnow, we're --

25 BY MR. ROSCUS (Continuing): 
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1 0 I ' d like to ask you a couple of questions about 

<: your switch costs . You'' ve used default inputs in certain 

: instances because you believe that the results when those 

~ inputs a r e used are consistent with Sprint ' s current 

! experience; correct? 

}\ Yes . 

7 0 Isn ' t it true tha t Sprint ' s current experience in 

8 the SCIS data Sprint has provided to demonstrate its 

~ current experience does not reflect the inclusion of GR or 

10 TR-303 next generation compatibility? 

1l A No, I don' t t hink that is true . I think that the 

12 SCIS r uns r~flect TR-303 compatibility. The NGDLC devices 

1: assumed in this coat study certainly reflect TR-303. 

14 0 If I go through the 139 switches provided in your 

1! response to intel:"roglltor y No. 39 , do you know whether I ' ll 

}j find more than two switches that are identified and prices 

17 having compatibility with TR-303? 

18 A I don ' t know. Again, we use the switching 

1! algorithm for about half the switches. And it ' s my 

2( understanding that that is in conjunc tion with TR-303. The 

21 NGDLC inputs that 1 use are certainly TR-303 compatible. 

21 TR-303 increase! !Witching costs , by tho way. 

2: The savings from TR-303 is on tho loop side of the network, 

24 not on the switching side of tho network . 

25 0 Arc you suggesting that tho porta needed t o 
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1 support GR-303 are more expensive rather than less 

2 expensive? 

' A No, I'm suggesting that the overall switch 

7 

8 

' 
l( 

11 

12 

investment is more expensive . I associate the port coats 

wi th the loop. 

Q If you assume that for the purpose of the model 

that you ' re supporting that the port costs actually are 

included in the s witch , isn' t it true t hat the GR -- the 

ports necessary to be compatible with GR- 303 technology a r e 

actually less expensive than the por ts that r elate to older 

technologies? 

1\ Yes. 1 bel ieve that 's true. There is additional 

lJ eq "pment items as well. 

Q Now you have also for your small switches used 

15 the small switch option in the BCPM; correct? 

lE A Yea . 

0 And isn ' t that an option whereby rather than 

18 using your data, o r l e t ' s call the regular BCPH data for 

1~ switches unde r a certa in number of lines, you kick over 

2C i nto what's called the small switch mode and has prices 

21 r elated to those s witches? 

22 

23 

1\ 

0 

I think that's correct . 

Isn't it true that the dat a that the OCPH used to 

24 create those costs came !rom a study by Mr . Gable submitted 

2! to the FCC which based those prices on rural utility 
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l companies from the RUS? 

2 

3 

~ 

! 

I 

A I don't know. You're really getting into model 

questions . I'm not a model witness . Wha t you say could be 

t rue. 

0 I beg your pardon? 

A I said what you said could t:e true . I'm not a 

7 mod~l wi tness. 

8 0 Wore that the case , would you not agree that the 

9 efficiencies available to Sprint in ita 19 states is 

10 greater than that commonly available t o a small rural 

11 provider? 

12 

13 

A 

0 

14 discounts. 

1! A 

Eff iciencies in whot? What kind of efficiency? 

lta leverage in purchasing switches , in obtaining 

I don ' t know necessarily because what I have 

lE seen, for e xample, is that -- Let's go back to digital loop 

17 carrier. I've seen whore RBOCs buy more of the large sire 

18 digital loop carrier s and t hey get a better vendor price . 

1 ~ I've seen Sprint buy more small s . zes and, therefore, they 

2C get a better price than a bigger company. 

21 That may be the tact witn some RUS companies. 

22 They may buy more of the smaller switch sizes than Sprint 

23 does and, therefore, they may get a better vendor price . I 

24 don't know. 

2! 0 How many awitchaa are commonly deployed by A 
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1 small rural utility, rural telephone provider? 

A I don't know. I 've not studied t hat . I've not 

: studied the issue you ' re asking me about. I've not 

4 compared RUS companies ' swi tching costs to Sprint ' s . 

! 

E 

0 

A 

Does Sprint employ --

Again, let ' s back up here !or a minute because i t 

7 would be my understanding that the Sprint specific discount 

8 still applies in that algorithm. So to the eKtent that we 

, could purchase t hem cheaper, it would be my understanding 

11 that that discount gets applied in the model. 

11 So if what you ' re speculating is true, i t' s 

12 al ready reflected in the model results. 

13 

14 A 

Where did you get your understcndinQ from? 

I don ' t know. It's my understanding in general. 

15 That's why I satisfy a model input tor a switch vendor 

lE discount is because it then gets applied in the model . 

0 If somebody who had let 's say Intimate knowledge 

18 with the algori thms in the model were to testify that there 

I! were no such discount applied, would you have any reason to 

20 disbelieve t hat testimony based on your own personal 

21 knowled9e? 

22 A Well, don't tako it personally, but it would 

23 depend on who said it . lf Or. Brian Staihr said i t, I 

24 would be inclined to believe it. 

2! COMMISSIONER JACOBS: Can I ask you a question 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 950-926- 2020 



2393 

r ea l quick. 

A Yes. 

1 

2 

3 COMM1SSION£R JACOBS: I'll give you~ scenario. 

4 You h~ve a major competing comp~ny, who is going to come 

5 into your t erritory and they're going to compote with you 

6 on a UN£ basis. And you're going to have to buy a new 

7 swi t ch to serve t hat a~me territory thwt they 're going to 

8 be in . Okay? 

5 A Ri ght. 

lC COMMISSIONER JACOBS: You know they ' re going to 

11 use digita l loop technology. Are you going to go out ~nd 

12 buy a switch that won ' t allow you t o reduce your per line 

1~ inve etment substantially in tho futuro? 

14 A wnat was tne laet po r t o r your question, please? 

1~ COMl1 ISSIOil£R JACOBS: Are you going to go out and 

lE buy a swi t ch th~t won ' t allow you to reduce your per line 

17 investment in that t e r r itory in the futur~? 

18 A Ar e we going to replace our switch as the result 

lS of a new entr~nt coming in? 

20 COMMISSIONER JACOBS: No, no, no. Let'a say you 

21 have to. 

22 A 

23 

I have to r eplace my switch? 

COHHISSION£R JACOBS: Yea: that ' s tne 

24 hypothetical. Okay. Are you going to buy a switch ~o 

2~ compete in t hat territory that won't allow you to reduce 
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your per line investment substantially going forward? 

A I think I would buy them at -- If it occurred 

today, I would buy them at the prices I 've reflected in my 

forward-looking cost s tudy. That ' s why my forward-looking 

cost study shows a 53\ reduction of digital switching 

equipment. 

So I think the answer to your question is yes. I 

8 would buy the switch at today's lower price and that's what 

I've i ndicated in my cost study. 

1( COMMISSIONER JACOBS : So if that competitor were 

11 BollSouth o r GTE .snd they would track, their investment 

1; would track the Turner, which determine scope of coatiS for 

13 that s witch, and show declining costs over time , would you 

14 not look to make sure your i nvestment , your price for that 

1! s witch were not going to track what they're doing? 

A Well, at whatever point in time that !Switch was 

17 purchased, 1 think it would be b6sed on lhe current cost of 

18 !SWitching equipment . I f --

1! 

2( 

21 

22 

2: 

24 

2! 

COMMISSIONER JACOBS: No, answer -- Understand 

what I'm saying. I ' m saying you hove a competitor who has 

ability to go out and negotiate on pretty equal terms as 

you. 

A Right . 

COMMISSIONER JACOBS : And they ' re going t o go out 

and negotiate to acquire a reduction in investment per line 
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1 to go into your territory. 

< A Right . 

" ~~ISSIONER JACOBS : You're not going to go &nd 

4 do the same thing? 

5 A And I already have , I guess would be -- Yes. To 

t answer your question, yes, Sprint is price cap reCJulated. 

7 We want to get the cheapest switches possible. That is the 

8 way we ' ve approached the contract that is in place. That 

! contract has been ref l ected here. It reflects what you're 

1( talking about. That ' s why my study results in a SJ\ 

11 

12 

13 

1! 

11 

17 

18 

1' 

2( 

reduction in switching investment . 

COMMI SSIONER JACOBS: Okay. 

BY MR . RUSCUS (Continuing): 

Q Can you turn for a moment to page 72 BCPM model 

documentation? 

A I don't have that available. 

Q would you accept, subject to check, that footnote 

44 on that page indicates that the small switch curve used 

in this process was developed by Dr . David Gable of Queens 

College; it was presented to the FCC by Dr. Gable on August 

21 20th, 199? , in a study titled "Estimating the Cost of 

22 Switches and cable Based on Publicly Available Datil." Tho 

2j 

24 

25 

study was based on regression analysis using data provided 

by the Rural Utility Service. 

A ¥es1 I'll &ccept that . I recall reading that at 
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0 Okay. Hr. Dickerson, were you here yesterday 

when GTE witness Seaman told the Commission tha t he 

expected to acquire a universal service fund o! 

approximately 44 7 million dollars? 

239E 

A I'm not sure l was , but if you want t o go ahead 

and ask your ques tion . 

0 And Mr. Hart i n I believe s uggested something in 

! the ballpark for BellSouth o f 800 million, o r a billion t wo 

1( between them. Is it not the case t hat the BCPH model is 

17 

capable o f taking the coats result ing from your inpu~ and 

calculating at least a range o f fund size~ based on that? 

A Yes . I t's capable o f accepting various scenarios 

for benchmarks , r~venuo benchmarks , and then calculating a 

fund size based on a comparison of that revenue benchmark 

to the costs calculated in the model. 

0 Did you calculate any s~rvice fund size beyond 

18 tho 1.2 billion indicated by the other companies for 

lS Sprint? 

2( A I'm confused. One, I don ' t think a fund size 

21 was within the scope o! what was requested here, but I'm 

22 contused . You ' re saying 1.2 billion and I' m totally 

23 baffled. 

24 l do have in front oC me that at a S31 and $51 

2! revenue benchmark that the fCC suggested, my cust results 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 850-926-2020 



1 

2 

' 
4 
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i nvestment of 69 mil l ion . 

0 That waa my question. 

A 'leah. 

2397 

! 

! 

0 And that 's just tor Sprint ' s territories and not 

for the territories identified yesterday; is that correct? 

7 A That's correct. And I wasn ' t clear if you we re 

8 putting out total Florid~ numbers. 

9 

lC 

11 

12 

13 

0 'lea, sir . 

MR. RUSSELL: 1 have no further questions . 

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON : Staff, how much will you have? 

MS. KEATING: Not more than five minute . 

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: How much ;~direct is 

14 anticipated? 

l! MR. REHWINKEL : lt will depend . 

11 CHAIRMAN JOHN SON : Okay . Go ahead. 

MS . KEATING: Chairman Johnson, be!or~ 1 begin 

19 I'd li ke to ask that Staff's exhibit for t his witness be 

19 identified for the record. 

2( We would ask that Exhibit KWD-3, which is the 

n deposition transcript, the Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit 

22 Nos. 1 t hroug h 7, and c rra t4 sheet from Mr. Dickoraon's 

2' September 16th deposition be identified as Exhibit 92. 

24 CHAIRMAN JOHNSON : 1 have i t as 91. Is it 91? 

25 HS. KEATING: I believe it ' s 
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CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: No, you're right . 

MS. KEATING: I believe it's 82 . 

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON : It will be 82 . 

23!18 

MR. REHWINKEL: And, Madam Chairman, if I might , 

~ Mr. Dickerson has provided somewlere to me or within the 

E organization an errata sheet to his deposition . r would 

7 like t o have the opportunity just to provide that. We 

8 could do it as a late-filed, if t~at would be more 

S efficient. 

l~ CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: You said you do have it now, 

ll though? 

12 HR. REHWINKEL: r don't nave it wi th me. 

CHAI RMAN JOHNSON: We ' ll do it as a late-filed. 

It wi l l be Late-filed 83 . 

13 

14 

l~ 

1E 

17 

18 

1$ 

2( 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2! 

(Exhibit 82 marked for identification.) 

(Late-Filed Exhibit 83 identified.) 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY HS. KEATING: 

Q G?od afternoon, Hr . Dickerson . I 'm Beth Keating 

for Commission Staff , and I've real l y just gol a few 

questions . 

Firat off, BellSouth and GTE have indicated that 

they use certain indexes in calculating their i nputs into 

tho modd. 

A Yes. 
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Q Did Sprint Flor ida use any index in calculating 

ita inputs? 

A No, it did not . I used current coats . And, 

again, my understanding of the TPI factors generally is 

they bring historic costa up t o curr ent costs. And I think 

I've established the results ot my study produce 

substantial reductions !rom current coats today. So I 

would think it would be redundant to apply them to the 

inputs that I've developed. 

1( I'm not that close to Dell and GTE ' a inputs, so 1 

11 don't know if there is some reason , some different 

12 methodology that would justify their use i n their approach 

1: or not. 

14 0 Okay. Thank you. 

1! Are you familiar with AT,T ' s witneso Lerma's 

lE rebuttal testimony? 

17 A Yea, I ' ve looked at it. I don 't know if I have 

18 got it here or not. 

1! 0 Well, you may not need to rsfor to it f or this 

2C question. But in his rebuttal testimony, witness Lerma 

2J indicated that GTE-Florida had properly removed non-

22 recurring costs from its calculation of the basic local 

2: coats. But he said he couldn't determine whether Sprint-

24 

2! 

Florida had dono the same. 

A No, we did not. Again, my undet~tanding is we 
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1 were asked to estimate the total cost of basic local 

2 serv! ce and that's cer tainly a cost of providino that. As 

: we discussed earlier, you know, depending on how the 

4 Commission wants to go with this, it can be removed or it 

~ can be recognized in a revenue benchmark to the extent 

t there's some charges that help recover these costs in 

7 addition to the recurring charges. 

8 0 Mr . Lerma al-so indicated that Sprint does not 

S advertise basic local service. So Sprint should not 

10 include any advertising expense in the calculation of basic 

11 local service. 

12 First off, does Sprint advertise basic local 

13 service? 

14 A Well, certainly Sprint does image advertising. 

1! Sprint does second line promotions. I guess , further , a 

lE lot of these adjustment discussions are down into the 

17 details. 1 guess I'd take us back to Exhibit KWD-2. Those 

18 expenses Mr. La~ is talking about would be booked in 

lS customer service . The category of customer and corporate 

2( operations in my cost study, the level of expense is 62\ 

21 below tho 1997 level. That's far and a way sufficient to 

22 cover any marketino expenses that Mr. Lerma ia concerned 

2: about. 

24 COMMISSIONER CLARK: I'm sony. Just so I'm 

2! clear : You think there should be marketino expensea in 
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1 figured into the 8CPM in some input? 

2 A Well, I'm not certain, but the question I 

' answered was do you incur marketing e xpense s associated 

4 with basic local service. And my response was, yes, we do, 

! particularly as you head into a forward-looking competitive 

I environment . 

7 lfhat I then went on to say is the customer and 

8 corporate op and marke ting would be part of that category. 

9 My forward-looking cost study has 86 million dollars worth 

10 of expense in that category . My 1997 level of expense was 

11 228 million. So I'm 621 below. 

12 So certainly you can view that as nowhere near 

1: the totality of the expense categories where marketing 

H expenses are booked would show up ln n•y forward-looking 

1! cost study. In fact, only 38\ of the total 1997 level 

1! costs for that category are in this cost study. 

17 COMMISSIOnER CLARK: But it's your testimony that 

18 it should be in the cost study? 

lS A Some level of marketing expense, yes. And I 

20 think that the level is going to relate to wha t you include 

21 in your revenue benchmark . To the extent that you include 

22 any additional revenues beyond basic local service 

2: revenues, my position only increases. You know, you 

24 certainly would include them to the extent t hat you were 

2! going to include any vertical services . In fact, you need 
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1 to include the cost for those services . 

l COMMISSIONER CLARK : What if we don ' t include 

: them? lfbat would be t he purpose of including image 

7 

a 

advertising? 

A Well, in a forward-looki ng environment , where we 

have predicted subs tantial reductions, the logic being 

driven t hat we ' r e t a lki ng about a forward-looking 

compet iti ve envi r onment which will fu r ther ~iscipline 

companios to be more efficient, I think it ' s only fair to 

suggest that in t hat same envi ronment t hey ' re going to 

advertise to attract and retain customers . 

FUrt her, we ' ve already included the demand 

associated with second lines . In fact, the model includes 

H the dem~ond associated with all lines. In order to 

l! calculate the lowest unit cost on the loop part of this 

lE network, it includes the demand tor all lines , special 

17 access, business lines . You certainly are going to have to 

18 advertise and keep cont act with your businers customers. 

1~ And those units are included in this cost study so as to 

2C depict the overall unit economies of scale that come about. 

21 COMMISSIONER CLARK: Thank you . 

22 A Again, I hope I ' m not troubling you . There is 

2' not substanti al amounts of marketing expense in this cost 

24 study. 

25 COMM ISSIONER CLARK: Thank you . 
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1 MS. KEATING: Thank you. Staff has no further 

2 questions. 

" COMMISSIONER CLARK: I did have one other. 

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON : Commissioners. 4 

s COMMISSIONER DEASON: I ' m looking -- I'm looking 

E at your Prefiled Exhibit KWD-1 that was attached to your 

7 pretiled direct. 

8 A Okay . Do you have a page number? That would :be 

S the coat study itself? 

1C COM.MlSSIONER DEASON: Ri<;ht . 

11 Okay . 

12 C~~ISSIONER DEASON: And I ' m looking at page 1 

13 of the results section . 

14 A 

1! 

11 $31.78. 

Okay. This would be the one that showed $31.78. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Right . It references the 

11 I guess my first question J s in r eference to that 

18 $31 .78, you had mentioned in your testimony that you 

1! compared that to the $31 revenue benchmark that at leasl 

2C FCC has proposed. Do you support the use of a revenue 

21 benchlllark? 

2< A No, r don't. That's a st:andard BCPM output. ·No, 

23 I think Sprint's position would be it should be an 

24 affordability comparison, that issue, and several 

25 economists testified to it. W~'d like to see the iss~~ 
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1 focused on those customers who truly can ' t afford to pay 

2 the cost of providing them service. And that would -- You 

know, with that type of focus, it puts the focus on the 

4 right issue: Can these customers afford to pay l t o r not? 

~ COMMISSIONER DEASON: But should we be 

E subsidizing -- Is that your definition of universal service 

7 fund, the purpose of universal service fund? 

8 A comparison of the cost , of a deavoragod cost to 

S an effordebility mechanism? Yes, I believe it would . 

lC I could provide you an example . My wife and I 

11 live in a rural area. We live abou t 40 miles south of 

12 Kansas City. Combined, we've got a six-figure income. Our 

13 basic local service rate is S5.2S. I've got a SLIK rate on 

1~ top,_ it. We're paying $ . 8.75 for basic local servi~e . 

1~ If you do a revenue compa rison, you ' re not 

H capturing the !act that my wife and 1 could a fford to pay 

17 substantially more for our service. 

18 COMMISSIONER DEASON : Well, then arc you -- You 

1! think the Conunission then should get income f igures from 

20 all customers and determine who can pay wha t and ba~e rates 

21 on that? 

22 I'm not an economist and so I don't know that I'm 

23 the beat person to provide you guidance for how to 

24 establish the e!fordebility benchmark that you would 

2! compare to. 
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1 COMMI SSIONER DEASON: So you disagree with the 

2 testimony we had yesterday that the purpose of universal 

3 service i s to subsidize the service, not to subsidize 

4 cust omers? 

24 0~ 

5 A No, I think - - No, I think - - I believe that what 

E I'm sugges ting does subsidize the service and, in fact, 

1 does not subsidize customers. 

8 What i t does is it says if it costa $50 to 

S provide service where I live, let's not subsidize Kent 

lC Dickerson and Pat Dicke r son who can c l early a f tord to pay 

11 the SSO. 

12 COMMISSIONER DEASON: So what if you have a 

13 neighbor ""o cannot, they pay a different rate even though 

14 you're in the same area? 

1~ 

lE 

A Well, at some point you're not going to be able 
( 

to get it down to Kent Dickerson and his neighbor . But 

11 what you try and do is say we think $30 is a raaaonable 

18 level of costs . And, yeah, there might be some Bill Gates 

1~ out there, but how many of the total people we're looking 

2C at here, what is the percent of Bill Gates and Kent 

21 Dickersons. 

22 What you're really trying to say is at a level 

2: that • s administratively feasible, let ' s say that tho coats, 

24 the reasonable levol tha t people should be paying i:l SJO. 

2~ If the cost is $50, we won ' t ask them to pay 50; we'll ask 
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1 them t o pay 20 . The companies providing service to then; 

2 will ; e t the other $20 . That $20 would be revenue neutral 

: to r eductions in other rates so that t here is no windfall 

4 to t he s ervice provider .. 

~ I t hink this dovetails with t he comments I heard 

1 you say in the af fordable local service proceeding. 

7 COMM ISSIONER DEASON: Yeah . We ' re not here to 

6 figure out what I think. We're here to figure out what you 

! think. 

1( 

11 

12 

1: 
H 

1~ 

lE 

17 

Okay. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON : The $31.76 is the capped 

amount can you briefl y explain to me - - I understand that 

there is a $10,?00 limitation. How does that mechanism 

work and what is t he rationale for it? 

A The rationale for it is at some point it becomes 

so expensive to serve certain extremely ru~a l customers 

that you are going to look !or an alternative technology, 

16 probably a wireless technology. And i t caps the overall 

1! investment to serve that customer al $10 , 000. 

2( COMMISSIONER DEASON: And the reason for that is 

2 thoro coul d be an alter native -- There ' s something else 

22 that could bo cheaper than actually running the wire that 

23 distance which would r esult in $10 , 000 per line costs? 

That is correct. 

2! C~ISSION&R DEASON: Okay. That limitation does 
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not address the fact that chere could be contribucions in 

aid of construction; does it? 

A No, it does noc. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON : Does the model -- Does BCPM 

address the fact that there can be contributions in aid of 

construction tor some customers? 

A No. It could be modified or that could be 

r ecognized in some fashion, but the filings we made have no 

inputs or mechanisms on that issue. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON : Should it? 

A Yes; I think if you're going to continue those, I 

12 chink you ' d need to deal with it. I don't think it's 

1, probab' · material to this two million overall =alcuiation , 

14 but, yeah, I think you could look at it and allow for it . 

1: COMMISSIONER DEASON: Do you know wha t the rule 

11 in Florida is concerning CAlC? In all honesty, r don't 

17 

18 

1! 

2( 

21 

22 

2; 

24 

2! 

know if that rule is still in effect or not. I chink it 

is; at least in my rule book it says ic ' s still in effect. 

A Nc, air; I'm not familiar with that. I know 

the 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: It's five times annual 

revenue, annual base race revenue in a simplistic form, 

chat if the cost of providing service, of extending service 

exceeds that, that that amounc in excess of five cimes 

annual base rate revenue can be collected from customers. 
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A Okay. 

COHMISSION£R DEASON: So you don 'c chink chat 

would have a material impacc especially in some of che low 

density areaa? 

A Is that in the form of you charge an addicional 

monthly charge or is chat just 

COMMISSION£R DEASON: It can be collected upfront 

in cash or it can be collected over a period of years in 

additional surcharges on the bill . 

A I think that if chat is applied regularly, you 

11 know, I think it shoul d be looked at , to answer your 

12 question . I know that it ' s troublesome public policy co 

U colle ' those. 

14 COMMlSSION£R DEASON: Well, we've tal ked -- I 

1: know we're dealing in theoretical and we're ~alking about 

11 building a system which has even been characcerized as 

17 falling out of the sky. But in reality, if we were 

18 building a new system for al l those high cost customers, 

1! chey would be expected to pay some of that additional cost 

20 above aome certain level and that would we not be asking 

21 other customers to subsidize them . And, in fact , if the 

22 co.mpany received that NCIAC and then also received in 

23 universal service, it appears to me that there may be the 

24 possibility of a double recovery; do you agree with that? 

2! A Oh, I agree. I think we need lo look at it and 
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1 see what leve~ of contributions in aid of construction ar~ 

2 occurring . I think it should reflect th~t . I do not 

3 support recovering the same costs twice . 

COMMISSIONER DEASON : Moving to page 6 nf the 

5 r esult section of your exhibit . 

E A Well, Why don ' t you go ahead and a1k your 

7 que~tion, I ' m not sure I 'm-- Okay. Here I am. 

8 COMMISSIONER DEASO!l : Do you have that? 

A 'tea , I do. 

10 COMMISSIONER DEASON: I ' m looking at the line 

11 data section. And this information is provided by density 

12 zones. 

13 

14 

A ...:orrect . 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: And I was curious as t o the 

15 number of residential lines in various density zones as 

1E compared to the number of households in various density 

1 7 zones. And the information to me-- Well, for example, in 

18 your 5,000 to 10,000 zone, you show data of 56 households 

lS and no residential lines. And them for the zone greater 

20 than 10,000, you show 5 ,660 households and 11,948 

21 residential lines. That doesn't appear on ita face to be 

22 rational. Can you explain that? 

23 A Not entirely, I don't think. I'll tell you what 

24 I know, Commissioner. We provi ded i nputs t~ the model of 

2! actua l workinq lines by wire center. The model itself then 
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1 dist ributes those to the density 1ones based on the Bureau 

2 of Census data. 

' It appears like there's -- The 56 to zero is -- I 

4 don ' t know what that is . It ' s kind of small . But an 

! expectation of having more lines to households is my 

E expectation in more dense areas but not by the factors 

7 shown here. So I cannot explain that . 

9 COMMI SSIONER DEASON : Well, in the least dense 

! area it shows that there is about t wo-thirds -- the rati~ 

1( of residential lines to household is about two-thirds. Do 

11 you consider that to be representative nationally of low 

1: dense zones? 

1' A I don't think it ' s that great nationally. I 

14 think that occurs, but I don ' t know that I would say that ' s 

1! represented nationally. 

11 COMMISSIONER DEASON : Okay . Do you have an 

17 explanaLion for t he greater than 10 , 000 , why it appears 

18 that every household t here has at l east t wo lines or the 

l! vast majority of every household has two lines? 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A In the greater than 10, 000? 

COMMISSIONER DEASON : Yes, greater than 10,000. 

A I don ' t know for certain. You hoard o lot o f 

discussion about households versus housing u~ita. It could 

be that what we ' re seeing here is working linea that we ' re 

still billing for that aren't considered a household unit 
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1 in the Bureau of Census because they a r e snow birds. 

2 COMMISSIONER DEASON : And I ' m looking at the , 

: towa rds the end of your result section show the resLlts in 

4 costs per line per month tor the various wire centers . And 

I'm looking at paqe 1 of 2 ot that particular section . 

A Yee. 

7 ~OMMISSIONER DEASON : Can you tell me whore the 

8 wire center designated ELFD is locate~? Tt has a cost per 

9 line per month of almost $8 , 300 . 

1( Let me look at something for a minute . I think 1 

ll looked at t his earlier . I think that ' s on a military 

12 facility. 

HR. REHWINKEL : That's Eqlin field . 

A And I don't think this materially affects my 

1! st:atewide result:s, but I would allow -- I don't stand by 

}j that number. 

17 The p roblem was we don't have the access line 

18 count because they had the switch. 

1! COMMISSIONER DEASON: Commissioner Garcia said he 

2C would move there and he'd a9ree not to take telephone 

21 service it you would pay him S8,300 a month. 

2: Out of curiosity, could you tell me where HRFD 

23 wire center is located? 

24 

2! 

MR. REHWINKEL: That's Hurlburt Field . 

COMMISSIO!IER DEASON: That' a another military 
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1 installation? 

2 MR. REHWINKEL: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Okay. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER CLARK: I had one question. I 

~ noticed you ansver on the cost of cap1tal used in your 

E study, you say as provided in t he FCC Order , the FCC 

2412 

7 authori2ed rate of retur n is 11 , 11 . 25\ was used. Are we 

8 compelled to use that ir. our coat study, your FCC 

9 authori2ed? I know we had testimony on it, but I have to 

10 say I didn't road the testimony. 

11 A No, 1 don ' t think you are compelled to use it. 

12 I ' m not certain i! you would ask the FCC to also use your 

13 model and your calculation to calculate your federal , that 

14 stipulation may apply. But l f you 're just t ry1n9 to 

1! determine your Florida without necessarily askin9 the FCC 

lE to use t hat same calculation at the federal level, I t~lnk 

17 you ' re f ree to do whatever you deem best. 

18 

1~ 

2( 

21 

22 

COMMISSIONER CLARK: Why did you use it? 

A Because we be1ieve -- W~ll , one, I think our cost 

of money witness, Or. Billin9sley, I think his analys i s of 

forwa rd-lookinq cost of capital shows it to be very much in 

line with wha t ho predicts to bo a proper level of cost o( 

2; capital for a forward-lookinq environment. So that ' s 

24 really why we uaod it. 

2! The FCC has endorsed it fo r federal universal and 
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1 it'4 4Upported by our cost of money expert's analysis. 

2 COMMISSIONER CLARK : I'm not c lear. Is that for 

3 you or tor tho general universal service fund? 

4 A I think to the extent that you 're looking at the 

5 forward-looking cost of capital in a competitive 

1 environment for service providers, 1 think you could use 

7 that coat of money for all, for the total pool, if you 

e will . 

~ COMMISSIONER CLARK: So cost of capital wouldn't 

1! bt> a company-specific input? 

11 A I would say probably not. 

12 COMMISSIONER CLARK: Okay. 

1: CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Redirect. 

14 HR. REHWINKEL: No redirect, ;~ddam Chairman. 

1~ CIIAlRHAN JOHNSON: Exhibits. 

11 HR. REHWlNKEL: Sprint would move -- And I 've 

17 lost t rack of the-- 80 and 81. 

18 CHAIRMAN JOHNSON : Show those admitted wi thout 

l5 object ion. 

20 (Exhibits 80 and 81 admitted.! 

21 MS. KEATING: Stat! moves 82 . 

22 CHAIRMAN JOHNSON : Show that admitted without 

22 objection. 

24 

2~ 

(Exhibit 82 admitted.) 

MS. KEATING: Actually, I believe there was an 83. 
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1 CHAIRMAN JOHNSON : It ' s the Late-Filed 

HR. REHWINKEL: We're going to talce a 15-mlnute 

~ break. 

(Brief recess.) 4 

~ CHAI~ JOHNSON: We're going to go back on the 

E record. 

7 Preliminary matter, I understand that there ' s 

8 another witness that maybe the parties have reached 

~ agreement on. 

lC MR . MELSON: Yea. t believe we can stipulate i n 

11 Mr. Laemmli, if I ' m pronouncing it right. 

u 

13 

14 

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Mr . Laemmli . 

HR. REHWINKEL: Yes. 

CHAI~~N JOHNSON: Commissioners, will there be 

15 any questions tor Laemmli or can we just stipulate? 

Okay. Then we can excuse Mr . Laemmli . 

17 Do we need to talco care of i t right - - I guess we 

18 could take care of it right now . 

1! MM . REHWINKEL: Yes . 

2C CHAI~ JOHNSON: Do you want t o go ahead 11nd do 

21 everything now? 

22 

23 

24 

HR. REHWIHKEL: Ye5. 

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Okay. 

HR. REHWlHKEL: Like we did it curller , we could 

2~ j us t move Hr . Laemmli's testimony and exhibits i nto the 
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1 record. 

2 CHAlRMAN JOHNSON: Okay. We'll insert his 

3 testimony into the record as though read . 

5 

6 

1 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

11 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. REHWINKEL: Yes. 

2415 
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BEPOR£ mE PLORJDA PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION 

REBtmAL TES'J11\fONY OF CARL U. LAEMMLJ 

ON B£8ALF OF SPRINT-PLORJDA. lNCORPORA n:o 

DOCKET 980696-TP 

StJ'TEMBER 2, 1991 

PI- ttale yoar ume, b~~tlacu addrua, employer ud rurnal pos.ltJoa. 
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My name is Carl H. Lacmnli. My busincsuddreas is 4220 Sllawncc Mission Parlcway, Suite 

203A, Fairway, lCanJu 6620S. I am prescnlly employed u Senior ~ - NeiWOflc 

eo.cu.lilr Sprd/Uriled Mlntpncr1 ~. I am ICSlifying OD behalf or Sprint·F1orid&. 

lncorpor-"11 (hereafter n:fcrrad to u "Sprinl" or the "Company'). 

Pleau d<tttibe your cdueaUcuJ bad<&J'OUnd aad budaw uperkocr. 

I received a Bldlciof' of Scieftce dqree ift Businct.s Adminisu'llion from Central MWoun 

State University in 1983. 

I llave 22 yean or cxpcricnoe in Local Loop planning. design. construction, CCHting and 

Cu.romcr Sc:Moc Opcraliont in l\lral, urban and .. butban cnviroMICflts My expcric:nce 

includes Line and Stall' respomibilitlcs for local loop design; new tcd>nology evaluation and 

Rippon, Opetatlonal Suppon Syucm (OSS) design and implancntttlon; Necworic and 

Operations Pollcy developcncnc, Polley dcvdopmc:nl and implcmcn1adon of Network and 

OpcrationaiiUppoll for Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CL£C's) for both u..EC and 
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CLEC operations.. I am aum~tly responsible for nc:rworlc .ond <>pentlotu costif18 fO< 

2 unbomcflcd .Cwwic dcmcots, uniYersaJ JCtVice fund and O<hef producl oft"eriop 

3 From 1976 to 19711 p«formcd cont!'la Cfl8inccrina desiSI' WO<Ic of urban local loops for 

4 ~ Bdl Tdcpholoe Company and run! multi·pany dimm&tioo projccu fO< UNted 

S Telephone in Mluouri .. (Sprint). 

6 

7 From 1971 10 1985, I wu employed by United Tdephone (Sprint) with responsibility for 

8 local loop plannina, daign, costing and COI\SitUaion, indndill8 coppo- loops, Diaital 

9 Subsaibcr Loop Carrier (DLC), u well u local and interoffice fiber optic cable 

10 I \YOBod on United Telephone'• (Sprint'•) TClW operations t~a!Tiiom 191S to 1987 with 

II responsibility for CUst0<11cr Savice Opention. methods and OSS implementation 

12 From 1917 to 1994, with United Telepbooe {Sprint) in New Jeney, I held positions of 

13 Networlc EnaU-ina Manser. (Rcaponsible for Outside Plant (OSP) and Special Circuit 

14 ~.Service Ccnlcr Mlnaaer (Responsible fO< DUpatch, Assi8J1mellt. Testlna and 

IS the Repair Call Center) and ARa Service Manager fRcaponsible for Residential and Small 

16 Business Customer ln<~ollotion, Repair and Net\YOB Maintenance) 

17 

I a Prom I 99-4 to the prescnl I have hdd teveral c:orpora1e staff positions wnh Sprint/Unued 

19 M~ Company. I have had responsibility for: Ncc\YOB Suppon of Access 

20 ~ New ~ tcch.-..o!osY UJC:IImClnlftmplcrnentalion, OSS d~elopment. 

21 N«woitc and ()pcnliorw Policy De. cl c jAtiOII; R.edts dcYdopmcrll, Opcratiom and NelwoB 

22 Polley and Methods development f0< Unbundled Networlc Element and Reule 

2J ~ I have abo been responsible fO< the devdopmcnl of the Opentions 

2-4 inl'ruttucture CO< Sprint - Natiol\allntqvated Services, Sprint '• Cl.EC I am CUifcntly 

2 
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responsible fM ndWOI1c and opentions costing for unbundled n«WOit clements. univasal 

2 ICMce fllnd llld ocbcr producl ofl"erinaa. 

3 

• Q. Wlult is tk pwrpo~e ofyoar ttstlmooy! 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

I• 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

~ 

2S 

A. The purpoec of my IC1Idmony is 10 ~ 10 the direct testimony and e>.hibiu of Mr. James 

W. Wells tallif)Vc on bdlalf oOACJ T ._,IIIUnieations Corpontion and Mr. Don J. Woodt 

ICIIiJYioa on behalf of AT&T Communicatlons of lhe Soulhcm Stales llld MCI 

Tdo MIICU . , • .,.. with rapea to the vUdily oroc:naln HAJ Model aaumptions =-~inputs. 

• Oioa• proper~ aizina ofCatricr ~Areas (CSA) llld lhe lmpaa thai thd 

1izina 111-lll haw on enhanced scrvioes llld USP model outcomes 

• ldaitillca rcaliJdc: S~Naure aharina opportunities; lhows thai the HAl ltl\lcrute lhatina 

~an:~ U!WppOrtcd, bucd on pure conjCICiute, and ate not lidlievablc today 

or in tho 6nure. 

• Demollltlatclt that lhe HAl nalionll ddlwh • plant rnix perc:cntages arc irrelevant and 

inapproprialc w Florida cooditiona. and ate not .. pponcd by roa. 

• Shows thiiATATtnd MCI'ussumpdon of ullintJ ""~'!"" "TI" co IIC'fVC rcmocc cu~tomen 

b not fOI'WVd-looldna and will deprive rural a~Jtomcn of occ:cu to cManccd ICMces 

Ia additiOll, my ICIIimony iclaltillcs lnsunccs in which AT&T and MCI mitquote, omil key 

inlbuntlion .nd nUtpply uodric.l rd'o a....; iNtanoes in which AT&: T and MCI 1tate one ICC 

l 



002419 
of~ In their doc:umenwion and then f&ilto apply I~ auumption In the HAl 

4 by~ .ro providcd In Exhibit Cffi. Rebuttal I. 

s 

6 Cantu Servia& Area (CSA) Slzilnc 

7 

8 Q. Ban yo. ud tbt oppor1oolty lo rcwlcw tile IIAI MINk/ ~ and HAl lopuu 

9 Penf6 (BIP) tiled by Mr. Doa Wood ud Mr. James Wdll rdatln Ill~ «qi.o--'aa 

10 dellp or Carrier Sen-lila Atu1 (CSAJ)f 

II 

12 A. Yos. 

13 

14 Q. Docs Spriatlaave •rrr COAcrnu rtpn:llnc the CSA encJuMr•DI des lao prladplcs uud by 

IS tbe BAJ Madd1 

16 

17 A. Yea. Ill definlna the cnaJnecM8 pritw:iplcs behind CSA desi&n. Bellcon ll&le:t that. 

II 

19 Tho eiiOiution ortbe nctwort tt.t CUI provide diaitaJ acMc:a usins distributioa p~an~ 

20 e..;rdia bu lod to tho deWllopmcnl o( the C.-: A Conccpc A CSA Is a ibOgrapltic:al 

21 area that iJ, ot could be lerYOd by. a OLC L om a Malo remote termln&l lite and 

22 withlll which &II loopl. wlthoul oonditioNna or desian. arc cspabl~ of providina 

73 COI1Ya1donal ~ mcss.ac ICMce, disJtal lala service up to 64 kbs. and aomc 

24 2·wire. locally ~witched \'Oic»gadc spec:W acMc:a' [FoocnotC:t are includ.:d u 

2S endnotct In Eldlibit CHL·l ). 
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Eaenlially, 8 I :oc ddinod the "fotWIId-b>lcina technology" that serves as the basis for both 

lho HAl tnd 80'M CCIII proxy modda. At issue is the proper CSA aeographic lim That is, 

wfwl is the bUat cillanoe lhll a customer should be &om the Diaital Loop Cania1 Sprint 

aqlp0rtl l2,000 fcet(l21cft). AT&T tnd MCl.lhlough the HAl modd inpuu, auppott 18,000 

feet ( IS left). 

nu !we is Wpoltd bccw .,.. il tw an impact on nc1wori: cost tnd the ability or the networ1c 

to 1Uppoc1 advanced 'CfVicca. In aencnJ, the latget CSA'a proposed by AT&T tnd MCJ 

will rea;k in lower COlli, Iince there- fewa- DLC'a required However,t~t will impede the 

JXO•ilioo o(edwnccd Ja'\'ic:a becat•'C of the IOftaet cliSI&nCCS from the DLC to the cwtomcr 

AT&T and MCl suppon an 18,000 fooc CSA based on a rngle n:Ccrmc:.: to a Bdlcorc 

~. In lhcirdocumcncalion, AT&T and MCI mi»CJXC$CIU IWemeniiUpp<lfting IS,OOO 

rooc CSAa 10 be • direct quote liom the rd'crcuced Bdlccre doatmcnt. The 8dlcore n:Ccrmcc 

iJ clearly taken out or context. It refers to • plant decit~~• that requires load coils and is. 

therefore. dearly noc forward-lookina nor rdcvan: to thia procccdi"C. 

FI.W1hamorc, theqo;datiool bu bcco ma1aialty altered from the oripw IOWCC wtuch aaually 

~ CSA placemcntJ bqpM!na at 24,000 feet, noc IB,OOO fed 

f"lnllly, 11,000 rooc CSA liza are inc:onsutcnt with indwtry Pf'IC(ic:c. and other Bdlcot"e and 

AT&T documcoulion. 

Oa pace 36 el Ole DIP, Hdioa 1. '·'· AT&T aad MCI provldr a dlrut quote rroaa 

Bdlcorc doc:uaaau, DOC Notn 0 11 tlr• N-.ll - 1991, p./141 11 tuppor11al u 11,000 

s 
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fOOl .uillllllll dbtaacc from lb~ Cealral omee IO lb~ CUJIOmtf'. J)oea lhiJ doauntol, 

Ia Cact, nppott aa 11,000 foolmulmum dlsUacd 

rcferrins 1o a nccwortc deaian 1bat iJ not forward·loolcing and hu no rclev&nc:e to Ibis 

The ATcUIMCl c:illlion rdcn OtJiy to tho "ReYiJcd RaiJuncc Deaian" (IUlD) method of 

c1eaianina local POTS loops, not 10 CSA design. The R.RD method Is 1101 a forward..Jooldna 

clellan mclbod, u it reoonmiCCldJ lold coils on pain that extend between I a.ooo feet and 

2.4,000 feel tom the central office. In ill order in tho USF Doclccl. tho FCC apeei6calty 

~~&~ea 11w 1o14 co1.1s &tO Inconsistent with tho rcqu!Rd fOfW&fd looking lldWOflt desian 

110 on1ct 11a1a, "Loed coils should not be used ......... ,..they impede t.bc provlsioo or 

AdditiOII&IIy,ln what Is rqii'UCI\Icd by AT&.T and MCito be a diroct quoto from tbiJ 

~ doamx:al., tho quOCilion hu been materU!Iy altered 10 JUpj)Ofl lbdt position 

A TctT tUid MCI rcpretenl tho document u saying. "Loops exc:ecdina I I •fl in Jcnath 

Jonaer than z~ #.ft &hould be bnple.nentcd Iaing Disi . .ll Loop Canicr ... ". 

Fwtbermorc. ATctT and MCl bavo nllde a lianifieant omiulon The IWemont." loopJ 

1 a left to 24 ld\ in lqth (lndudina bridacd·IJp) "-ld be loaded and bavo loop n:sislanca 

lo&l than« oqu11 to ISOO olvns." hu been omitted from t.bc middle of tho dirOCI quote. The 

6 
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00242 2 
RRD pliddincs ceooc•••oend IIIII Ioops II kft In lalgth and less. includina bridged. 

tap. should be non-loedcd ancl have a loop rcsitUnce of I )00 ohms or leu. loops 

18 kft to 24 kft ln ICfiilli (mdudlng bridged up) ahould be loaded and have loop 

reliiUnccs lea than or equal to I SOO ohms; loops lol1ga' than 24 ldl should be 

Implemented usina Digital Loop Canict (DLC) u a fint c:hoioe or by CR.EG or 

MLRO u second c:hoioes" ' ' 

HAl' 1 illcolnpk:tc and inaca.ntc rcfcrcncc to this Bellc:ore documcniJ dcaz1y provides no 

a~ppoct for their position. 

Docs the d ocumeat/k/lcorY: Nota 011 the Nnworit -menaced by IUP ·provide.,., 

••PIIOJ1 rdatlve to tbe IIJe or d tbtr 11,000' or 11,000' mulmuau ror Carritr Suriac 

Areal! 

Yea, on the nex1 Pl&e. in ace~ ion 12 I 4 &1/ccn Noru on tiN N1twarts', •peab atiCfiilli 10 

Carrier ScMoe A.rc:a De:sisn and 10 the need for ~ 12,000' maximum loop to 1Uppon enhanced 

r.dlitlcs baa led 10 the development of the CSA Coocepc A CSA is a geograpbical 

lt'Ca tlll11a, or could be .cMd by, a DLC from a..,. remocc tenninal site and within 

wtic:h aD loop~. without <lOIICiillonins or design. arc c:aplblc or providing conventional 

YCic c arlide m ee acMce, diP.al data JCrVicc up 10 64 kill, and some 2-wire, locally 

7 



2 

J 

.. 
s 

6 

7 Q. 

8 

9 

10 

II A. 

ll 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

2S 

002423 

Additionally, Teble 7·11 oUled Loop Dulgn Piau' (page 7· 70) IUI1VlWll.a CSA, RRO and 

MLRD dctlan plans. In the column for Curler SeMIIS ~ dctlgn. it clearly swes that the 

maxirrun loop~ lhould be 121cft. The ea:ompanying text' rcitcntcs that the reason for 

thiJ Umit iJ to liciliwe the proWion of digil&l services. 

Doa tlac doar-t &IIcon N«a Dte tile N-* • rd'ttUced by UlP • pTOvlde uy 

tupport rdatlve to tile ue of dtber 11,000 feet or 11,000 feet mulmunu for CuJtomcn 

ICI'Ved from • Ceatral omur 

Yes. Seaioa 111.4 &/JcJDn /lcksanflw,Vdwub 1\uthcr IWCS th&t lhiJ 12.000' 6mit is allo 

'-6c:ablc 10 cwt.omcn tenled dirccdy out o(the centnll office! The Bdlcoro document ~: 

The area atOUI1d tho leMng cenlrll office within a dist&nce of 91cft for 26 gauge 

cable and 12 kft b 19-, 22-,lnd 14 P'&l' cable. elthoush noc a CSA. is~ 

with the CSA concep1 in tenna of achie-vable transrniuion performance and 

Rlpported services." 

Aft tllerc olbcr publbbtd documeatJ ••pportlaaaa ladwtry Jtaadard 12,000' CSA 

dalp lutcad of II,OOO'f 

Yes. ln AT.tra Outsldtl Plant Ellgfneerlng Handboolt. on pqe 13-1 under the heading 

Carrl#:r ~rvtc. AI"''Q {CSAJ PhJIOIOplry II clcatly llateathat CSAJ ahould be designed baiC!d 

00 1 IJIIlcinunll,OOO' dill&nce from the eu.-to the Disil&lloop c:ania- It IWCI 

• 



002424 
The boundaries oflho CSA arc bued on (cable) resistance tlmiu of900 

2 olms for the ditttibulloo piAIII be)"oad the RT [Remoce Tmnioal) Tbctc 

3 limill bulca1ty oquate 10 9,000 feel (2743.2 m) of26-pugc Qble and 

4 12,000 COd (36S7.6 m) for 19-, ll· or 2.4-a.auJe cable inc:Judillg bridged 

s lap." 

6 

7 Abo, the amo handbook, on pqe 3-16,1Mldcr the IOCtion headed Carrl~r ~rvtng Am1 {CSA) 

8 Du/grr. lWei: 

9 

10 To meet lhe 64 kblalrllllmiulon ,_,e, the aoc:ond&ly J)'llcm <:able~ 

I I (cliJuibuboo Clbla) within a CSA muat not exceed 9,000 feet (2743 m) in 

12 26-p!Jc(.4 mm) delip area and 12.000 feel (36SS m) In a 24122/1?-

13 puac (0.510.610,9 mm) area If there is a c:onccntration oropocial ac:r:i::r 

14 In the arca tbcte llmlwlona may have 10 be reduced 11 

IS 

16 Q. What cable puce doa lbe RAJ modd u1UJ:u! 

17 

18 A. AT&T and MCIII&le llw all fecdcr and diJuibulion cables 400 pain or larger are assumed 

19 10 be IIDillcr, less Cl)JI)y 26-pl~ able. M noted above, a p«dominantly 26 ~ dcsip 

20 would fllt1hcr limit CSA alz.e 10 9,000 feet. AT&T and MCl need 10 incnuc cable c:ost11o 

21 rdlcd 2A-puae or larp cable, or reduce their CSA liza 10 9 ,000'. 

ll 

23 Q. Plcaanm•artu your catlmooy rqatdloc CSA •lu. 

2A 

9 
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00242:> 
Tho size or Catricr Servma Areu tha.l are wumed in • rorwvd4ooJcina pr0>1y modd 

ecrW:a. ATAT and MCI have chansed UJUmplion• u needed to produce the lowest colt. 

Spiallwpopolllllheincbuy ...WCS CSA 111C 0( 12.000 feeL TbiJ size b aspponed by 

Bdlcore and ATAT ~ pdddines, and will not im,>ode lhe ddivety or enhancod 

ATAT and MCliiJpport a CSA size or 11,000 feeL The only support provided for 11,000 

rooc CSAJ il a mbquote or a BciJc:orc document thai ram to a loaded loop dclia:n. wllidl 

u by de ~ not a (OfWVd.Joolcina plant daijlft. The cited Belloore doauncnl, in D.ct, 

IUppotU 12,000 fOOl CSAJ, in oclkr 1101 to impede the deploymcnl or advanced JCMca 

ATAT and MCI's CSA aza are inconsistca1 witlllhc cable pusa lhallhcy use for the 

purposa fiK devdopinJ cable prices Tbele wumptions ase mut.ually ctdwive. 

rnally, the ur.a.tppar1ed td'Mioo of an 11,000 foot CSA size aerves only to attificWiy rcduee 

the nc1work coli produced by the proxy models and to thereby reduce 1Uppon 

20 n. Structure Sbartoc- lntroducdon 

21 

22 Q. Wllat b •scra«ure"1 

2l 

24 A. For modelina purposa, •suuc:lure"l• coruidered co be pole~, undcrsround oonduil and the 

2S "hole in the around" (plowed, badthocd.lrctlehed. etc:.) into wNch a buried c:able il placed 

to 



00242£, 
"Undcqround Clblo'' b cable thai Is piiCCid In an uroderJirouod conduit. "Buried Cable" Is cable 

2 !hal is pi-s directly in the around 

3 

s 

7 ~tn~C;~Ure, IUd! u amc:hlna to the aame pole or lllarina a lmlCh. 

8 

9 Q. Wily b It lapottul to &d lite corftd Ia put valua fo.r m vdu~ allarlo&f 

10 

12 

13 

... 
IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Q. 

many Rill OjlpOf1Unitlcs for llharina. there are a!Jo many limitatioN These may be driven by 

re ....... lon, pbylical limiwloa, the cconomica or clltfercat \olillty nerworlcs. wealher, aoil 

conditioN and many oti:MY ticiQQ l llCOITCCIIy evaluatlna lhese fac~on can rauh in 

Sll\lcture ahariQs inpuu muJt be bucd on aound, rocwal information that rdlccu IICIU&I 

oonditions. For instane:e. it is far more cc:onomical for 1 poMr company to place aerial cable 

1han to place buried, wllr:tas the opposite taxb to be lt\lc for telephone h is not, ... ,., .. , for 

1 pow« compeny co be 10% aerial in an area, where tdepllone is SO% buried. h would be 

itwppropriato to assume UW they would 11.1ddcnly, pc:r(occly ooincidc. Tblo io bone""" eod> it 

nave you bad tu oppor1ualty to revkw the lttthuoay and llrudu~ llllrlA&IApuu 

1pouoml by Mr. Wtlb (MCI TdttommunlcatloDJ Corporacloa) ud Mr. WoodJ 

II 



002427 
(AT&T c-.uukatlou or the Southena Stain aod MCJ Tdta~aaaaunlcatlou) Ill 

3 

4 A. Yes, I have. 

s 

6 Q. Docs S pri.Dt qrcc wltll tlautnadllre WriD& lapuu proposc:d by tlae AT ItT aad MOf 

7 

• A. 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

lS 

No. A comparilon of tbe lltUCWie sharina inpuu proposed by Spruu and tbe tW aponson 

is attached tollall*lmoeyu&hlblt CHL-3. In acneraJ. AT&T and MCI propose levdl Df 

achievable today,« at any point in tho fUture. Use of the AT&TIMCI inpuu will rault in a 

lisniflcant ~of the COil ofprovidina univenal aeMcc to customen in Florida. 

In reviewioa the inpuu and tatlmony I have d.:lc:nnined that: 

I) HAl inpuu arc unsuppcxted by any data and do not appear to have been \-alid•ted 

2) The HAl llnldure sharina pcrcenlliCS. improperly apply the "rebuilt networic 

principle" by unrca1islically auumina not only a complete rcc:onslluction of tbe 

telephone netwocic. but abo of t:VCrf other power, CATV. waJ.ct, su and sewo:r 

3) Tho HAl !Mddm do not correctly apply the undctlyina wumplloru that they 

describe in the tW lapuu POitfolio and Modd Description. 

4) AT&T and MCI rccop!lzc lhat there ia ad4otional COil incurred in order to olw'c a 

pole, but IW!to ad4 tbe ldclitlonal cost wtlcn ~ widd81 ound conduh and buried 

cable. 
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$) The HAl modd Inputs fall to properly rccoanlz.c the safely code issues. 0 0 2 4 2 8 

6) The HAl model Inputs Inaccurately portray the cc:onomlca of sharing 

,_ inpul values have too rianificw an impaa on model outcomes to we uNUpporud 

ATic.T't rapouc 10 a Sprial data requal11 (Itt Edllblt CIJL-4) demoutnlla lbat 

AT&T .. d MCI bdlcvt due power aad tdepboae wW tlllre vlrluaDy 100% or aD 

tdepkoae aetwortlttrutlllft. It tbut uy bub provided (or thb eoadwloaT 

No. Thit b ~not a fCUDl1llble asunption. It is not IUJli)O(ted with arry racu and is 1 SO" 

OU1 ot fYIIC wilh c:xpcria a. II is ia dir1ICI con11lct the AT &:T and MCI' 1 HIP wllich IWCS that 

powa' c:ar<nat share feeder to the- that it t1wu distribution" Power comparry nc:lWOib 

arc prcdomlnalcly acrW while telephone networb arc prcdominatoly buried. 

ln otdcr to ar:a:p1 this ar;sumptlon, one must believe that for every tlogle inch of plaN in the 

nctworic, it'tdcphone is aerial, powa' wiD be aerial For every inch of plaN In the netwo~1c. if 

tdephonc b buried, power will be buried. For every fc ot of telephone focdcr conduit, power 

will abandon their existJnJ facilirica and cllooM to bury Qblc. 

The reality olthc lituadon U tmJ: the COOIIOIJiica Of powa' and telephone netwerb ate dill'" oraL 

II is l8r .--e a:penlioe for a powcr company to bury a Clble than it It for them to place -'a! 

w1tc. Thbbecw•w ortha far .--e ecpcnsive buried c:onduaon, docpcr trench required. and 

lllOI'O expensive UIIIS(orrncn, ete. that must be used. ln conU"Ut. because the COSI varies less 

and there arc sipfiCanl maintenance 11vints. Sprint flndJ buryina Clble to be the far more 

ll 
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002429 
oooc•omical ~- e.do provider iJ going to r~~~kc nctworlt dccllions that are In their own 

oconomio lnterau 

1bG 1101 rault b that Florida Power Corpor.tion is 81%" aerial wllile Sprinl is 780/o buried 

doel 1101 OYeioomc the cconomica ~this miJC and it i.lnoc ~pccted to cha.ngc aignill<'antly 

in the listure. 

Do AT&T aad MCI folklw the modd anump tlons for strurlurt sharin& lbal tbty 

clacribe ill tlldr Batfldd modd doaaaaeatatloaT 

No. The HIP IUiea thai, due 1D tcchnical constraints, power and tclepbone cannot share a 

fooder trench to the aamc ~ that they can lb&rc a distribution trench. The HlP rach: 

ln addition, LSC lharc:s or buried feeder 111\IClllre are larger t l\an buried 

diJtributlon struccure shares bec;auu a U!C 's ability to share buried feedcr 

struccure with power oompanies iJ leu over the relatively IOooj~cr rou1es that 

gcnenlly do 1101 &hare trenches with telephone facilities ovcr distances c::xeccding 

2.WO ft.." 

~.in the modd. !.T&T and MCI actually auumc lb&! the 1clephonc company willlllarc 

• trench with power 100% or the time in both feeder and distn'bulion. even though their 

documentation llates that this Is 1\01 tccllnleally postlblc. 

•• 



Sprint Bxhlblt CHL-4, Pf'OYI®d by AT&T in rcaporuc to a Sprint data rcq!JsQ~~O 

2 dcnwM"TTteslhat foe- buried treucl~a, AT otT and MCI assume 

J 

4 I. 100% ofDiltribution llaiChes 1111 oco•pitd by Ide~ powr and I ~OIW" 

S 2. 60% of Feeder trcnchCI 1111 ab&red by telephone. powr and one ~Oiher" 

6 l . The l"'lll&&nina 40% offccclcr trenehea arc lharal by telqlhone and pawu 

7 

8 AT&T and MCI have not followed their model auumptions 

9 

10 Q. U.. AT&T p11bllshed otbtr l'ftOmmeadallona for joiDI t~otbiD& wltb powtl'f 

II 

12 

13 

I <I 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2l 

23 

24 

2S 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Yet. ATAT hu a1al«<. •Joint ttend\ina with power facilitiea should be employal onry for 

distrilution Clblea and ll:fvice wires, not for fccclcr oc- L--.: ole cables ~14 AT&T now appamllly 

reoornmendJ that all fccclcr be placed with power. 

Are AT&T nd MCI'a bdow vound 11rue1u~ abarla& ~~rntaae bued on a 

IUJOUble au•aptloa rdatlve to tbe "'rdduilt atrworlc rta•danl? 

No. AT otT and Mel' a below sround feoder Wrina inputJ usumo 11w. not only ia the entire 

tclephono netwonc beiltl rec:onsuuacd, but cvicScntly the entire powa-, cable. - .... pa and 

- ~ u wdl To occ:ept these inputa, one mw1 be willing to believe that tbere 

are I to 2 other oomp&nlca wilh a neod to build a network at the aame time and in the ame 

P-, ICrewry qJe fOOl ofSprint'a Florida nctworlc AT&T and MCI have atrdGbcd the 

rebuilt nctWOfk ltlndard to tho point or abJUrdity. 

IS 



. .. I 0024 31 
AT .tTl owrlay of the flctitiout wumpdon that the Mtlre UNtcd States utility nfi'UINC:ture 

2 aro bcina reconstructed limultaneoully rcduc:es the plOJtY modd approach to pure fantasy. 

3 

• Q. Are lbe AT&T aDd MCi atructure abarina lnpullacb levable Coday! 

s 

6 A. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I I 

12 

13 

,. 
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16 

17 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

MCI'a \vilness, Mr. Wdb. docl not bclicvc eo In previous testimony", Mr. Wdl.aliUlcd that, 

to hla lalowlodp, no local c:xdutnac oompany ,incumbent or new cncrant) ltaa been able to 

a.c.hlove a alwina &ctor of the rmanirude that AT&T and MCI suppon Mr. Wdb 

ecknowledpd chat the two most llkcly candidates for alwina suppon IIUUCCUrc with aLEC. 

intcres~ in abarina the COJl of the auppon llructurea nooessary to rcconstruct the telephone 

•~1c." rnly. Mr. Wdll admitted lhllthe aharina ftac:~ion proposed by AT&T and MCI 

hu noc been ldliewd today, and cannoc be achieved today 

Sprint. u wdl, believes lbat the AT&T and MCI IIructure slwina inpuU arc not odlievlblc 

today, nor in the foreseeable future 

Wbal empirical evldt11t e do AT&T and MCI provldt co 1uppor1 cbe R.Al alructure 

In rctpONC co a Sprinl Dill Request" rtprding .uppon f01 aerial feeder and diruibution 

-~~AT&T •-odcd 

16 



002432 
Tho HAJ Modd Dc{.Wt input vaiLICS r04' aerial rccc~cr and diluibutioo ~~~UcWte 

2 pcrcalt auipcd to the tclq)bono company are bued on the expert opinion or a 

J 

4 YCndon. conlracton, nor to any Olhc:r pany to determine the default input valuct 

s 

6 

7 When ulced • to provide copies or auudllte llwil18 oontracta that WCt"e uacd u a buiJ ror 

8 clcYdopina IUUdllte 11wi118 inpuu. AT .t T oeijMdcd 

9 

10 

II ltiUdllrc llwil18 dc:Cault values in the HAl modd. 

12 

13 AT&T and MCI provide no empiric:aJ cvidcnao 10 1Uppon the HAl llruclutc alwing inputa 

14 lrutead, AT&T and MCI rely upon opinion. Thelo inputa have a aignlficant impact on total 

16 

17 In the HlP", AT&T and MCI rc:Ccr to the current llruautc llwil18 perc:ct1U8CS in New Ycwk 

19 even IWlna that w .. well over 30 tclccommunlcations providcra" now occupy Nyncx ducu. 

20 However, when ukcd to p<ovidc clocuaentation In oupport of dV. auertion12, AT&T 

21 raponded. w ... thallnl'onnation would undoubcedly be considered propriewy by BeU AtWltic:, 

22 and II ngc 'Y'DtNc tg AUT and jss qmpdttma" (emphasis added by Sprint) 

2J 

24 FurUo:iii!Oo'C, the Empire City Subway auppon ia IICiually irrelevant to this proceeding. The 

2S c:i1ed ~ •.,.. s IIIli lealina or r~ or duct apace Croon an ll.EC. The HlJ' (Appeodix 

11 
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8 pep IS2) ijiC ' fi :Liy-and COiiu:dy·lbllalhlllbe Hatfield Mocld does 1101 UJUme leued 

2 concUI 10 be-... cd" for 11100d'ng purposes. Since both BCPM and tw cost out only the 

s 

6 Q. II Mr. Welb C.•IUar wllll llow the ltnlclure a brine lap uta were dC\'dopcdT 

7 

a A. 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 

22 A. 

2J 

l4 

2S 

No. 011 peae 2A olhia l.Cilimoay, bc&i•.W• OG lifte 22, Mr Wdls JWca, "'The tw Model 

OSP TCIIID hu done a more~ job !han any other modd ptopoc~er•t in docwncntina 

wumpdOGI and valldai!Qa Input values .. . " 

However, in tho North Carolina USF pi'O<:()Cding. Mr. Wdls staled lhat these inputa were 

knowledge of. wf1o proposed 1bis group or inputa. the cxtem to which the inpull wen: 

dl10 •aed. « any infbnnllion as 10 bow they were dewloped.,. Mr. Wdls indicated that he wu 

Ulllwate of any documcnwion that rdlcctJ this proca¥' and wu aure that if any 

docu.-uation cxiJlod, he had not ICICII iL• 

Bu AT&T demoutrated that II bas doac anytkhtc at aU to validate tbeae critlal 

No. On pap 2A, Ii:ne 21 ofhla direa tt:stimoay, MCI witness. M• Wdls atat,. ill•t, " .. tbcre 

are many way~ to Vlliclale ecpcn opWocl". Based oo his direct te~~m-y and AT AT 

responses 10 cbta requau. AT .t T bas 1101 used any or these "many wayw" to vatidale the 

opinions of the HAl C111Jinoerina team 

II 
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l 

4 Q. 

s 

6 A. 
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oa aulal pole IIAea ud tbe puttaiA&ealllat c:aa ~ attalud for buried facililleaT 

Oearly nee. As a pnctical mancr, one would normaJJy cxpec~co - hiabet alwq of poles 

than oftn:ncbc$. A pole line will tiC In place IJlCI aa:euiblc co all panlca for u long u ic coc.iJc.s_ 

A lt'Cndl can oaly be uJCd wilbin a &bon window of days chat ic remaiN open. Therdorc 

~ criy oca.n to lho CIXlCnl anochcr company hu a need to build facilities along chac same 

idcntic:al lOUie a1 lho same identical time. This it noc a1 all CCimpU'able co an usc:1 that is 

available and accessible for alwina 11 any time over many yeara. 

Do llAIIapula supportul by AT&T &Dd MCI for Bur1ul and Uod Cf'lrou od Slnlcuu ·c 

•IIU ladode the additional cosu tbu would be Incurred Ia order to wsb•~" the 

No. They include cbo addiclonal cost for poles, bul noc for buried or unduground Sll\lerurc 

The HAl nallonaJ ddiult ir41utt uaunothac 1 40' pole iJ used 11 every pole location. If 1 pole 

wu pbced IOidy foe' a lin&Je cclepbone company's ux, ic is likely chat a lS' or 30' pole would 

be edequlfo So, in lho cue oM'ole Structure· , I he model dearly rccosniz.es the need co ldd 

lho Ngher 0011 of"lhlrecr ~-in this cue a larger pole· brfore reducift$ chit hiabet c:ost 

by the JtNCIUrC aJwina PCfccntaae for poles 

Hov. evcr, ln the euo ofllndcrground conduit or buried cable. che cost ofche a:truCNre iJ noc 

inereued to relloct chit additional cost before applying the llharing percentage. In order co 

19 
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. . . 00243~1 
alw'c a trend! with powet, Spnnt mult pay 1 hlaflcr coat or trcnchina due to deeper &id'or 

Nowbet"e in the tw natlonal deCault input doc:urncnUilon is it dcmoculnlcd thai these 

inc:rc:ascd COSU are considered. M IUch, AT .t T' I inputs for UndefBI'OUnd CONIJUC:Iion cosu 

UJCd in conjunc:tion with their unrmbtically high usumptions for ltNCture aharins, 

Do AT&T and MCJ CaD to ~onsldcr ~DJtrvctloa code. tb11 mull be foDowcd wbea 

Yet. National Elccuical Safely~ (NESC) apecllies rules for placing buried power and 

~cabla. The(NESC) Is I technical p!hlarioo of the lnSliWic ofelcaric:al IUld 

EJcctronlc:t El1Jinocn, Inc. (CIIt'lmOnly known u the IEEE). It esublishcd rules for the 

purpose of " .. the pnrocdcal ulqpwding of pcnons durin& the installalion. opcnrioo or 

maintenance of dectric: 111pply and communications lines and u iOCi•tcd equipment. ,_ 

Nics coruin the buic jAO.uions thai are coNiclercd roc C ••ry for the a&l'c:ty of the cmployccs 

and the general public IIIWNr sp«fjiuJ contiJiions (cmpbasis added by Sprint) •n 

The current edition of the code is NESC Cl-1997. II contains lS6 pages of tccMical 

the oode, it is alweya ,....... .. ry to undenund the lpecific context of 1 citation u wdl to read 

the en~ rdcvantliDCtions 



Q. Do Spnat coiiJirvcdoa practlca coaroraa to th• NESC rulu! 002436 

2 

3 A. Yes. 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

1) 

24 

Q. 

A. 

Doa dleHESC ..-rlbe naks rq;ardlaa the placemcot or buried commuaicatiou cable 

ud bvied powa-llaa! 

Y cs. Tho NESC hu dearly ddined rules thai mruin: vertical and horizontal tepan.~ion of 

c:onununlcatlons ~and power linea. ThiJ mcai\J tlw eommunlcadcru and power cables 

cannot be liqlly llvown into the 1111110 llaiCh and covered in ooe opention - at no additional 

cost- u Rill deled by AT.tT and MCl 

4 ""'"'- pllytiOOII tepat'&tion forth. _.ocuical protection orwor~<en and the publie It is 

Intended to CNUre that ad! company can ~CCC~s their cable for mainten&IICC without 

C1UJina damolp and ICMoc ir.tmvptlons 10 other companies' facilities and customcn. The 

code docs allow cxc:ep(joiJs 10 these rules with additional mruiremmu of the powa­

COCIIplny. They also require the 111 oemelllt ot oil inYolvod panics Placina power and 

ldephono cables dlrec:tly tosethcr in the 1111110 trencllls commonly called, -random lay" 

~buried powa' and ~Ions tlcilities tosabcr without ony physical separation 

is huardoua to~ and !be pubiC and docs noc provide adcquale 1p1ee to maintain CKh 

COtt4•*• &dlilics Sprinl'• WOI'Icen are noc tralnecl, llcenlcd nor equipped to wor1c in !be 

iiMietli&lo proxinVty ofhiab vol~~&e power lines. Funhetmorc. Sprint'• cuJtomen would 

noc be tolt:nnt of tho ddeyl in llervic:c ratoration limo that would I'CI\lh l'rom "'"'118 to wait 

2t 
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for tho power comp&ny to allow up to move 111d do-cneqp.r.e the power able before Sprint 

3 

4 Tho NESC requlm tho aareement of Ill parties bd"ore aUowina cxa:ptlons to the 

S lq)llalions IUica. If a power company, CATV comp&ny or oonvnunications provider docs 

6 noc want to put their l'ic:Uities at rille by placil1s them all together, !hoy c:an cJTectively 

7 prellall Sprint from doina 10. Ocarly, Sprint iJ noc the aolc clec:ilion-makcr on matttn of 

8 job, burled CONtNdlon. Then are M power companies in Florida thai have 13r-' to 

9 allow Sprint to UJO ~rand<.m lay". 

10 

II Q. Why doa't power compnlu aaree to do random layf 

l l 

14 IOloJC. 

IS 

16 Then: Ia oo yptjdc: The power comp&ny will rccchc euenlially the wne11ructurc aharing 

17 dollarJ wbetller lho tdephonc company pbccr their facility in the bottom or tho trench with 

18 the powercablo or throws in l l" of dirt and then pllccs their t~ cable. 

19 

20 Tbqc II • k>J ot c!qwmiM= -Random Lay" requires the power c:ompany to apcnd more 

ll money fbr lad,.... and labor oosc to mccc NBSC bondina and arounchna requirc.mcnu and 

ll roqulm addltlonal coonllnallon. The power c:ompany•a c:xpo~Urr to incrcu.cd future 

l3 malntc:nanc:e COli IOt:l up dtamatically u clocs ill cxporurc to potential liability problems 

lA 
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fm!tu c:omp~niel bavo a ve:tod lntctellin malnt&lning coclo-requinod acpanlion. They .a 

2 I'SIONibly and in lhcre own sdf-intucsa wbeo they rctwe co do ~random lay'" Tclc:pholoc 

3 oompani• c:amoc fon:o a power oompany co avec co do random lay. 

S Q. Wllat are tlae HF.SC nala rdatlve to placiDa bunod power aad CODUDunlcatlou cabkT 

6 

7 A. 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

ll 

I. 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

ThcNESC rub for buried C8blcarcddinod in ICCtloo lS. 8qjnning on Pa,e 116, tbc rdcYint 

Rule lSI AI: Cablellhould bo loc:&tod 10 u to bo IUbjeel to the least 

distwbanoo pnclical Cables co bo installed paralld to ochet' subsurface 

• JCWres, but it dlis Is ROC praajeal. tbc rules of aepara1ions .n Rule l S2 should 

bo ronowcd. 

Ruk 351.U: Cab!ea arc to routod 10 u to &Dow ufe access for consuuction, 

buried and OCher UnderJVOUnd IIUUCiuta should be not lea chan lOOmm ( t 2 in) 

to permit acocu to and m&inlcnanc:e or cithet' fldlicy wilhouc ~ co chc 

othet'. IN1alla.ti0111 with lea than 300nun ( 12 in) hoNoncal acparation, a!Wl 

-.form with tbc ~of Rule 3S2C, Rule 354M boch 

D 
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Reale J~: CtouinaJ. Adequate vcnlcal lq)U&tion aiWJ be maintained to 

2 pennit - to and maintallnCC or either facility without clamlge to the other 

l A Yel1bl eepuulon o()OOnvn (121n) IJ.In acnenJ. considCj"ed adequate, but 

4 the perties involwd may qrce to a lessct aepantion_ 

s 

6 Rllk l!lC: Parallel Fac:ilitiea. When conditions requite a Qblc fY'Iem to be 

7 inltallcd with lea than 300nvn ( 12 in) of horiz.ontal lq)U&tioo, Of dlroc:dy ova 

8 and parallel to another UNierground Sltuc:ture (Of another undersround atruaure 

9 Instilled directly OYer and parallel to a cable), it may be done providing all parties 

IO are in asreement u to thG mc1hod. Adequate venical separation ahall be 

II maintained to pennit - to and maintcnanu or either facility without clamlge 

12 to the other. 

13 

14 Rule 3540: Supply cables ("aupply" refento power cables) and 

I S communic:allooa cablea Of COCiducton may be buried toad her at the aamc depth 

16 with 110 ddibcnlc aepuation bc:twca• facilities, provided all parties mvolved arc 

17 in PSJWIICIII and the applieablc tules in 35401 are mel and either Rule 35402 Of 

18 35403 iJ mc:t. (Note: These rules refCRnCC additional bonding, grounding and 

19 protcc:tion rcquin:ma1U) 

20 

21 Q. Do t hcac n~la apply co Obcr optic cablu as well? 

22 

23 A. Yes. Fibc:t optic cable can be purchased with a ahidd and centralatrengt.h rnemb<: llw is 

24 made or a metal material « made or non-mc1allic material such u Kevi~Ji!D (The "ahidd" 

2S IIUII'OUndJ the bundla or aJa.u fibers and provid" mechanical protcc:tlon. thG c;entral 

l4 
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9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 

22 A. 

23 

2-4 

25 
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IUa18th .-nber makes the cable more riaid and allows it to be puUod without clatna8inalhe 

fibett). The JiiPliJUaaesta that fiber optic cables without meWiic componc:nu would be 

exempt from NBSC buried cable teparation requirements. Thia st&lcmc:nt dl'lllOnslratea 1 

ledc of undcntandina or~ operatioN, and I miJUndcnt.andina or the JlWliOSCS of the 

NBSC buried cable aepuation rule:l. 

Telephone ccmpania gcncnlty do no1 bury fiber optic cables tlw do not haiiC metallic 

compooenu. Wrthout 1 metallic c:ompon;:nt, the cable can not be easily located Of idenliJicd 

The fiber optic cables are the backbone, !he high traftk anien of !he nc:IWOfk. A 

Bdleore IUmlllll)' of all major aavicc outaact reponed to tho FCC for the yeat enOIII8 June 

30, 1997, fOWid that lblly 79% were eauacd bY fiber cuu Companies mw1 dearly be able 

to locate their fiber cables in order to keep the ndwork healthy and fUnctioning 

Secondly, the lnt.enl or the lq'ltltion rule is not jWi tO provide electrical iJOiation. but it is 

to permit ~~CCC~~ to and maintenance of either faality without damage to the other (NESC 

3S2A, 3S2C) h'a hard to imlgjnc a more ccttaln guarantee of asa'Yicc outage than alibet 

cable that can't be localed, lylna rfght beside someone else's cablca 

Ia florida, do drYde~" provide frtt trcnthto and plate tdtpbone tablto at DO COli tO 

I he ldtpllou compaay! 

In !he HIP"', AT.tT and MCI state that in new tubdivisions. builders." usually dig 

trtndla ll tbcir own expense, and placo po_,, telephone and CATV cables in the 

trmd>es, if the utir.tica are willing to aupply the nwerials Thw. many buried sttuaures are 

a111llable to the I..EC at no c:luuge." 

lS 
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2 Then: is no RqUiR:menl in Florida lhll buildcn in DeW IUbcliYisions provide a ucnch at no c:os1 

3 to the tdephoclo COmplll)'. DeYdopen in Florida will not do Sprint'a nctworlc consuuc:tion 

4 llDO COli 10 SpriDL 

s 

6 Stnldure Sbariac- Uadeflrouad Co adult 

7 

a 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

l.ol 

Q. 

A. 

Do you avccwl~ ATicTud MCJ that Spriatallould ~able to ,_nroaMtallto 

two-lblrdJ of lht Cllll1 of Uadtt'IJ"'uad con dull trcat hinc cosrr 

No. A. previoualy noted, Sprint and AT&:TIMCI agree thatlcuing of individual ducts is 

noc appropriately CONidc:nd "IIJ\Iallle shariJ1g" for moddina put'pC*S. • This leava 

shariJ18 tho c:oat of tho "booe in tht around" for the conduit l)'lletn u tht only opportunity 

to tbate cost 

AT&T and MCI SU88CII that I.EC'a C1t1 readily ah&re the cosu of c:onstrueting conduit, 

• ... wid! otbcr t.dcwowwniarima compan ea, cable companies. dec:tric, gu Ot water utilitiea, 

putjwlarly when new construction It involvecl."11 However, there is actually almost no 

opportunity for Wrina of tho masnitudc AT&T and MCl1U88CII 

I) lt requita thai another company aet Js t.o bulld tht AmC route at tht Arne liiM 

In order 10 achieve tho AT&T and MCi s wing pcn:cncqes one must assume that thtre will 

bo I or 2 other complnla that ..-:1 to ~ ld in the cua same location at tho cxac:t wnc 

I 
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time- 100% of the time. This Is. frankly, an uuctly absurd wumptlon tl\at Is completely 

l without any buis in ex peri~ or rlld. 

3 

4 l ) It Is IIIOfO CICOClCICnkal to leueapacc tlwt to ahare struc:ture c;o.a 

s 

6 

7 A teleco1111Dl11k:uions provider or CATV provider hu two optionl when dccidlng to plxle 

a "'ccitia.! plant -. a new tdephono company conduit run. They can either lease: a cond• tit 

9 &om the ILEC or !hey c:an pay ~ of lbe COil of lbe trerdl. AT&T and MCI correctly point 

I 0 out in the Hll"" !hal the T ck?ommunicationt ACI "fllllas non~U...-iminatory aa:cu to ILEC 

II ltnlc:turc:s a1 F'mnpmlq prices. 

ll 

13 lbnconunic cost of~UJ1& one duel wU dearly be a fraction of the cost ofpa}'itla for~ 

14 • fthc trench. For eumplo, in a 11 conduit 1ystem. the c« IOmic cost would be about Ill~ 

JS oltbea:mduicl)'lta'D~Norre•••t+ pmyjduwitl nyr vtz~ tp Wee abc mg o(&hcllJZW'ib 

16 when they crtn.,.., I duq 

17 

18 TbiJ Is cvlcSenced by the HIP lndorion 11\at " ... well over 30 telec:ommuniCalionl ocx:upy 

19 conduita owned by Etnpile City Subway in New Yotlc. AT&T and MCI further aclmowledac 

20 INs ·~ " .•. UJC ol ~ conduiu is a much more cconomicaJ altcm&tive than cxavatio.s 

21 Cllablilhed llftld and otbcr paved areas'"' 

22 3) Code standards mlltc slwina conduitauuc:1urc uneconomical and unattraai"<' 

2A Ala pniCticalllllltcr, other utilities do not -":to bulld next to Tclcpl>onc Company conduit 

2S l)'ltems u is impfled by the AT&:T and MCI JtNc:turc J1wina ~ca. In Coc:t. they 

27 
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ddlbc:ntdy awkl plxina lheir Cadlilies in dose proximity to a tdepllone company conduit 

2 l)'ltem becauso oCthe llemcodous ll&bility auoclated with potentW claml&e 

) 

4 Addltionally, the National Elcctric:aJ Safety Code (NESC) Jignille&~~tly reslricu the <:OIUtluccion 

s or other alb-turf.loiiiNI:IUta ncu undctpound conduit systems 

6 

7 Spec:illceDy, the NI!SC swet lhal Cooduitl)'ltcms extending para1ld to other sub-sutfaa: 

8 IINCCUTes abould not be loc:ated directly over or under !'!her aub-sunace 1true1ures-.. 

9 WileR this Is noc pndical, rules for pltylk:al acparation are provi4cd. In gencnl theac rules 

I 0 -e lhal tepat'lllon becwce~• a conduit system and other undef810Und sttuc:turea parallditla 

I I illllould be tarae enouah to pamlt mallltcnanco of the system without damlae to the 

12 para11dina IUUC:I\n.,, Specillcally, <:Onduiu occupied by power mwt be separated by 3" of 

13 .ICIICn:te, 4" of IIIUONy, « 12" of earth.,. The NESC rccr Jrea thai wuer maills be located 

14 u far away u pBCticalto protC!OI the oondult 11om being undermined if the water main 

15 bfab." Conduit ahould have atfficienl separation from fud lines to allow the use of pipe 

16 maintenance equipment! ' 

17 

I 8 IJI.c:t\nl pradice, thiJ means lhal a conduit system mighl be built 111 proximity to an aistillt 

19 utility line, but when building two new facilities. one would never bu~d by placing another 

20 utility'• line direc:dy above IN below a conduit JY'lCIII- lt mwu thai. the two new fdl!es 

21 would ICCUally bo placed Ade by aide, with a minimum of 12" to 24" ICpiJ'Ition to allow cadi 

22 company aa:eu to nwnta!n their Cacillcies TheR is no cost uvings to thiJ approach. 

23 

24 4) Sharing u.a-overall <:Oil. 

25 
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Finally, AT&T and MCI usume that - in the unllkcly eventth..t IIOITICOne is willing to ah&re 

2 SO'I4 of the cost of the C~~CaYation - the o\'U1III cost doa not go up I Oearly, if another 

3 utility is to llharo the t!Widl, it must bo chher deeper or wider, at additional coJt 'J'hU C:0$1 

4 muJI be ldcled to the tou1 cost before the Wring pcn;cnuac iJ applitd.. HAl indudea 

5 these addilionallhtuina costs for poles, bYt ignores ~hem for undasround c:ooduic and 

6 buriod cable. 

7 

8 Additionally, a conduit l)'lletn rcquita a ~c Cl«avation, 24"-36" wide and 36"-60" cw-

9 more deep. Cleufy, IDOther condult I)'Jtem could root OCQIPY chis same space. 10 the on'lt 

I 0 fAcility that m1J1ta poNibly abuc the trench would be a buried pD"''1:f c:ablc or 

II communications Qblo. Such a c:ablc would requite an excavation only ) " wide and 24 ". 

12 30" deep. AT&T and MCI provided an analysis of pole slwing cost in which they 

I J condude that the eoa:panlce ah&re cost based on the rdativc amount of specc they occupy." 

14 However, when deu:nnlnlna the llwins of costs for conJuit trcndles. tney wume that .he 

15 company that takn 3" of the specc wiU be willina to split the COst SQISO with the company 

16 that rcquln:s 24" ofspa.cc. AT&T Practice 917-3S6- IOO, page IS, provides a detailed 

17 de.c:riplion of the nlodllioN 10 be llSCd 10 &ilty appJnioo the cost or. jointly used trcnc:fl 

18 bot ween the oootpenll The method apportio"' c:ost based on actual usage, not on equal 

19 ~hare: to all OCQiptn!t u the HAl model doa 

20 

21 The dl'cct of AT.t.T and MCI's inconsistcnl approlldluto always slwc away the g.-eatcst 

22 ~ o(thc cost. 

ll 

24 Q. Are Spriatud ~ UAI spolliOn ID •l'ftllltatcbat ~ommudal d«tric&l power U.a 

2S an aot caadJclala for sharioc or ducts eoadull sysl•ms! 
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Ya. AT&:T and MCl indicate thai for safc:cy rcuons,tdepbone company condutlS c:annac 

be ~bared vrilll power~ • 

Ia l.lpt ortheu obstack:lud pndkal realities, d ocs the UJumptJoa by AT&T aad 

MCI that a tdc:plloee compaay cao shan away oae bAit to two lhlnb of U.e cost of tile 

trnda for Cft1J root or ndervouad coadultl)'lttmJ. uem Ia uyway Cftdlble or 

adalcvablcT 

No, "ri"dy aoc. 111c FCC'• rcquiremcnt thaltdqlhooe c:ompanictlcae conc1uit on a non­

dilctimiaa&ory bail 10 a EO, at .--.~c cwt, makct 1cuiQa fOPA« more atuaclivc tor 

telccommunic:Uions providcn and CATV c:ompanla than ofreri113 to alwc in !he c:ost of !he 

uon~h. Sprint and tho HAt 1Upporton ag .. tlw leuins is not relevant to tlt<l mod<lina of 

The NESC allows conduit to be placed In close proximity to other underground IU\ICIUtCI on 

sucn a limited basis. that Ills fanciful to auume lhatthiJ will nappcn 100% of !he time. 

AT.tT and MCI fiiJ 10 ackl10wicdgc !he obviow face thai !he trcndl mwt be wider ordcc:pc:r 

to ., oc ... 'CI•re another c:ompal1)' in the tnneh witlla conduit. They fail to incRuc the ooct 

acconllngly Woro tlloy apply their allati113 rracdon, allhoogh they clearly rocosniu the need 

to Include the additional coJU for polct. 

F"lllllly, AT&:T and MCI wumc thai OCOipanll of a pole will share on &JW'O rata basis bucd 

on !he apace lhlllhey 11101. However. for undcrJrouftd conduit tllcy auume thai the c:ost 

)() 
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Wred oo an equal bub. regardless of the JP&CC llw Is used. II is unteallJtk: 10 thin.k lhat 

2 this would be uue. In f~a AT&T doalmcnwion provides 1 fonnula fO<' c:alaUating pco-rw 

3 alwlng oflreneh c:osu . 

.. 
s Stn~eture Sbario&- Aerial Cable 

6 

7 Q. Sprilal aad 8AJ Iopata for pole alwiaa an rdadvdy dose. Doa t.lab 111taa lbl Sprloc 

8 bill avecaseac willa t.lae ua .. pllou ucd tyBAJ lo t.laclr dcvdopmtat! 

9 

10 A. No. Sprint'altruciUrc lharirc input Cor pob is limply a modef1J18 iAUc. Both BCPM and HAl 

II rnocld lhc pole lino by wumina 100% join! we poleal&tgc cnousJI 10 accommodate mulliplc 

12 pnMdcn. Since Sprin& would rudy noed 10 we this l&tgc a pole f« our sole use, SprinliiWt 

13 ~ abuc away a l&tgc ponion or the c:os1 to act a reuor lblc lltuCtUte cost out of the 

14 model. Tho polo &baring factor, 1 &dor daived 10 ICCOIMIOdate modd constraints, cannot be 

IS compaRe! to ldull feeder IINdllrc llwina pen:cnt.~&ea. 

16 

17 Q. Dod 8AJ wpJ)ftprialdy allan t.lac caal of aacllon 1ad p)'O! 

18 

19 A. Yea. In the HIP''. AT.l'T and MCJ indicate that the COSIJ for anchon and IU)'I material and 

20 labor arc inoluded in the HAl labor c:o11a for placing poles. Al.uch, this coli would be 

21 lharod alolla with the COil or the pole when the IINdllre slwina pen:eougc is applied. 

22 

23 Anchon and 8U)'I arc deaiJIICid oaly to tuppon the tc:lcpbouc faeilitiea on one cable JUand 

24 AIIUCh, 100% of their costlhould be allocated 10 the tdcphonc c:ompaey HAl 

)I 
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lnappropri.aldy usiSN u Uulo u 25% of the anchor and guy c:o11 to the tdephone c:ompany. 

4 Ill. Plant Mlx Inputs 

s 

6 Q. Have yo11 bad tile opportually to rnlew the DAI Modd OacripdoJt and UAI Inputs 

1 Portfolio (BD') flied by Mr. Doo Wood ud Mr • .lama WdiJ relative t.lle Jd«;tloa of 

8 aerial, buried or undUJTOund eable-aenuaDy refernd to u pl.totmld 

9 

10 A. Yes. 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

II 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

24 

2S 

Q. 

A. 

lloa Spriat bave any eoaeemJ rqardlac the Plant l't1b Inputs tbal are proposed by 

ATilT ud MC11o tbe DAJ Modd lnpull! 

Yes. AT&T and MCl havo proposed national default values in11c:ad ofAorida specific input 

vWcl Q)r Plant Milt. Becee &he AT&T and MCl nation~~ de&ults are not Florida spccifoc: they 

aro not appropriate for use In thiJ proceeding. 

National dcfwll valua aro limply not representative of the partlcul.v conditions that exin in 

Sprint'• FJorida adlanges. In partiallar, the eue ofburyina c:ablc in Florida'a soil and the 

obvioul need 10 ~ llonn-proo(Sprint'• nctworlc causes Sprinlto piau lara• amounu 

ofburicd c:able. 

In OCIIICidto AT&T and MCl'anatior.al defaults. Sprint hu used Klll&l Aorida plant mix data 

... the IOUI'CC of &he Plant Mlx inpul 

)1 
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ln~Sprinl'a.ccu&l Florida clau with AT&T alld MCra nadonald.U..h diol&, we 6nd 

that the AT&T alld MCI nadonal defaull.a 11e heavily lkewcd toward aerW cable which may 

il corUins an alpilhm !hal will piau buried cable inslead of aerial in c:auln condilions. it will 

not do the opposite wbco lona 1cm1 cosu for buried 11e lower than aerial. 

costa for buried cable. These malnten.anc:e cosu, Ilona with cwtomcf aervice leveb and 

pc'OCeClion of the networt mwt be considered in adeelins aerial or buried cable. 

La ccacnl, bow do the raulls or the Sprint aA&Iytls compao"e to the llAI'a oatlooal defaull 

In aencnJ, the HAl rwlonaJ dcf&olt inpuu tend to UJUmc si£,>1ifkansly more aerW cable than 

Sprinl'unalyils allows iuc:rually the c&sc. For example. lookins at the 201-6SO Densil)' wne • 

wtecn containa the 1arJa1 number of Sprint CW1omcn • for dtStn"bution cable. Sprints analysis 

fllwb the following differences. 

-
... _ ........ - ......... "' .... .. 

..... ..................... , ... 
-.... 
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2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 For COPI r FllOder cllblc, Sprint'• analya!J finds 3% &Mal cable. while HAl eati.matC$ 40'/o. 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

--
-.. 

..... -
----

--

--
22 For flbcr~'&'SIZ\'P:M"a ual.yah llAdJ 1.0C'~ estimates lOY .. 

23 

)4 
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1-4 Q. WUt b the lapad ofthb lupproprfatc bl.u for pladllc atrW over burke! cable! 

IS 

16 A. Tho HAl model, with tho natiOI\Il dc&uh inpuu. will undcrcutc the coli of the lcL-plwwM 

17 networlc in Florid1, IIIII the levd of aJpport thai Is required IO 1Upport Florida's high cut 

18 cwtomcn. 

19 

20 Q. Wllat l'adon doa u cqjMcr couidcr ••~a dtddlnc wbtibu to place aerial, buried w 

2 I uadtJFOitDd cabk! 

22 

23 A. The dcciJion to place acrlaJ buried or underp-ound cable is impacted by a multirude of faaon. 

24 The AT.tT OtiUide Plant~ Htlllt!Jioor provides a ~ good di10•saioa oftbca 

2S &ao11.. They lndudo tudllau• u; lnitW cost. Mllntc:nanoc Coli, Growth !Ute._ Acoea co 

26 risi"C4·WI)', A\ , 'ii!yol'polcs oroonduit, OowmncntaJ requlrcmcnu or resulcllonl. Fvnn 

27 rcinf01 cemen1 roquitemalu. oondition of exiJrina plant, trca. roc:Jc. poccruW Cor ~ 

lS 



dltruptlonJ, aatbetlc:l and m&ny Olhet factort. 002451 

2 

3 N 0SP Enain-1 design Sprint's Florida llftWOric, they havt~to c:onsjdcr.:: these £acton and 

4 make the appropriau: d"Citions for ew:ry fooc of cabk thai is placed. While no proxy mocld 

S could hope to ~ tho arne sopldlllcalion in clcc:ision maklna thai comc:s !1om this levd of 

6 review, a mocld can appnlldmae tho outcome with tho c:oma inpull. 

7 

8 nu is euily done by~ tho _,ositc result of this~ work - the c:xiJ!ins plant 

9 mix - and applyina it to tho model This is exactly what Sprint haJ done. 

10 By-. c:xblirc plan! mix u aplide.. Sprinc is lble 10 rdlcct all of the WQ!bcr, soil. rcgul&tory, 

II ~IMI and other~ lhiiiR spoci1ie to Florida and drive aniiJ)IMopciate and dliciau 

12 Plant Mlx for this martec. 

13 

14 Q. Do AT&T aad MCI provide uy ract·bucd suppor1 for the Plant Ml.t lopull UJcd Ia 

IS tbt llAIIDOdd! 

16 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

No. There arc no stncfia, JUNe)'!, analysis. staJ.istics, ttcnd analysis. IUJM\It)' of aJITCIII 

nat.ion&l plant mlx nor any other support providod fOr nllional defaults th.tt AT&T and MCI 

1 qx itl • u bcirc ilpJ " liM 10 tho Florida. These are the same nlliOflll defaults thai are used 

by AT&T and MCI in eveey mar1cctln the U.S., reprdless of any regulatory, gcognphic:al or 

wwher conditions lha1 may c:xiJ1 

23 Q. Doa RAJ's ''SidiUq AJaorlthaa", wldda osttDJibly dlanccs tbe plant mb co relkctloal 

24 rodt coadltlou, caa&StllAI to mo" accuratdy por1ray pint cnl&! 

2S 
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A. No. On P•ao 6 ofhls testimony. beaJMina on line 14. MI. Wells Slates that the HAl modd, 

Q. 

A. 

• ••• autonwic:ally ad"JU.SUthe buried and uriaJ ltl'Udure pen;cntqes to KCOUnt for V&l)'ln8 

lllllinlcranoD COIC4 and plauu011 COitl OCC&Iioned by local florida 1011 conditions and bcdroclc • 

1lU wculd ~~a~~ to aJ11a1 that the mocScl oould place man buried plant than the Buried Plant 

pct"Odii&80 lnpu1, if tolallona run cosu wmo lowet. Howevet, IW does not do this 

The HAl model wtU lhift &om buried cable to Mrial cable. But regardler.s of the lona run COliS. 

ic will newr place rnDrll buried cable than the buried cable pen:entqc input. There{ or, HAl does 

noc edequasdyldjust theclefa.lt inpul!lto rd1ca local ct'nditions In fact, eva~ in IOrnC CBG's 

in Florida withoul any rock. HAl inexplicably shi1U the plan! mix from but:ed to la'iaJ 

Sprint pc:r{onncd aiCOSltlvlty analysis in whicb we reduced buried Slruc:turc cost to "SO ... One 

would think that t.hlJ would result In a ~~ shift of the plant mix towatd this vuy 

r •:peusivc opcion. In fi.ct. dutnaill8 the COli tO bury cable to "$0" caused the modd to plac;e 

only .4% (411<1' of' one pcnx:nt) I'IIIIR buried cable. (HAl reduced the amount that it had already 

shifted &om buriod to aerial,) 

II die IIAJ Mocld, with national dcfaull lnp utt, tble to rt<ocnt:u tbc n~td ror, and pLio 

a odlrortc tbat wlll wllhnud dlr utrcme wut11..- coadllloas tbat art racount..-ed Ia 

Florida! 

No. Wct.h one national set orlnput.s, AT&T and MCI 'a HAl model will build the exac:t same 

ncrworic regardlcu of the lnci~ of!Ntric:aftes. and the .IUbsequcnt need to llorm·proofthe 

telephone nctworlc. 

J7 
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Otber Issues 

2 

3 Q. Ban you had c.he opportunity co review the OAI documeac.lloa rq..rdlnc c.llt uu or 

4 Coppu Tl carria' co KNe remote durtttslultld of libu optk cablt ...,d OLCa! 

S A. Yea, I have. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2S 

Q. 

A. 

Doa Sprint han uy CIO•CU1U •bout the validity of chis approada co HrYUI& n.olt 

autoatcnf 

Y a. USF modds are ~ppoiCICI to iclcmify tho OCNU of ICf\lina hi&JI COli cu:tomcn. When thae 

hiab COli a.tStomen are encountered in lht RAI model. AT&T and MCI dl&ngc lht rules to 

ut!Jicially smcnto an unrea!Uti<:ally low COSI. AT&T and MCI adtc:tivdy apply different 

moddloa ll&ndarcla for "fcxwud-look.ina ccdlnolo8)'". "lcas~-cort" and ··provisioning of 

adYIIICOd aeMoc:s'". Under lht AT&T and MO approach. tun! QUlOmC:f'l will - be afforded 

lb.. _amc quality and ICOCA to adVUICCd ICMces 

This clearly dl11oru lht Intent ofthb elTon. Sprint lw these tpeclfic conecms 

I) CtJppu TJ Corrlu Is l'tOiforward-/ooklng technology. 

Tl c.mcr runnloa on copper cable palrt and Fiber Optic cable 110 b.>th technologies that an 

be UJed 10 con.a Diailal Loop Catrien co hon central offica T I canicr toc:hnology iJ ova 

2S year old. II il W1fY hiaJ! cotllo maintain and lw inberently limited bandWidth Sprinl has 

not placed new Tl carrier routes for many ro-n 

ln lht HAl Model De8cripllon"s clisc:uuion of opciona for feeder tcclloolo8)'0 there iJ no 

)I 
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mention of Copper Tl Carrier being coruldcted u an al1emalive feeder 1cch110logy. Only 

2 fiber opcics and regular copper pairs~ considered, even lhooth Tl is lechnicaJiy a 

l : • 'olddy viable altcm.atiw. Apparently T I carrier over copper pairs lt not considered 1o 

4 be fOtWVCI-lookina tcc:hnology, 10 it is not considered u an option. 

s 

6 ln !be HIP"' cli•cunion of poccnlial witdea ahcrtlllivcs to copper clislribulion, AT ItT and 

7 MCJ jnclicue tb&l HAl ""N:J fiber opck feeder 10 !be rcmoce r.&o sites T I carrier 

8 would cemlnly won: in thiJ app6earion. But again. 1 ppanmly T I carrier over copper Clblc 

9 pain il not COi .!.4a ed 10 be forwvd-lookina technology, 10 it is not considered to be aa 

10 option. 

II 

12 So how can Tl c:arrier over copper pi&irs suddenly become fO<Wald·loolong 1cchnology? Are 

14 111stance companies wooina customcn wi1h television commerciala touling 1helr modem "all 

16 

17 Copper T I ia not forward-looking techiiOiogy in any application 

18 

19 2) Coppu Tl Is not "IAasJ<DSf" t~chnology 

20 

21 The ~11om copper to fiber it driven by fiber's inllcn:niJy lowu IOtlg·tetm COlt Copper 

22 Tl il wry Clq)CIUive to own and operate lnsuad of only two ac:1ive dCCIJOnie componc:nlJ. 

23 u in a fib« optic ndwork. il also hu ciC(:lronic rcpcaten every 3,000' Ill.! susceptible to 

24 clccuical interfennce, it hu no rcmoce provisionUia. ranotc maintenance or Olhcr OAM.lJ> 

]9 
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22 A. 
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caplbllity. II require. 1ochnlcians on ale, 10 complete virtually all ltWn1enance and 

~ fllncOons. 

AT4lT and MCI apply lhcume pcn:cnliiiCofmainlcnanoeCOIIIO Tl over copper u lbcy apply 

10 NGDI..Ca lhal have a1mo1t 100% ren101e a4ministntlon capability . 

TbUik of illhiJ way. The Iota! bandwidlh available IO save all 24 CUilomcn that could be 

~ ovet a T· l carrier IJ 1.544 mbla. CUJ101-. opcntJna oul o(NGDLCJ can rec:ch-e 

I.S44Mblt cadi. and I1I(IR. 

Bolh mocldt riiCOSJiim llllllhere may be llnwe allcmalive l.edvlologies avalbble 11 lo~ cost 

and provicle a uacr ad'}UJI&blc cap on pet line investment There is no need 10 ad.fuionally 

OONUain iovalmcnl by chansins lhc rules ror the level or service 11111 will be provided 10 rul'll 

Oaw AT&T ud MO urwaed lhal aD loop carrier wiD be NCDLCa • ud I bat ao coppu 

Tl cal"'''a-wUI be pt.«d - wbea II trtJIIrt a more favontble con oulc:ome for lllemT 

Yea, they have. When dOYCioplns Non·Reaurilla Chars~ ror I he installation or IICI'Viees in a 

(orward.lookina ~1, AT&T and MCI usume 11111 100% o(the dlghalloop canict 

nctworit wiD be Kfwd usina Next Gcncn1ion Disilal Loop Carrier (NGDLC). and llw1herc 

wiD be no C09P« bued T 1 canict used NGDLCt have remole provisioning capabilities lhll 

~ 
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lllowtripeiO thewrler aile to be a\'Oided when lrutaJjllna new aeMcc. Copper bued Tl 'a clo 

1101ha-.INIC1JIIbiiry. Clwciai!lhcir nctwodc wumptoOft ito this inswlce allows AT&T and 

Met to auume a lower cost for ICMee insullatiort and lower non.m:urrintJ clwge:s. 

Do AT&T aod MCI undcntate the mataial cOlt or cable by u•lac uardlablc mcaDJ to 

cadaate colt nliler tJwa limply obta!JlJJic price quotea! 

Yea, rather thallliznply obuinina price quota. AT&T and Met ute cwo cli1fercnt mt:lhocb to 

Clllmate the COil of able., c!cpmcf018 OCI tbe D Of cbe cable. Both of tbeae methods sroaiy 

lllldc:ratima1e the COil or cable. 

For cable ftom 12 pain to 400 pain, AT&T and MOuse the formula: Cable Cost• S.lO + 

(Piln • S.007). This fonnua undentatea the cost of cable for evay tible silt For iMUnce, 

(or 100 pair Cllblc, Spinl'1 ac1U11 c:ost il S2. 15 per foot. The AT .tT and MCI formula generatea 

a COil of S.SI, wNdl i1 only 21% oftbe &dUal cost 

Mostlmponantly. ooe c:annoc limply rdy 00111 wmalicl&1ed fonnula. Some "rniM•blcsas 

test" should be applied to enaare lhat the formula b jprodudng valid result• The obvious 

way to clo that il to limply obWn tbe prices. Ccrt.ainly companies the siu of AT&T and 

Met would have relatlonshipa with manufacturen and diltributon that would have allowed 

them to obtain tho actual coJIJ for 17 alza ofc:able AT&T and MCI state that they did. in 

faa, obcaln actual priee qu01es Cor 6- and 12-pair c:ahlea". The price quotes did not RJpport 

the AT&T and MCI Connula. So. AT&T and MCI changed the lnpu1 values Presumohly, 

AT&T~ Met cau1c1 have obtained price quotea for the 01her alza or c:able u wdl. 

•• 
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For Clblcs laraer !ban 400 pain, A TAT auu:s, ~A review of many iruullcd table COIIJ 

2 IIOUIICI tho counuy _.c UJOd - However, when ulced by Sprint to produc:c IOUfCC 

3 documenll ulcd in tbia"rcvicw", AT&T responded that none exllled and that the values 

4 wa-e baed IOidy on cxpcrt opiDons" AT&T and MO could cauinly ha\'\1 ob«•incd the 

S ec:tual colll ofthae cablca Ilona with the 6- and 12· pain cablea that they dalm to have 

6 CICI«'nnlly Vllldlled 

1 

8 In aumnwy, rather than uso I'Qdily obtainable, ec:tual •.olla, AT&T rdlea on fonnulu and 

9 ~opinion~ which grouly undentate cosu In tho only instanc:e ill whicll they acknowledge 

I 0 ~ 10 validalc CICMt, tho ecrual runbers proved the fonrula WT'Oft&. Rather than rcviJltina 

II their ISIUI11Piionf. AT&T and MO limply~ the input vWel and wume tMI the rcm&inina 

12 valuca ate corrcet. 

13 

14 Q. Do AT&T 1nd MCJ u dU'Itak the eoll of Indoor SAIJT 

IS 

16 A. Yea. tho AT&T and MCI COlla for Indoor SAIJ arc aignifie&ntly underestimated. Furthcnnorc, 

17 il'-lllatlpU IO'nllidlteAT.tT lftd MCI'a input values by using data provided by AT&T and 

18 MCl, one e&n tUlly dc:monauato lhltthiJ fact. 

19 

20 Indoor SAb 111: "'1luiil" on Ike. Tbc c:oaa lntludo matcNI and l.bo< CO< opbang cables. plaana 

21 tcuni_.. blocb (66 Blocb). tyitw down tables on the tcrmlnatins bloc.kJ, COli for protocdon. 

22 ptaclnc prot.ctlon llld tplicina PQtcctlon. u wdl u pbana jumpc< wira and tCJiina of the 

23 in••Dorior.. Sprinl wu lblo to dctermlno the AT&T llld MCI modd COIIJ for the protocdon, 

24 tho COli oftho66 blocb and the jumper Nnning. Theae itcmf tq)fCliCRIIIm&JI ponion Of the 

2S total cost or an Indoor SAl Wbm ooly thae rew cosu arc totalod, they exceed tho total 

•z 
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AT .tT and MCI Input values for each indoor SAl The following t.lble demonsttatea thla 

2 Qlooletjog (or 1 1200 pair SAL Soutcc dala is footnoted Sprinl hu UICd an atlmwd labor 

l rate times an AT.tTIMCI wort time for jumper runniJ1a. 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 Q. 

IS 

16 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 

1200 Pair Indoor SAl Unit CoS1 Quantity TOIII 

Protecdon, pel' pall"' n .oo 3, 100 S6,200 

66 Blocb, tndccc and covel"' SJ.OO 211 n96 

Placo Jumpaa11 $1.34 2,480 $3,323 

T 0111 fnHn Documenl&tion $9,819 

: 

-.. y. •· .. , -, .. •'"":' ~~l~~r• ~)'J.V~-~J~ 
, .. ,~ ~ 

_:_! -~ ;~; 1 

Using AT&T component cost cia!., it is clear lh&t AT&T and MCI have not accounted for 

much of the cost of an lrldoor SAl 

lD 1upport of db:tributloaspaa lencth Input., tbt DIY' quotes tbt book, 0Mtsllk I'WtJ, 

ABC. of the Tdqtlto11eSeries u llltloc ill part, M ... wben ~oodltiou pumlt opas wire 

lpiU tall 1pproacb 400 feet lalea&th ... ". WhatiJ "opas wire"! 

"'pen \Vd rtlen 10 lndMcklallton or Copper alloy wire conduc:ton struna btt~ poles on 

&1111 inUMon ll1ldlcd 10 pins oc wooden I O-Pin Ctl* arms One frequently - "open wire" 

depk:tcd in photos ohdcwmmunications plant fiom the 1920'1 and 30's. The arccn gl&SI 
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insulators may be purdluod at antique atora. Sprint doct not consider "open wire" 10 be 

2 fcwwud-looldna technolosY· 

3 

4 Q. l'lcue l1lJaAII.Iriu yov totlmooy. 

s 

6 A. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2l 

24 

AT&T and MCl baw preta1ICd Nltlonal OefiUit lnpuu in lhiJ pcooeedina that arc 1101 

repc escnllllw of tho COIU or realities of providing telephone ~ in Florida. 

AT .tT and MCl haYe ~ ICICcd. nUrcpracnted and omiucd key picc:cs of tcdlnicai rdcrmccs 

in onlc:r 10 ma1te than IIJ'PCW 10 1UP9M their inputa, when in fKt the ~ments do 1101 TbiJ 

has illdudcd IUppolt for: 

Carrier Scrvina Area aW: 

• Ull1111 the longu pouible "oJ>en wire" IPIIIJ to suppon cable lpllllel1gllu 

• Exislilla conduit leuiqg 10 IUpport ~ of trenches 

• Nttworic c:apability 10 support cnbanccd acMca 

AT&T and MCI chango key model wumptions when doing so allows the modcliO gencnlc 

Iowa- univutal acMcc COIU ADnnptions arc cbanacd for: 

• Desrce 10 whlc:h power Qlllharc focdet trenches 

• Whether Copper bucd T I iJ, or is 1101, forward-looltina 

• Whether tho nctwor1c is 100% NODL or a mlJc ofNGDLC and copper 

• Formulu for calculatina cable eoJls 



2 

3 

• Wbethcr a nccworlc must bo ablo to suppon enhanced acrviccs 

• Plane mix sbould shill to rdlec:t cooditions ... accpt for aerial to buried 

002460 

4 ATH and MCJ rely on opinloa and conjClCOlt'C, and have not provided any cmpitieai1Upj1011, 

S validation or accunte tedlnlcal dOCliiTialla1ion 

6 

7 

• 
9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

• CSAiiza 

• Copper bued T I Cllli« 

• StruCllllre Sbarina and Pl.uu Mut 

• CableCOil 

• Abili1y ornetwefk 1o 111ppon advanced acrvices 

• AondaCosu 

14 AT&T and MCJ ianoro factual realities related to: 

IS 

16 • Nlllional Electrical Safely Code rcstric:tionJ on SUUCtUre alwing 

17 • 80% or Power netwOfk is aerial; 

18 • Tho tlming and availabilily of pCI(clllialallatina partnct'J 

19 • Weather in florida 

20 

21 Tho HAl Model and AT.tT and MCIInpuu ...W not accurudy estimate the cosu that will be 

22 JllQirrcd to provldo univenalacrvico 10 florida CUJIOmctl. 

23 Q. Doa ~ coec:hade pill' rtb•ttal tatt.o.lyf 

24 

4S 
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I A. Yes. 
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HR. REHIUNKE:L: Hr. Laem111H had four rebuttal 

; exhibits: CHL Rebuttal 1 through 4; would ask that those 

: be identified as a co~posite exhibit. 

4 CHAIRHMI JOHNSON: What was that title aQain? 

! You aaid 

t MR. RgHWINKEL: CHL Rebuttal 1 through 4. 

I CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Composite Exhibit 84. 

8 (Composite Exhibit 84 marked for 

! identification. I 

lC CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: Want to go ahead and move that 

11 in? 

12 HR. REHWINKEL: We would ask those be moved into 

1~ the record. 

14 CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: U will be admitted without 

1: objec.ion. 

11 (Exhibit 84 admitted . ) 

17 CHAIRMAN JOHNSON: And the witness is excused. 

18 I think we ' re prepared now !or the next witness , 

1~ MCI ' s witness. 

2< HR. HENRY: Madam Chairman, MCI calls James w. 
21 Wells. Hr. Wells hasn't been sworn yet . 

2: • • • 

2: WHEREUPON, 

2 4 JAMES K. WELLS 

2! was called aa a witneaa on behalf of MCI and, hovinQ been 

C ~ N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 850-926-2020 
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duly sworn, testified as follows: 

CHAIRMAN JOHNSON : Thank you; you may be seated. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. HENRY: 

Q Hr. Wells, are you the same James Wells that 

cauBed to be filed direct testimony consistinq ot 25 paqes 

and 4 exhibita on Auguat 3rd, 1" 98? 

A Yea • 

0 And did you also cause to be filed rebuttal 

t estimony conBisting of 78 pages and 3 exhibits on 

September 2nd, 1998? 

A Yea. 

0 And did you further cause to be f iled on Oct ober 

1, 1998 a revised version of your cebuttal t estimony? 

A Yes, tor redac tion purpo es . 

0 Okay. can you tell us w~at that revision was? 

A St aff suggested that we hcd been overzealous in 

redacting and asked us to in essence unredact some of the 

redactions. And so that ' ll what that was. 

0 Okay. How if I ask you th•• questions that are in 

your direct and rebuttal testimony t tday, would your 

answers be the same? 

A Yes. 

24 MR. HENRY: Madam Chairman, I would move 

2! Mr. Wells' direct and rebuttal testimo.1y into the record. 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 850-926-2020 
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CHAIRMAN JOHNSON : It will be so inserted . 

C & N REPORTERS TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 950-9~6-2020 
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I. INTRODUcnON 

2 Q. Pu:ASE STAT£ YOUR HAM£ AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

3 A. My name iJ James W. Wells, Jr., llld my office lddms is 5280 l..&itllbank 

4 Lane, Alpbaretta, GA 300:ll 

s 

6 Q. BY WHOM AND IN WDA T CAPACrTY ARE YOU EMPLOYED! 

7 A. I am the Presiclc:nt of J. W. Wella, lne. Cumntly, I am providing consulting 

8 cxpeniJe in Ouuicle Plant (OSP) infruttucturc plannina. design llld 

9 construction, indudlrla ~ •specU of the local loop. 

10 

II Q. ON WHOSE BDALF AIU YOU TES'llFYTNGT 

12 A. I am tesdfYma on beM!f'ofMCI Telecommunications Cotpomion 

13 

14 

IS n. PURPOSE 

16 Q. WDA TIS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY! 

17 A. The purpote of my teotimooy is to dacnbe the al~Pr.-ina llld cost UJKCU 

18 of tdeeommunications Ouulde Plant (OSP) llld explain how they have been 

19 lneorporated !nto the modcllng methodology llld inpl:t values of 1.he local 

20 loop pot1ioa of the RAJ Model formeriy known u the Hatfield Model 
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My testimony i1 ~lementcd by the testimony of Mr. Don Wood. which 

2 addreuet the overall HAl Model. There are two attadtments to Mr. Wood's 

3 tC$1lmony, which provide detallcd aplanations in suppon of my tl!llimony: 

4 • The HAl ModrJ Rc!g s S.Oa Modd Pqqjotion (MD) and 

S • The HAI Model Rdr•Kt S,Oa lnwll Ponfo!jo (lP). 

6 

7 Q. DAVE YOU PROVIDED <>TilER TESTIMOiolY IN THJS 

8 PROCEEDING? . 
9 A. No. 

10 

II 

12 lO. QUAL~CATIONS AND EXPER.IENCE 

13 Q. PLEASE S'rATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND OS P 

14 WORK £XPERJ£NC£. 

IS A. I have Bachelor of EngineeriJI& (Electrical Engineering) ar.d Muter of 

16 Business Administration degrees and cenillcation u a Project Manasement 

17 Profeuional. I have gained OSP experience in the following assignments 

18 with: 

JQ 

20 

21 

22 

23 

• 

• 

South C6ural Bell Telephone Company (now BeUSoolh) in 

Binni.naham. AL: OSP Co1111n1ctlon Foreman - I year. OSP 

Facllitia Enslneef- 4 yean, OSP Ptsnnlna Etlg!n- - 2 years, 

Wa tem Blcctric 111d AT&T Network Systems (now Lucent 

Tochnolosia): Tccbnieal Rep\CiCillative for OSP Products - 5 

Pege 2 of2S 



2 

3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

• 

• 

• 

yean and Diltria Manager- OSP Engineering and Construction -

s yean. 

AT&T Local lnfrutruc:ture and Alx:us Management: Dislria 

Manager OSP Engineering and Consttuction - I year. 

AT&T Local Se1Viccs Olvision: OiJtrict Manager Outside Plant 

Colt &1sineeriDg • I )UI'. and 
• 

J. W. WeU..lnc:.: OSP Consultant- I mont.h. 

I 0 IV. OVERVIEW OF TI'.STIMONY 

II Q. PLEASE PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF YOUR TESTIMONY 

12 REGARDING THE OSP PORTION OF THE HAl MODEL. 

13 A. My testimony tills into two basic eateaorics: {I} OSP modeling methodology 

14 and {2} OSP input values. In regard$ to the HAl Model OSP modeling 

15 methodt &J my testimony addresset the engineering IWWTiptiort" uted to 

16 ensure that the local loop necwork desig;llld by the HAl Model moeu OSP 

17 rcqwremenu and captures all the efficiencies av&lable today to ouuidc plant 

18 engineers. In particular, this testimony addresses significant enhaneemc:nll 

19 incorpotaled into Rdeue 5.0& of the HAl Model (HM S.Oa} and the leut-

20 oost, most-ctJlcient loop dcsisn IWidatdJ from the "ire llC11ter to the 

21 customer'• prerrlsc. My testimony with re,gud to the HAl Model OSP 

22 lnpull addreslct the oosu of an cftlc:ient provider of telecommunications 

2.3 """"'" building a oetworlc today, u well u the manner in which OSP 

24 enginecn developed and validltod these cost inpull. 

2S 
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Q. HOW HAVE THE OSP MODEL ASSUMJ"110NS AND OSP INPUT 

2 V ALUI:S TO 11i1: BAI MODEL BEEN DETERMINED! 

3 A. A teem of expcrialced OSP £nsinoera utilir.ed their colloctiw exputlac in 

4 ckccnninina !he OSP I.IIUIDptiom and input values to !he HAl Model T1U 

S HAl Mocld OSP Pnahmq Team. ofwhicll lam a 'nlemba, hu over 117 

6 )"C'J of OSP cxpaiellce with Inc:umbfnl l.-1 Exdwlse CatricrJ (ll£Ca) 

7 A IWI'III1IIY or our qualifications and cxpaience is clcu Jed in Exhibn _ 

8 (JWW·I} auadled hemo. 

9 

10 The OSP ~ Team review~ tho IW Model baiCd on information 

II pl!Mnd, (eadbedc £tom various IOUrcel and our own expcrknca u 

12 wit- In IUppM oflhc modd. Our rec:ommcndations arc paued to the 

13 HA' •{odel'a apo111011 and clcvdopcn for implementation In aubiCqUent 

14 rd-. AI a member or thia team, I auppon cadi or the USP modeling 

IS IMthodoloay wumpdons and input valuea to the IW Model 

16 

17 Q. BOW DOts AN OlTI'SIDE PLANT ENClNUR CAIN 

18 KNOWI.&DGE AND EXJ'EJUI:NCE RJ:GARDJ:NC 111E DtslCN 

19 ANDCOSISOPOOISIDEPLANT! 

20 A. 

21 

22 

The job or outtlde plans ~ ia to ~llll local loop naworicJ and 

Clllmalc tllcit "1)11 !'of ~ within gcncnlly ~CCepted ouuldc plant 

~ methodJ llld prooedulu In llddition to lhl• acquired 

lJ ~ lcvd ofOSP lcnowlcdge. !he manben oflhc HAl Modd OSP 

24 ~ Team haw alto dt:'ldopod a wahh o( lldditional expencncc in 

2S areu audl u planning. procurement, operations review, mc1hod1 and 
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proccdutu, lllld manaacmcnt or all upcc~s or OSP. Application of thiJ 

2 Cllqlericnce Ia critical to dctctminc the efficlmclcs avallablc today to a local 

3 telccommunlutlons provider, and is what ~epsrates a true leut·COSl, moat· 

~ efficient modd !tom an "embedded" col:! proxy modd that rdlcc:u outdated, 

s indlldcnl WIYI or doing buslneu 

6 

7 

8 v. 
9 Q. 

10 

OSP MODELING ME1110DOLOCY 

BOW OAS THE OSP ENGINEERING TEAM PARTICIPATED IN 

TRE DEVELOPMENT Of niE OSP MODELING 

II METlJODOLOCY! 

12 A. OSP modem. cnWis tho dctcnninalioo of the most appropriate methods roo 

13 planning lllld ~ the local loop lllld convmion of those methods into a 

14 nwhemadcal fornw that can be run on a computer. In developing the OSP 

15 modding methodolosY that the HAl Modd uses to model the local exclw1ae 

16 network. the OSP crtaincerina team applied the principles JC1 fonh in 

17 plnlrlph 250 or tho FCCa Uniwnal SeMce Order Ilona wnh our 

I a lalow1edgc of and cxpa icnc:e wnh local loop outlldc plan! et~~~Jnoenna 

19 eotapU Thae principles require that the OSP network dcsig:n be bued 

20 upon 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2S 

• 

• 

• 

the le&Sl-cosl. most-efficient, rca oO!IIblc technololl)' currendy 

available; 

c:xiltina wire a:ntcr loeatoona. wire Cialltf line counu and 1\ctqe 

loop lcnP. and 

IOUnd local loop ttansmiuion and daig:n practices 
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2 A detailed expll!letion ofll1e Cllliro HAl Modd'a OSP modcfina methodology 

3 Is Included iQ tho HAl Moc!d Rdeuc; S 0. Moc!d Deoqjp!aoo (MD), attKhed 

4 to lhc Direct TCIIIImony of Mr. Wood OSP enlwK:erncnll included in 1he 

S HAl Model Rei- S.Oa are dl.cuued helow 

6 

7 Q. WHAT ARE THE OSP IMPROVEMENTS IN RELEASE S.Oa OF 

I 11lE RAJ MODEL AND BOW DO THEY £NTJANCE TirE MODEL'S 

9 AB1UTY TO CAP11Jill: REAL-WORLD NrJWORK DESIGN 

10 UPJCIENCIESf 

II A. The followias JipificMt modd ~ have been nude 10 tho OSP 

12 portion at tile HAl Model ill 8daM: S Oa. 

13 
. 

14 !)ynamlc Acriall!ld Burled Struqyrp Selection: A substantial ponion or 1he . 
1 s CON or deployina oulllcla plan1 racililics Ia the cos1 of placi11g and 

16 llllimainill(l !hole facilhiet (AI opposed 10 the costa or the material• 

17 lhemtdvea). Dqlendina on 1.-nin rca1ures, tho coli, for example, or buryina 

18 ldephone cablo (buried plan!) or placina it on poles (aerial pla~~l) may be 

19 dnmatic:8Jiy clift'erent. OSP ensineen wdWJy COOiider these difl'aenca, an 

20 Jlabl of cxiJtina leCboologies and demand, in daignina dTaeien1 nclworlcs 

21 Por lhil ...an, HM S.Oa !WtomaticaLy adjusu buried and aerial suuaurc 

22 pcsce!la8et to accowu for vatyina mainlcnancc cow and placernenl COlli 

23 occuioned by local Florida !!Oil condillons and bedrock. The amounl of one 

24 type of III\ICIUre IUbJtiluled for at!Olher depends both on difl'erenca In 

2S placenc:nt COM and on a UfO<)'dc analysiJ or mainlenat~Q: and c:api1al 
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-•1U. c:osu oftbetwo I)PCS or ltruc:tu~ (rd' MD 6.2.S and IP :t S) This 

l ~ (fi'om a fixed ~ dcf'uv:d mix of plant suuc;i'llrc by density 

3 zone) wu requetted by the Federal Communic:adons Commiaion (FCC). and 

4 it more ralistic:ally I'CJlfCMIIlla the rcal·worid decision proceu of an OSP 

s EnaJn-. 
6 

7 Caajcr Scrvina Area (CSAl Sju Umj11dont: Optimum Carrier Serving Area 

8 slz.e and locatioo arc key c:llanocterittkl or an cflicienlly designed univcnal 

9 ICfVice Udi'I'Oft. CSAJ arc the posrapbic: cwtoma' llQI that arc served by 

10 1 linaJe remote lito of Oipal Loop Carrier (DLC) equiJIITIC"I OSP 

II cnginccn lituate CSA.I to terVC dusters of cwtomcn dJicicotly In addition, 

12 OSP .,.,;._.. liD CSAa to lake advantaac or the c:apabilitia or QUTaltly 

13 alllilable DLC equlpmenltoc:bnolos)ea. If a modd r.ilt to desian ao the 

14 capab!lib"' or wm:ntly aVIIJ&ble PLC technologies. It may deploy too mucll 

1 S expensive OLC equipment to too many remote tcnnlnal lites and place too 

16 IIWdl feeder cable to carry telephone sips to this equipmcnL 

17 

18 The HAl Modd S.Oa dclilll'l the univenal ICI'\Iice network con&i11ent With 

19 the require:meniJ of the most-cfllc;jent CSA design given the tochnoloaies 

20 availlble today. The HAl S.O.. bowe>-~. places f\0""0 -=-·ry and rcal11tic 

21 limlwlocu on CSA dcliJII to eNUre the quality ICI'\Iice Florida con.-·umen 

22 cxpoet and the FCC 0n1er requin. 

23 • Pint, thcte It a t.nrwnitslon requlrcmcnt that no load coUa be uaed in 

24 the design of the WllvenaJ ac:Mce network bec11•1C they would Inhibit 

2S lldVIIICIDd lerVk:es u1ilizilla diJi'al &ianaiJ Additionally, the maximum 
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3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

distanCe Ova' which copper cable can carry a qualitv analog signal 

willlout adding load coils is 18,000 feet. Therd'CU'C, HM S.Oa ensures 

that no point in a CSA may be more than 18,000 feet from the c:cntroid 

of the main ciUJter, which is the location of the OLC remote terminal. 

• Secondly, the number of lines served by a single CSA cannot exceed 

90'/o uJilization of the capKity of the large~~ c:umntly available OLC 

tcnninallllliu (ref. MD S.S.I and 6.2) 

9 Piiital Iecbnoloav to Outlying Ams on Separate C&bles: One Important 

I 0 challenae f&eeld by OSP engir:ecn is the wk of serving small poclccu of 

I I iaolated cull!• 1 In a cost-d!'eetivc manner. HM S.Oa addres1e1 lhiJ by 

12 conncctir1g t'-"outlier cluster&" (i.e .. fewt1' !han five lines) to largt1' "main 

13 cluster&" (ref. MD 6.3.2 and lP 2.8). 

14 

IS Dynamjc Sclcctioo o( Coppcr-to-fjber Crouoyq; OSP engineers designing 

16 nerworb alJo mwt make decisions concerning the use of fiber or copper 

17 able in the feeder portion of the loop (the large •pipelines• eanying 

18 telephone liana!J from the switch to the diltribution portion of the network). 

19 Copper cable is gcncnlly more expensive than fiber, but the eiCCU'Onie& 

20 required when UJina fiber cable are alJo rather expensive. In general, an OSP 

21 engineer 1llxU that after a certain dimnee (te., the copper-to-fiber c:rouoYt1' 

22 point), the cost of .event thousand feet of copper is so high that uae of fiber 

23 and dectronlc:a Is the clear choice. HM S.Oa make~ this decision on a ciUJtu 

2A by clustt1' basis. u an OSP enginCC1' ahould If the model detcnnines that use 

25 of C<lpper fecdt1' is a technically acceptable option. it then perfonns an 
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analyJis of the rdl1lve lifo-cycle cotta of coppcS" VU'SUS fiber feeder 10 

2 deccnniae whidl feeder 1ec:Moloay ahould be uacd 10 KrVC 1he given main 

3 elWier (ref: MD 6.3.S). Thla clyn&mlc aclec:rion function of the mocld mon: 

4 IICCUtUely rdlccu the decision proccu of an OSP Engineer bucd on the 

S economica of eerviJ1a acll p1111cular cl~ter, 

6 

7 OJ1!i9lwJ ftp oa Dii!Jjbutlpo Investment' The HM S.Oa also incorporates an 

8 optional, user-acljullable •c;ap" on diJuibution investment per c:wtomcr &t the 

9 ~ ot the Fodcnl Communiwiona Commission. This cap is JlNCWt'Cd 

1 0 to rdlcct the poiCIIIiaiiUbllitutioo of the IIIOil COli dlicien& 10 CWO 1ype1 of 

II wireless distMulion tec.I11C4osiee (point • point or broada!st) for 1 ~ 

12 dliUibutioa ~ill biJII-. low CW~omer density areas (ref MD 6 3.4 

13 and [p l.ll). 

14 

IS OIW local loop modeb 1110 Mlploy IUch "c;apa" on distribu•ion Investment; 

16 ho_., they otrer only ~ rcfaaiCO u 1o the al1cmalive wirdeu 

17 ~· In allarp oontrut, HM S.Oa provides detcnptions of cwo 

18 altern.tiw wirelca 1ecb "osia and dyrwnically aclccu the most coat 

19 cfllcient for cadi panic:uJar oustomer aeosnJlhical &ldl 

20 

21 Fmkr Route S1wma. At the user' a option, the HM s.o. "steer• • feeder 

22 routes toward the preponderant location of main cluscc:n within a given wire 

23 center quadrant. Thl1, too, permlta HAl S.Oa 10 modc.l outside plant the way 

24 an OSP engineer would. lmponantly, the HAl S.Oa feeder ro<Jic lt~ng 

2S aliJI)rithm exhibiu two key charactcrialica nccesaary to model .ocourately the 
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efficieocies IICbiev.ble throuJh fcoclcr Jteering In the re.tl world 1'"11'11, wflcn 

2 !his -u. is invoked, tho UICf lillY aleo apply an adjwllble route-to-airline 

3 distance multiplier 10 tho amounta of cable pllced along these ~~~~" 

4 feeder I'OUiea (re£ MD 6.J.6} UM of a routo-to-alrline multiplier rec:osniza 

5 the fta that rarely WI an OSP cnaineer deploy cable Cacilltles dl~ly from 

6 point to point. Gencnlly, an OPS coa1neer will foUow pubUc rightJ-of-way 

7 or encouuta' obudes requirina de~oura .-.iwlng lncrcucd route 

8 disunce. Second, HM S Oa recoaniz.es that tho true cffic:iencies oblalnable 

9 from feeder lleaina - wbcn tbe main feeder Is Jt~ to minimize the 

10 di•_.. ftom tho main t'eeder 10 the Clrrier ~aWls~ utoeiatod with thai 

II r.ler, IIIIo oby mitil~ the c:o.u of apensive IUbfeeder c:onneclioftt 

12 

I 3 lllGI. sd Cosu for !l!ec;hw ManbQ!ea in W&tcr HM S.Oa increases manhole 

14 placemeut eosu by a u11er-spoci11ed amount whenever the local weter table 

IS depth Is leas than the uJ«-spociRod threshold 10 more accurately reflca the 

16 hlaher COlla uiOCi•tod with wch plac:cmc:nu 

17 

I 8 New Indoor N1D HM S Oa m«e ICQU'Ildy models .he indoor Network 

19 lntaflcl! Device (NID) 11 the CUJioma' demarc&1lon point 1n lugh riJC 

20 buiJd!na aMroamcnll Provlout relceaes of tho Hatfteld Modd provided an 

21 outdoor interface tndolwe with Jtatlon prolection at these locallona The 

22 modd now more mllalt;aUy deti81" Illation prot.calon cott 11 the buildlna 

l3 entranCe terminal throush !nc:rouod cott Cor the indoor Serving Area 

24 lnterr- (SAJ)(re£ JP 2.1 ). 
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2 

l 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 
9 

10 

II 

12 

ll 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 VI. 

24 Q. 

2S 

Statjoo Pmtrqjgo 11 tho l!!wwq p(Multj-Tqwu Quj!djngs. In HM 5 Oa the 

station protcc:tioa for multi-tenant buildinp Ia more ICQitatdy and co5t· 

effectively moddod u muhi·station protection at the building entrance 

tcnninal (t.e., indoor SAl). In previous versions of the Hatfidd Modd. 

ttatlon protection had t.... coiled Individually for each customer location In 

a buildina (ret: MD 6.3.1 anc!IP 2.9). 

lnrnepf Rjw Ceb!o Cmte; The ena:inecrod. fluniahed and installed (EF&I) 

cost Cor o- cablo hu been lncreuod by fiPPoximaldy 25% beaus.: 

oo P.• va!ic!arion c:tron. idemiliod prmous cost to be underr.ated In 111011 

lWei n.r Clblc:l are the re.ponsibility of the ILEC u the provider of last 

reiOit. If o- cable Ia not the rapotllibllity of the ILEC, !hen the HAJ 

Model will OYa'IU!e loop cot~ In urban terVice environmcnu and 10me loop 

coJI adjulltmc:n!JI may ncod 10 be applied (ref. IP 2.3.3) 

!&fined C!ustca I Mead pf Cqwa Blo,;k Grpyps Knowledge or CUJtomer 

locations is CDa1!lal to Ill IICCUtale, cost-c:fi"ICienl deaign or OtJ!aidc plan! 

AT&T wiu.a Don Wood~ in his tazitnony the HM S Oa modd 

c:nlwo m mt 10 cwtomcr locabon and the modelir.a or cfuuibution plan! 10 

those locations. 

OSP INPUT VALUES 

WHAT ARE OSJ' INPUT VALUES, AND HOW All£ Til EY 

DET£RMINEDT 

Pqc II of ::!S 
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A. Once the OSP modefi.. methodolosY hu bcm determined and ll1e 

2 llllthcmaUcal fomallu cle'Ydopcd. the HAl Mocld needs inpu1 vWel alcHl& 

3 with ~ dala 1o ddermine local loop c:om for a specifle area. OSP 

4 inpul valuea iocludc IUCh itanJ u material DOll&, bbor rates, quanlilies. 611 

S ractora, plant mix. etc. The HM S.Oe default OSP input values hi~ been 

6 detcnnuJOd by ll1e HAl Model OSP Eqincering T earn based on oor 

1 collccUYe lcnowlcclse anc1 experience and IUblcqucnt validation etron. 

8 0e1c:ripcions of and IUpponing inronnation for ll1e OSP inpu1 values are 

9 contalnecl in the HAl Model Bri=t£ SOt 1®1111 Poafo!jo {IP). which 11 

10 anached 10 lilt Direct T..Uuoey c;fMr. Wood. M 1101cd ~. appbc&1ion 

11 or Cftlinecrinlc- ..,.U. .ad judpneru is critical co 1he fonnation or 

ll ctcdible uniwnal ICMDt 0011 prmcy mocld OSP inpuu. 

13 

14 Q . 

IS 

PLEASE EXJ'LAIN IN MORE DETAIL HOW Til£ OSP 

ENGINEERING TEAM D:ETERMINED APPROPRJA'Tt INPUT 

16 VA.LUES. 

I 7 A. Tbc inpu1 valuea 10 the HAl Model wete derived directly from I he judgmcnl 

18 of the OSP ~Team The hiahJy ecpcric:nc:ed mcmbcn of1he IW 

19 ~ Team pve their collcctive apctt judp!Xftl on wllll IIIey 

20 paccioed 10 be DOll dl'ec:th-e, forwatd1ookina OOilllhal oould be reuonably 

21 ICbicvecl, ancllllcle judamcntJ were then wed 10 clctcrmiDe the dc:faull values 

2l in the model. ~ of the lwn mcmbcu tben uacd • vatkfy or method. 10 

23 paform their own validalion of abe dcfaull values 

24 
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Perhaps en ana!OSY would lx!sl illuruate how the HAl Model Outside Plant 

2 El1gineering Tam c:onliden 1 HM S.Oa Input value or modeling usumption 

3 to be "reuonablc:~ 

4 

s 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

SuppoM, for cumple, that my wife and 1 deel.de to buy a ear for our 

t~c '*'aJuu. Bucci solely on our experience and knowledge of 

buic: requin:mcnu fOf life, ~ lnnlpOIUtlon and cunent 

..omobilc pricel, we determine lhat S I S,OOO it a raaonable amount 

for us to budges. Our '*'shter. however, Ja)'l that we "just don't 

undentand," and that SIS,OOO u unre~ronable because "everybody 

else's parenu are spending more for their rona' and daughters' can ·· 

Vim wo dilcws with her and come to • clear understanding or what the 

basic: rcquiremenu are by lnc:luding a.nti·loclc bfakcs and alrbags and 

eliminating tho moon roof, CD playa- and 1 few other amenities Then 

we say, "Let's go look around and just aee wltat can that mces these 

requirements cort·thcse deyJ.~ We find one for $12,000, two for about 

$14,000, aeveral In tho rm~gc of SIS,OOO • $18,000 and even more In 

the $20,000 • $25,000 range. The avenge cort comes out to be 

$20,000. "Scw:,~ ahe saya. "you have undetellimated the amount;" and 

funhennore., aile c:lalm1 that we have not included some of her really 

desirable cars, wbic:h arc over $30,000 end would raiae the avenge 

arnount even higher. 
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We uy no; that we have been •rcasonabte• because there arc indeed 

2 three can for lw than $15,000 thai ~atisfy the rc:quiremenu, and if she 

3 wanta a nicer car. the c:xu. COSill wiU have to come out of her poelcct. 

4 

5 Thi1 Uluslrltlon i• inu:ndcd to lbow bow the HM s Oa 011tlidc plant 

6 eogineetina II$U1IIpliolls and input valuea have been developed and vali.Uted 

7 by lhe HAl OSP El1gineerins Team. HM S.Oa input valuea are gencra1ly 

8 lower than average costs boc&uae the modeling criteria arc to be "least-cost.." 

9 However, IMy are CCtU!nly not the abtoluto lowest cost ottainable from any 

I 0 110\UCe. 

II 

12 Q. WHAT liAS BEEN DONE TO VALIDATE rNPUTS AND 

13 ASSUMPTIO!Q nRTArNING TO TOE OSP PORTION OF nu: 

14 BAt MODZLf 

IS A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

A considerable amount of validlation of the OSP ponion of the HAl Model 

hu lakeo place, whicll includea the following: 

• Pole COlli haY!! been validated via comparuon to ILEC pole cost d&Ja 

l!llhercd by the Federal CommunicatioN Commission (FCC) 

• Other input values have been validated by contacting a variety of 

material vcndora and eontnaon of OSP services. 

• ~ptiona and input values have been compared to those of the 

ILECa by mcmben of the OSP Engineering Team who have b«n 

pennittod to review propricwy U..EC cost data. 
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Q. BOW WAS FCC DATA USED TO VALIDATE THE 1Jio1'UT VALUES 

2 POR POLE COSTS IN TBJ: HAl MOD£LT 

3 A. ILEC pole CCII clala was obtained from the FCC's Internet Site 

4 (http://www.fco.gov/Burc:aw/Common_Carrier/Commcnu/da971433_data_ 

3 request/daurcq.btml). l.n Augwl 1997. tho FCC inued a dala request 

6 regarding pole c:osu to the major telephone companies Pan of the 

7 infol'1llllion pi'O\'ided in response to that data request was the material and 

8 insullllion cost of a 40-foot Cl&sa 4 Pole, whic;h it included u Exhibit _ 

9 (1WW·2) to lhiJ testimony. A histogram appeart below for pole material 

10 C.OSII. 

II 
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Thil information validates chat 1 he default pole material tost employed by the 

2 RAJ Model ia indeed reuonable for Florida because il falls witllin the rJtl8e 

3 of the COSIJ of the three n.ECs. A more thoi'OIIgh review of the dall reveals 

4 !hat the colts within an individual tompany can vary slgniflcantly. 

s 
6 Q. WHAT DOES THE PC£ DATA REVEAL ABOUT POLE LABOR 

7 COSTS1 

8 A Compared to the results oblcnlcd for pole matcml eostl, there ia an evt'1l 

9 wider ranp In llllues for pole labor tom. There is no rlc:Jt produQtivity 

I 0 adV31ltaae shown by larger compani~ and geognphical differences do not 

II torrdale with the lqc variation. The followi11g histogram illu11rs1cs labor 

12 productivity. 

13 

3& 
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,., 
& 
Co.'a 

.6 
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This int'OI'IJIItioa Yllidtlts lhat the ddault pole ~ ~ employed by tbe 

2 HAl Mocld b RUOfllble (M Florid.. bcc:tuse it once qaln Ca!IJ within rbe 

J nn,p or values ror the three ILEC. 

4 

S Q. WBAT DO 1"llE INSTALLED TOTALS OF MATERIAL PLUS 

6 LABOR Jl!VEALT 

7 A. Once apin. the data reveal a very wide ranao or ILEC costa and confirm that 

I the ddault input Yllue for installed pole ~ employed by the HAl Modd Ia 

9 valid far~ u illuamod below 

10 

II 

12 

C:O.ta • Total 
•r-------~~~~~~~-----------,' 

T_, lastaiiM Coat $/Polo 

13 Q. IN VOUR OPINION, WlfAT SIIOULD 0 £ DONE WITB REGARD 

14 TO THE wtDJ: RANCE IN tLU: COSTS FOR TID: INPUT VALUES 

IS TO LOCAL LOOP COST MODELS1 

16 A. Tho rd~ criterion for llleto co11 model• II '"leur-coR.~ Therefore, cost 

17 ma~dcn abould employ a very common approach used in buaincsa • 

P,aao 17o(25 
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apeci•Dy lup businca • called "baa in clw· analylis, wtUch c:uemially 

2 .. }'1 that an oraanJ,zation should review pctfonnanc:e d&t&. and ICI a 

l reuonable bcndlmat1t based on ·~~est in dw " For example. if Sprint hal the 

4 '- forward lookina pole coJII, then other companies &houJcl review 

S Sprint' 1 methoda and procedurc:t to cmul&te them, and evm bdter them The 

6 data ahow that the best price quoted ill raponsc to the FCC data request on 

7 pole COII.I wu S270 for a 40 (001 Clw 4 po!e by Sprint·Floricla. while the 

8 hipt wu $1,161 for a 40 foot Clan 4 pole by Bell Atlantlc-Mawchuoctta 

9 Tbit rt.ther utouncllnalY ahowt the potential for coli Improvement and the 

I 0 faDacy of limply aceeptioa ILEC COli data from their embcclclecl net work. 

II 

12 Q. BOW DOES TBlS RELATE TO nrt DEFAULT VALUES FOR 

13 POLES IN T1:lE BAJ MODEL! 

14 A. 

IS 

16 

llllleld of Ullng llveriJO costa, tho HAJ Model OSP Engineering Twn hal 

evicwod ranaea of COStl and recommenclcd clcfaul· valuea that ean 

~ ~ Cl!J*Ieclto be reallz;ocl by a coat dlicient tdcphono company 

17 on alarp projea buis. The wide variance ill pole •'llues clanonwates dw 

II it it Inappropriate and inacante to uae •wraac eo11 inromwion In order to 

19 c1evc1op a leut-cos~, 111011-clllc:icnt model The HAJ Model awoach 

20 produca accurate ~Its from a ICIJI-cost, most.eflicient perspoclivc. The 

21 cle&ul• values I"'CCO''VllCQc in the IW Model are not the lowest co.u 

22 available, but are deemed readily achievable in practice 

23 

P~,Jell oflS 
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Q. BOW CAN THE USE OF RAJ MODEL NATIONAL DEFAULT OSP 

2 INPUT VALUES PRODUCE R.ESUL TS APPROPRIATE PuR 

3 PLORIDAf 

4 A. 

s 
The way that the HAl Model utilizu the national default OSP inPIII valua 

producct rc:sulu that are very specific to Florida at the customct geognphk 

6 level for the following reuons: 

7 • J'inl of all, the llbor content of the national dd'aull value is adjusted by 

8 a factor of .68 to rdlect appropriate labor oosu adjusted for Florida 

9 (ref. lP 7.0}. 

10 • Secondly, atructure coJta are increued u appropriate to ac:eount for 

II too terrain eharactcristiea of each Census Block Group in AoridL 

12 • Next, the CUSiomcr loe&tion and clustering methodologiea of the liAI 

13 Model determine c:able lengths and siz.es specific to customen in 

14 Florida. 

IS • Fourth, tbedynatnle ld<Ctiatl algorithmJ of the HM S.Oa e:xerciJe sound 

16 OSP Enginoerina judgment in selecting copper venus fiber feed« and 

17 aerial vcnu1 buried strueturc 

18 • And 6nally, no one seriously could argue that nwerial costs in today's 

19 economy arc unique to a specific state, region of a state or company. 

20 All companies today buy nationally, if not internationally Therefore. 

21 material price& clearly are national in scope. 

22 

23 Q, DID THE RAJ MOD£L OUTSIDE P.L.ANT £NGJN££RJNC TEAM 

24 ALWAYS USE TOE LOWEST DEFAULT INPUT VALUES! 

P~e 19 of2S 
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A. Absolutely 1101. Some have wronalv la:llsed the HAJ Modd OSP 

2 f!naincerina Team of wins unrealiJ!iw~ low clef lUll input inveslment cosu. 

3 but that is juat not the cue. The proof of the rcuonablcncu of the tea.n't 

4 judament IJ evidcot by loolcin3 at the ' llidation nurnbcn obtlincd by Mr. 

s Dean Fwett, 1 member or 111e swn. wt o COOliCicd 1 lllmbc:r or a~ppllcn 

6 and contnlelon. The infonnation obtainl-d by Mr. Fusen IJ IUINI\Iriud in 

7 Exhibit _ (JWW-3) and IJ a1Jo dllpll)'\-d in the HAl Modd Rclfl"' S 0a 

8 Input• PonfoUo (IP), attacbod to the testimony of M•. Wood, in the fnnn of 

9 bu elwu thai Jhow tho range ofvaluct 1 btaincd In Mr. Fuscn't validAtion 

10 eft'oru. ~ lhe fbllowi1111 inlonnatlon ah ' WI. of the 30 chancd l'ltiiCf of 

II va!idulon values in the HAl lnputa POI'1follo binder, 28, or 93% of the 

ll dc:fault values ..-ocndod by tho fllairocrina Team for the HAl Model, 

IJ an~ not the IOWCJt validAtion number obtli.ncd. In fw, the default valuct in 

14 the model averqc 81% higlla' than the lowest va!id.ltion numbcn Any 

IS swcmcnt that the HAl Model OSP &aiflCCrina Team rout indy took the 

16 lowest number it &imply conuuy to the evidence. 
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Q. 

2 

3 A. 

WHAT lS TBE PURPOSE OP VALIDATION AS USED BY TilE IIAI 

MODEL OSP ENGINEERING TEAM? 

The t'fimaly reuons for validation by chc HAl Ensir-rins Team arc 10 

4 delmnine lha1 lhc irlflut values arc reuonablc and 10 continually review anci 

5 illlpftl'o'8 the model. 

6 

7 Q. 

8 

9 

10 A. 

DID TBE RAJ MODEL OSP ENGINEERING TEAM FIND ANY 

SIGNIFICANT FLAWS AS A R.t:SULT OF ITS VAI.JDATION 

EFFORTS? 

No. In ICYUII cuet - COund lh.U 10me of our uaunptions used in lhc put 

II were too ~ For example. in lhc puz. we used lhc common 

12 pl•nnins u.umpdoft !lilt lhc installed lXIII of copper cable iJ a linear •a + bx" 

13 type of stniaht line. After examining a variccy of validation value~ a-.1 

14 li~.et>ing 10 conccm~ thatlhc model produced high coru for larger cabl01, the 

15 OSP J:nainecr1n8 team membela came 10 rcal.ize that il did noc talc.e 42 times 

16 u lolls 10 cna!nccr a -4200 pair cable than 10 c:ngincer a 100 pair cable 

17 Then:lore, approprialc d\anJel WCR made 

18 

19 Q. DID EACH M£MBtR OF THE FlAt MODEL OSP ENGINEERING 

20 TEAM PARTICIPATE IN 1'111: VAUDATION PROCESS, AND DID 

21 

22 A 

23 

TBEV EACH DO IT Til£ SAME WA VT 

Yea. each mernba perUdpaud, but not In the ame way ll is lianifieantto 

note lhc depth and breadth o( experiet~Ce and knowled~ ?f the membcr'l of 

24 thiJ learn u dnalled In Bxhlbll _ (JWW·I ). Each member of the team uaed 

hp22of25 
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difrcrem approacbel to validate the HAl Model OSP methodology, 

2 assumptionJ and input values. 

3 

4 Mr. Fuaeu took tho le&d Iince be had 1 luge number of suc«sSI\JI comw. 

S with veadoa aod c:onrtac:lon The information he obtained ia extensive, and 

6 is reproduced In Exhibi1 _ (JWW -3 ). 

7 

8 Arnona bia many areas or OSP expertiae, Mr. Riolo ia erninetltly qualified to 

9 address the priclna of poles and cable. For claht j 'eln he waaruponsi'ble for 

10 purclwlns all poles and all outside plAnt cable for the New York Telephone 

II Compall)'. 

12 

13 Mr. DollOVUI hu l1tCIICied uade shows, Qlle$lioncd exhibitors, and called 

14 venc~t-- (or ddailod price and tachnlcal infonnation In addition, Mr. 

IS Donova.o lw I wide ranp or experience thai indudca negoli&t;,8 contrw. 

16 for millions of dollan worth of oontr'ICI J.bor, lnc:ludina excavation. pole 

17 p1acina. el~nio equipment inAallation, cable pt.clng, and Jpllclng. He iJ 

18 eminently qualified to addrea decuonle COSII In biJ lUI 1l.EC employment, 

19 he wu responsible for pun:lwina over one million dollars per day In 

20 elccuonlc equlpment for the cn1iro NYNEX Company Other work included 

21 the dealan of COIIIUUCilon job priclns methods and procedures. 

22 

23 Besides an extensive outside plant c:ucer in Belt Canad1, after retirina u a 

24 Gencnl Manager, Mr. Carter did deta!lcd enaineerins desisn of Diaital Loop 

25 Carrier Systems for a tmjor RBOC. He lw exeeptional depth of knowledac 
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ill detrled p clliaa upectf of IDLC u IIICd ill the HAl Modd He hu 

2 vafodard pr'- ill the HAl Modd bucd on hiJ receat cxpetics~CC> and hu 

3 contacted a IIUIIIbc-t or vcndon to obWn daailrd tcchnic;al and colllns 

4 information that conlinn1 the de&ull value. In the model 

s 

6 I have had a variety of OSP expcrieRCCJ wilh BeiiSouth and AT & T and have 

7 extenfiYdy ..mewed ILEC moddina methodology, wumptioN and Input 

8 va1uo in founeen USP and UNE dockeu u dcullrd in Exhibit _ (TWW· 

9 4). My a>nlribution 10 the vaJidatio;, cfron im'Oivrd the deuiled desisn of 

10 ten C-enP•s Bloek Gtoupt in ~ to validate the accunc:y or the 

II diluilulioa plllll deJian l'or twfidd Modd II eln" 3 I and 4 0 

12 

13 Pcrilaps the most credible fonn or validation hu been the numerous 

14 oompuUonJ o~HAJ OSP input value~ to those of the IU!Ca. Tho membcn 

1 S of the RAJ OSP £nainceriJ1a Team have been witnesses in apprc timately fifty 

16 IJSP and tJNE larinp in the pu1 two yean We have seen (under non-

17 diiCiot!n ageanc:nu) litcnlly thousands of ll.£C OSP input valuc:J. often 

18 from two or more lLECa in the aamc docket Comparisons have COIIJIJtently 

19 shown tbc: RAt Modd input valueJ to be ~rc:asonable." 

20 

21 The diP?·~ ~c It lnlcndod to hlahliaJu the fia llat tha'e arc: many 

22 wt)'IIO validate expen opinion The HAJ Model OSP Engineering Team hu 

23 done a more lhorouah job llan any other model proponent In documenting 

24 &IIIUIIlptions and valldali111J input val~~e~ ,...wt leut-<X>sl benchnwb buod 

25 on cumntly availlblc tecbnoloaY 
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2 VlL CONCJ.JJS)ON 

3 Q. BOW WOULD YOU SUMMAJU7.£ YOUR TESllMONY 

4 CONCERNlNG IIAJ'e COST MODEUNG OF OITTSIDE PLANT 

S FOR TBli.OCAL LOOP! 

6 A. The HAl Model R.eleuo S.O. comctly employs ouuidc plant dealan 

1 "*hocloloay, .-.mpcions and input Vllua that reftect bcr.v an ouulde plant 

8 •••- abould clcli&7' a loc:al loop networic employing the following FCC 

9 criteria: 

10 • • network baed upoolcul-<:011 111011-c:ffic:iau. raaonable lfdvlolosy 

II lbat II cumtJIIy bcina dqlloycd, 

12 • existina wire c:emer locatiON. wire caner line c:oun11 and averaac loop 

13 lcnath, and 

14 • local loop network u.nam:llllon llandarde and design practica. 

IS 

16 ThcreCoro, 1 rocommcnd the Florida Puolic: Setvlce Commllllon ldopt the 

17 HAl Model Rdeue S.Oa u the appropriate loc:al loop cost bull for 

18 dcta minq Univeral SeMce FUftdlna. 

19 

20 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESllMO!CY! 

21 A Yet. 

22 

23 
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INIBODUCDON 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSJNESS ADDRESS·. 

My name II James W. Weill, Jr., and my office address II 5280 Lailhb&nlt Lane. 

Alphamu, GA 30022 

BY WHOM AND IN WOAT CAPACJTV ARE YOU EMPLOYED! 

I am the President of J. W. Wells, Inc. In this proceeding, I am providing 

consuJtina experuse in tdecommunic:ationt Outside Plant ("0 3P") infruuucturc 

planning. dcsisn and conJtruc:lion. lneludlna costing aspecU of the loealloop. 

ON WHOSE BEBALP ARE YOU TESTlF\'ING! 

I am teatifYini on behalf ofMCJ Telecommunications Corporation. 

PUBPQSE 

WHAT ARE TOE PURPOSES OP YOUR TESTTMONV! 

The purposes of my tettlmony arc to: 

• analyze tho OSP Input values of the Incumbent Local Exchange Carrion 

(''ILBCs") in c:omparlton to those of AT&:T/MCI, 

• eurnine the OSP modeling methodology and usumptionJ of the 

Benchmark Cost Proxy Model Rcleue 3.1 ("BCPM 3.1") in compariton 

to those ofibc 8AJ Model Release S.Oa (''HM S.Oe"), formerly known as 

the K&lfield Modd, and 

• rebut spcc:illc OSP ponions of the direct testimonies of the ILEC 
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2 Q. RAVE YOU PROVIDED OTHER TESTrMONY IN 1lfiS 

3 PROCEEDING? 

4 A. Yes. I tlled direct testimony in thiJ proceeding. 

' 
6 m. OUALTfJCATIONS AN]) EXPERIENCE 

1 

8 

9 

10 

II 

11 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

II 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

l4 

Q. 

A. 

IV. 

PLUS£ STATE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND OSP 

WORK EXPERIENCE. 

I have Bac:helor of Engineering (Electrical Engincer".ng) and Miller of Busineu 

Administration degree~ and ceniflcation u a Project Management Professioftal. 

have gained OSP experience in the foUowing assignments with: 

• South CentnJ Bell Telephone Company (now BdiSouth) in Birminsharn. 

AL: OSP Construction Forc111an - I )'ar. OSP Facilities Engineer • 4 

yean, OSP Planning Engineer • 2 )'ars, 

• Western Electric and AT&T Networic Syttems (now l..ul:ent 

TCI.hnologies): Technical :Represenw ive for OSP Products- S yean and 

Dinric::t Manager - OSP Engineering and Construct.ion • S yca."J. 

• AT&T Local lnfrutr\l(ture and Access Management: Dis1ric::t Manager 

OSP Engineering and Construction • I year. 

• AT&T Locsl Services Division: Di&tr\c:l Manager Ouuide Plant Cost 

En(linecrina- 1 year, and 

• J. W. Wdl1, Inc.: OSP Consultant - 2 months. 

SyNOPSIS 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

BOW DOES YOUR TESTiltftQNY FIT .INTO THE OVERALL CASE! O O 2 4 9 4 
My area of C~~tpc1\ise i.t the OSP portion of the local loop, which Is the neiWOtic 

infrulructwe from the main dinribullna &.me in the wire center to the netWOrk 

interface device at the cwtomer' • premise. My teltlmony is complemented by the 

testlmoniea or. 

• Mr. Don Wood, which addrCIICI the tiM s.oa mdhodoJosy, dc:sian and 

several of the inpuu. and 

• Mr. Brian Pillcin, whlc:h addreues the ovcnll BCPM 3.1. 

WOULD YOU PLEASE PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF YOUR 

CONCE~S REGARDING TUE BCPM 3.1f 

I have reviewed the OSP poniom of the prdiled direct testimonlca of the £U!C 

witne5JCI in this proceedlns and the BCPM 3. I Model Methodology (April 30, 

I 9911 Edition). I have a1Jo panidpated in worlahops wMt-e ll..ECa have 

preaenuod the BCPM. In Release 3.1, the BCPM modelm have taken 11cps to 

evolve their model by incorporatina aevcral of the concepts of earlier releuc:s of 

the Halfield Model plut some additional ideas to improve the IICQiracy and cost 

efficiency of their local loop model. However, upon lhorouah investlsation. I 

have found that in tho lll:lUAI implcmenwion of these ideas the BCPM 3 I IIi!! 

IJII• well abort p( being the least-coal most;;fficicnt forward.Jooklpg apd 

T'f!!Diblo local !gog I!OIJ model bum! on gnmuly ayajllb!e toshnoiOJY in the 

following ten areas; 

• The inpu! values filed by Bei!Soulh, GTE and Sprint vary widely, and in 

numerous lnst~ccs the lLECs have utUiud unrea.sonablc OSP input 
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values. The> OSP input values filed by AT&:TIMCI for the HM S.Oa in 

lhis proceeding will be shown to be rcuonablc by comparison. 

• Tbc IU!C witnesses make miJica4ing claims of superior tr&IISIIIIssion 

quality bued on adhering to the constraints of t.bc Carrier SeMns Area 

("CSA ")Concept. However, BCPM 3. 1 very clearly does not adhere to 

t.bosc coi\IUilniJ. Both modeiJ appropriately deaign cliJiribution to a 

llllllilmm length of 18,000 fw from the Digital Loop Carrier Remote 

Taminal ("DLC RT") by employing range extension card a as required. 

• BCPM 3.1 now models custoniCt locations to the much smaller CCII5Ua 

Block ("CB") level instead of t.be Census Block Group ("CBG~) levd. 

However, the HM S.Oa employs a JUperior customer location 

mct.bodoloSY to BCPM 3.1 in thlt it model• most cuSlomer locatioou 

(70% for Florida) far more precisely by latitude and longitude geocoding 

or t.bcir addreucl. The remaining customers arc located by HM S.Oa 11 

the CB levd or prec:iJlon, which Is the nwdnwm level of precilion thAI 

BCPM 3. I wains for any customer. More prc:cisc customer location 

produc:es a more ICQir&tc and cost efficient network delign. 

• BCPM 3. I atbitrarlly segments narural clustcra or CUSIOmen (i e .. 

customen located in the ume neighborhood or town) based on a faxed 

grid overlay. However, HM S.Oa clustcn CUitornen bucd on their 

proximity to each other and transmiulon design rules, which iJ whit an 

OSP Eaginoer would rcallstically do in designing a leut-cost local loop 

network. 

• Tho BCPM J .l ownutcs costs because h model• an cxccuivc number of 

DLC RT1 in IOClllo111 serving geographical areas and numbcn or 
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c:wtomen !hat arc 1M too small for a lcut-<:ost modd. DLC RT 

locations are coStly, and thus it is more cost effective to fully utlliz.e the 

capacily and uansmiPion capabirnies of c:umntly available OLC l)'llems, 

which IJ cxac:tly what FIM S.Oa does. 

• BCPM 3.1 does not paform a quality chcdc to determine if a loop 

cxoceds 18,000 foet In kngth from the DLC RT. Thil is Important 

becat•10 wbcft a loop coccoeda 18,000 fee~. the quality of voice sndc 

booomeJ IUbsu.ndatd. In FlolidJ and other states, the BCPM 3.1 haJ 

Indeed moclded CUJtomer locationJ thJt are mo;c than 18,000 feet from 

the DLC RT. By way of compariton, HM S.Oa perforrnJ a quality Its~ to 

UIUte thJt none of the loops it models coccccd this limit. 

• BCPM 3,1 uses a fixed copper/fiber breakpoint and also autornJtically 

deploya fiber reeder and DLC for sridJ where customer demand cxo:c>cd• 

~ capKiry ofa linale copper cable. However, fiber with DLC is dearly 

110( the ecooomical altcniativc to copper feeder cables for short loops. 

HM S.Oa methodology II Car superior In lu use of dynamic scloction of 

copper vcr1111 fiber feeder bued upon comparative life cycle cc:onomica 

ofthe10 two al~em~tivcs. 

• BCPM 3. 1 lliU ovcmates diltribudon cable length and cost by moddina 

1q111te loti even though it i1 clearly more cconomicz and rcallstic for 

cities and IUbdivisions to be modeled bued on roctanaular lou. The HAl 

Model bu always been more real world and COil efficient in ill modeling 

of I wide by 2 deep rcc:~angular loll. 

• The BCPM 3. I modeling methodology ovcr.W:. dlJtribution cables by 
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14 

., 
16 

17 

II 

19 

20 
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22 

23 

I. tint lizina for the uhlmatg demand by providing up to two c.oQQ.-2 4 9 7 

cable pain to all house~, including empty houses, 

2. then iOG!!!fljnq tho ylsinwe ~ of pain requirccl by a cable 

lizina fActor, and 

3. finally rounding up this double inllau!d pair requirement to the 

MXt larae~~ diwelo cable lire. 

• The BCPM 3.1 hu throe significant, but ratbtt arbilwy, OSP networlc 

design wumpcionl wbidl cannot be radily subjec~ed to aeruitivity 

analysis beQuse fhcy are only user adjuJIJble via the cumbersome and 

time c;onswning preproceuing application. The1e wumptions are: 

REDAC'J'E'D.DOC 

I. The nwdmum threshold of 999 lines for detmninina CArrier 

Setvini Area size. 

2. The dislallce of 10,000 feet from the wire center in ~ feeder 

route In the state of Florida u being the appropriate distance 

whu-o it is eoonomical and feuibtc to 1plit a feeler route Also, 

this is the arbitrary disunce from every wire cenw where the 

sP"ina or lawai subfceder routes suddenly goes from 

approximatdy every I ,600 feet to appro·.imately every 13.000 

fcec. 

3. The sizing of the road reduced area in the diJtn'bution quadrant 

bued on a SOO-foot buffer alooa each side of the roads within tlw 

dlatrlbutlon quadrant 
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As will be demonstrated in much JVU!er deuil in the remainder of this rebuttal 

testimony, the HM S.Oa is clearly the most appropriate model for dctcnnining the 

cost of the local loop network in Florida bued on the relevant criteria of being. 

• reuonable, 

• least-cost, 

• most-dllclent, and 

• bued on currently available u:chnology. 

CONCEBNS RljGAJU)ING THE OSP PORTION OF BCfM 3.1 

WDAT CONCERNS DO YOU DAVE REGARDING nrt OSP !NJ'UT 

VALUES FILED BY THE IL£Ct1 

My analysis of the OSP input values filed by Bei!Sout.h, GTE, Sprint and 

AT&TIMCl in this proceeding coatradicu the following three represenutiQllJ 

g=ally promoted by the ILECI: 

I. 'T .ne lLECt aomehow pol#ll the only true knowledge of local loop 
• 

network costa in Florida and have also figured out how to 4ppropriately 

apply their cost data to a bonoms-up model 

2. Because an input value rcllecu the ILEC'• actual experience in its service 

territory, it is lhefefore indlsput.ably the lcast-cost, mosHfficient input 

valu.e, 

3. HM S.Oa is populated witb unrealistlo an(, low input values because the 

IW OSP Ena\ncerins Team developed theae anput values on a national 

buit. 
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Q. 

A. 

IL£c. have been building local :loop nelWOib for decades and do indeed have fJ 0 2 4 9 9 
8fUI deal of data and expenenu with studies that perform lop-dOWD aiJocatioru 

of the ctnbecklml costa in their local loop networb which have been deployed 

under rate bale regulation. However, BeJJSouth, GTE and Sprint arc clearly 

grappling with how to utilizo a. bouomt-up, forward-lookjna, levt-cost, IIKil1: 

efficient model for I local loop network bued On C!l!ret!l!y aVIilabiC technology 

under a "scorched !!Ode" usumption. 

HAVE VOU COMPARED TilE INPUT VALUES {'ROPOSED BV THE 

ILEC• FOR BCPM 3.1 WITH THOSE OF HM S.Oa1 

Yes. This docket hu created yet another opponunity for a slde-by-side 

complliJon of input values for tho same model in tho same nate in the same time 

&arne from lhtee independent ILECa. The following analy$ls will once again 

show that: 

• There uc a number of ~jlllitlcaJ1t dlffereN:CS among the input values of 

tho thncc ILECs for the AII\C item. 

• IL£Cs have adopted the BCPM national default input value~ for JCVeral 

items rmber llwl detc:nninc thdr Florida-s~fic input values. 

• In many arcu there iJ a 8fUI deal of consistency bctwct:n the input 

values of the IL£Cs and AT&:T/MCI. 

• In several lnstlliCCS, the input values of AT&:T/MCI to HM S.Oa are 

lignlllcantly more costly llwl the aamo iJiput value for the ILECI to 

BCPM 3.1 bfguJO they reflect real world OSP EnsJneeringjud.gniCIIt 

• There arc _,-al major differences between tltc input values of 

AT&:T/MCI to RM S.Oa and tho input valuea of tho ILEC. to BCPM 3. 1 

RI!DACTEO.DOC 
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In those areu where tha'c aro significantly diJfering modeling 

2 assumptionJ. 

) • Tbere 11'0 JUnaOUS CXII1lpb of lLEC iDIXM rea and illogical input values 

having been derivod by top-down acoountina ~hods absent direction. or 

' at least a rcuolllblcncss clleclc.. by OSP Engineers. 

6 • Thcte appear~ 10 bo no conslJlent pan ems in these diff~ 

7 

8 Tiw. tha'c Is no IUbsuntiadon to rq~resentttions that ILEC input values aro 

9 always tho conec1 values and HM S Oa inpuJ values always drive u~y 

10 low COilS. My condusions aro bucd on e side-by-side comparison of the 

II national default Input values for the BCPM 3 I. with the BCPM 3 .I Input values 

12 filed by BdiSouth, Sprint and GTE on August 3. 1998, 2nd the AT.stTIMCI 

1l input values 10 the HM S.Oa in thll proc:eedins. This comparison is detailed In 

14 the altached Exhibit _(IWW-4). l11c following arc examples of some ot' the 

15 anal, • of these lllput values by category. 

t6 

17 Pole Cos!J: The input value comparison for the per unit installeo cost of a pole 

II with anchors and guys in dmlity zone 6SO • 8SO is 

19 

lO 
21 

ll 

23 

BCPM3. 1 
()cfll!lt Bdl$quth 5liDnl mL tiM S Oa 

$775.20 $<106,77 $596. 14 $801.11 S4t7 00 

H There is no e:xplanallon u to -.hy OTE'a input value is 96 9"A hlabcr than 

U Bei!South'e COl' Florida-tpecific inlulled pole 0011 OTE wed a mix of 30-foot 

..... 10 
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non-shaRd f)Oiet and 40-foot &bared polet. However, Sprint appears to have 

1 uaed only 4S· fOol polet, wblch are too tall and much 100 conly, especially for 

J approxlm&lely half of tho poles that Sprint docs not Jhare. Tbcrc are obviously 

4 major inconsistencies 11110118 the rLECa on how to properly model and cost poles 

s using BCPM 3.1. 

6 

7 The relevant question Is "Whal is a n;asonable input value in PloridJ for pole 

1 com?" For a bcnclunark, tho rederal Communicaliom CMunlulon ("FCC") hu 

9 gathered pol.c oost dstali'om lhe ILECa regarding m&lerial and labor cosu for 

to 40·foot cia$$ 4 polq, which is summariud in Exhibit _ (JWW-2} of my Dirca 

11 Testimony in this proceeding. Even though it adds costs, HM S.Oa utili::l only 

12 40-foot clus 4 polet In order to accommodate sharina on any pole. However, 

13 there is very litUc supporting documentation to ascertain the aize and clus of tho 

14 polc(s} being modded by tho ILECa or any underlying dJta regarding how pole 

1 s com were derived or may have been validated. 

16 

17 The total pole costs submitted to tho JICC for Florida were BeiiSouth • $41 0.<46. 

18 Sprint • $270.00 and GTE • $440.0<4. N01c that the input values filed ty Sprint 

19 and GTE in this proceeding are coNldcrably higher. 

20 

21 The unweigbt«< arithmdica1 mean or the FCC pole cost dsta is SS00.7S 

22 nationwide and $373.<49 for the three Florida ILECa. The n&llonwide median 

2J cost is $422.14. Therefore. my co.nclusion II that th<l Input value for pole costa 

14 for HM S.Oa of $417,00 (eml though It II Indeed a llllJonll default value) is 

l REDACTED .DOC I'll~ II 
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ao::wa1Jy quite re.sonable for Florida based on the ILEC dauo collected by the 

l FCC and the Florida-specific COSII filed by BciiSouth. 

3 

4 Buried Plstnl!u!lon Struc!ua;: The input value comparisons for normal buried 

.s distnl!ution structure cost in density zone 0 • S, which IJ the most rural and 

6 thetefora most criti~ in lhla U nivenal Service Fund (US F) c:ue, and the most 

1 urban dc:nsi!y :cone or 10,000 +are: 

a 

9 
tO 

II 

tl 

ll 

Oensil)' 

Z!lno 

O-S 

10000+ 

BCPM J. I 
Dcfaul! Boll South 

s 1.47 s 3.19 

s 8.84 $7.77 

SJuinl ~ HMS Oa 

s 2 31 $1.47 S I 77 

$ 2.8S $8,84 S4S.OO 

t4 GTB has utiliud BCPM national d~ult value~ ra~IIH than ita Florida-specific 

u ~ for bwyins c:able, even though II Ia local c:ontracto-o that typically bury 

t6 cables, BeliSwlh'a buriocl diStribution structure COli in !he lowell density z.onc 

t7 (0 • S), where USF filndiug;, most applic:able. ia overJUted by at ICUI 7S% 

t9 BciiSoulh has not 6gurcd out how to, or for olhet re&IOIU has cboJCn not to, 

20 diffeteotiate buried cable structure com by type for i.nput into the BCPM 3 I 

21 bottom-up model SpcciR~. Bd!South has flied the Atrio cost of $3.06 per 

2l foot for plow, rocky plow, trench and bacldlll, roclcy trench, backhoe trench and 

23 hand dis for each denali)' ;r.onc, This is limply wrona. It coli much leas per foot 

14 to plow cable than it docs to trench and bacldlll. 

lS 
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Sprinl hu alto INidc this aame crronocow limpli6catlon in Florida, tbougb it wu 

1 able> to provide COlli specific to each type of buried cable trench in anolhcr nate. 

l However, lt should be possible> to denvc these differing cosu by type of buried 

4 lt!Uctu.re from the ILEC' s contracts. 

6 The consequences of this inability, or refusal, of the ILECs to differentiate their 

7 buried lt!Ucture cons arc profound in the most rural density zone where the USF 

8 Fund would be applied. The reuon is that the predoi'IIIIW1t method of burying 

9 cable in runl areas is plowing (e.g., 96% in BeliSouth'r filing. Bates Stamp 

10 000 196), and plowing is by far the lean costly of the BCPM 3.1 buried lt!Ucture 

II types, Thua, IL£C buried cable structure COlli arc substantially ollei'IWed in 

12 runl arcu beeauao the ayet~pe cost for buried cable structures of all types of 

l l placing methods has been uaod u the input value. 

14 

IS Note that the HM S.Oa illput value in this compari10n is ill$ldc the ranae o~ the 

16 ll.ECs ill the loWC$1 density :r:onc. However, in the most uriwl density mne. the 

17 HM S.Oa in.put value is far men cottly than the tbnc I1.ECs Thia is because the 

II HAl Model OSP £naineerin8 Team hu more re&IORably determined that there 

19 are much higher COlli f« bwylna cable when the clcnsily is more than 10,000 

20 lines per equate mile. This is just one clear clemo'Utration that the HM S.Oa input 

21 valucl are moro realiRJc and have not been derived to produce unrcaJOnably low 

l2 COJIJ fOC' the local loop networlc. 

l4 Furth« a.naly1b of tho ILEC bput values for below ground atruC"1ure shoYJJ that 

:u BeiiSoulh'a buried and underground structure COJIJ in dell$lty mne 10,0001- are 
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illogically lower than the arne costs in dCillity zones 2,SSO - S,OOO and S,OOO -

2 I 0,000. It c:enalnly appean that BeiiSouth hu made input value entry erron 

3 which ~ IU\Idure COJU in density zones 2,SSO - S,OOO and S,OOO -

4 10,000. Also, Sprint's underground suuaure coats are approximately IO"A less 

s than il4 buried auucturo costs in each density zone. This is illogical bocausu a 

6 conduit uencb IJ wider than a buried cable trench, and the trend! depth ahould be: 

1 c:omparablc. 

8 

9 These few examplct clearly demonstrate that the I:LECs are using accountants to 

tO unre&listlcally apread ILEC top-down COJl data for input into the bonom-up 

1 I BCPM 3.1 without applying the judgment o f OSP Enginecn Fwthcnnon; it is 

12 apparent that CYal with access to lhe same pool of OSP Contraaora in Florida 

ll that Sprint modela buried cable structure wt lessthan half the cost of Bell South. 

14 

IS Underwwn!l Focdcr StrucJure: The Input value comparison. for underllf'OUnd 

16 feeder JlNCtUre COli in density zone 0 - S and the two moSI urban densit) zonea 

17 are: 

18 
19 

lO 

21 

22 

Density BCPM 3.1 
Z!;m Default Bd!Soutb SJuinl 

0 • S S 2.76 SB.SI S l 02 

5000-10000 s 8.22 $16.5 I S 2.S8 

10000+ $ 8.84 $14.88 S l .S8 

HMSQa 

s 2.76 $1029 

s 8.22 sso 10 

$8.84 $7S.OO 

14 su- the lU!CJ ha~ access to the aamc pool of contratlora in Florida who 

1S place undCfll10Und JlNCiute, why would BdiSouth's cottJ for pW:ing 

IU!DACTI!D.DOC Ptp 14 
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undergrou.nd IUUCIUre in the most rural denslly zone bo more than four time. llw 

l of Sprint? In going from the 5,000- 10,000 density zone to the 10,000+ dcnsi1y 

3 zone, tho HM S.Oa input value inc:reua by 49. 7%, GTE's Input value O.e., the 

4 BCPM national dcf'ault value) increuc by 7.S%, Sprint's input value remains 

.s conJiant, but the BcUSouth input value inexplicably drops by 9.9%. 

6 Unfortunatdy, tbcrc b no JUppcl1tin& I'LEC docwncnwlon (e.g.. the HM S.Oa 

7 lnpull Portfolio) that would help to e>eplaln such huge diJCrepancics. 

• 
9 Tho HM S.Oa input values In the urban area are far mc;re COJdy compared to 

to those of the three n.ECs. This is because the HAl Model OSP Eng!ncctinc 

11 Team hu more re&JOD&bly detcnnincd that there are extra costs for plac:ing 

12 conduit when tho density is more than S,OOO lines per square mile. This clearly 

13 shows again that the HM S.Oa inputt have been derived from realistic OSP 

14 Eng; cril1gjudgmcnt and c:crulnly do not produce unreuonably low colts 

IS 

16 Noto al10 that GTE'a Input values for both buried cable and for underground 

17 conduit structure in lho three highest dcnsily zones are identical to each other 

18 (Exhibit _ (1WW-4), Pa. 1). Ho"''1M>', the cost for underground conduit 

t9 struc:turo should dcfinilcly bo higher than for buried strucrure because it taket a 

20 wider trench for conduil p'-nent, plus aeveraJ uthcr cost In general. 

21 

22 Conduh: Tho input valuo comparison for tho material coat of 4-lnch conduit Ia: 

l4 
lS 

SCPM3.1 
Qcfiu!t lki!South Sllrinl 

R.EDA.CT'I!D.DOC 
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$0.83 $2.24 $0.73 $1 .39 S0.60 

1 

l The RM S.Oa IDpub Poruolio Jbows volidarinn cltu ranaina from SO S2 co 

4 S0.6S, which mpporu the HM S Oa input value of$0.60. However, BdiSouth's 

' input ~ of$2.24 per foot fOf 4-illch conduit pun:lwcd in l.vJc quantic.ia is 11 

6 leut I SO% coo high. Once l&lin. ho-. there is no ILEC 1Upponilta 

7 documentation co explain why Sprint c:&n obiAin 4-illch conduit 11 1 rnueh more~ 

a rcuonable cost than BeiiSouth or GTE in Florida. 

9 

10 S!!l!C!ure S!wjns(% hid by Iek:ol • Aqjal. The input value compariJOnJ fo: 

II the aharlna of a.eria1 IU\ICIUf'C (after weiahling for poles, anchors and guys) In lhc 

11 most rural and most urban density zones arc: 

I) 

14 

I' 
IG 

17 

II 

l o~sity BCPM 3. 1 
~ Default Bei!Soulh 

0 • S S6.4S% 4S.70".4 

10000+ 60.S3% 49.60% 

46.89".4 SS. II% SO.OO"A 

SS.4~% SS I 1% 2S.OO"A 

19 'J'bere is consistency 11110111 aD inpul values in the moSI rural density zone 

lO However, .HM S Oa Jbows conslderably more 11ruecurc aharina (i c , 1 lower 

21 pen:auage paid by the telephone company) in the urban area than in the rural 

11 area. ThiJ is because there arc, and certainly will be in che future, more u11lhiu 

1l 10 share wilh in the urban area than in the rural area. The lLfCt, on the o1hct 

14 band, have modeled liule differenoe in 1he sbarina in the urban area than the rural 

002506 
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area. There II no tupponlng documenWion to explain the ILEC's modeling 

2 logic:, wblch appcan laddng in sound OSP EnginecrlJI8 judgment. 

) 

• Structure Sharing tv. Paid by Telco) - Buried Disrib!llion C,hlc and 

s Undetl!lOUnd Feeder Conduit: The input value comp&risons for the percentage 

6 plid by the telephone company for und!!fgtOUnd feeder struct\lre In the most 

7 uroan density ZOIICIIR: 

• 
9 

10 
Type of 
Structure 

Demily BCPM 3.1 
~ Default lkl1S'211lll Sl!rllll HM S.Oa 

II Buried Dist I~ SO.!l"lt 96.0% 99.9"1· 100.00~ lJ.OO"It 

ll UG Feeder l~ 8S.ot..4 99.V% 9S.otl. 97 .. 2% 33.00"/o 

ll 

H These Input values represent a most sijnifi ant diiTcrence of OSP Subject Mauer 

u Bxper1 opinion regarding lcut-cost. most· ·fficient, forward-looking modeling of 

16 the local loop networit. In the most uroan JtUS for below ground atruaurcs, tbe 

17 fo.rward-looking vi~ of the HAl Modt1 OSP Engineering Team is lhlt tbe 

IS telephone company will be able to share underground costs with two other 

19 utilltie~ on the average (liM S.Oa IP, App, B). 

20 

21 In sharp contrut.. Bei!South. GTE and Sprint fore- virtually zero amounu of 

2l aharins, HoweYCII', the Lucent (formerl) AT&T) OSP Engineering Handbook 

2l tha1 Mrdlecta Jtandard engineering guidelines" 5Upposedly modeled by BCPM 3.1 

H (Bowman OiRct, Pg. 7) ltatu tlw "[l}n vus where both powtr and telephone 
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utilities plan to bury their facilities, a joint t:reneh is uJU&lly advantageous" 

2 (Bowman Direct, Exhibit RMB 3, Pg. S). 

3 

4 Tho IU!Cs' viewpoint in regards to vlnually zero below ground structure aharing 

5 is bued on baclcward-loolcing. embedded network cxpcricnc:c and is lQ1Jllx 

6 unrt~mnablc for a levt=!X!$b moat-diiclent fOlWJI'l!-lookjna model ln a 

1 competitive environment, telephone comJW!ics will seck to lower their cost• by 

a ah.vina ltrUCtUte coJU with other utilitica In a forwan!-looldna CIIViroMient. 

9 there will also be acldltional utilirica out tnc:re th'\1 wiU be more willing to share 

10 structure costa. 

II 

12 Polo Spacing: The Input value comparisons for pole spacing In the moJt run~! 

13 and ulban density zones are: 

14 

" 16 

17 

II 

19 

De.. ty 
~ 

0-S 

10000+ 

BCPM3.! 
Default 

250 

!SO 

Bell South Sm:ial mE liM S.Oa 

250 250 !7S 150 

!SO ISO !7S ISO 

20 There Is tolllliJ'ecment bdweeo the HM S.Oa, the BCPM national defau!r values 

21 and two IU!Cs on theiO input values and on virtually all of1hc pole tpaeina input 

22 values In tho lntennedlate density zonc:s. GTE hu dctcnnined that iu Florida· 

n specific pole s)lllcing b 17S fcct. lio~WVet, In typical top-down ~ntina 

24 fuhion, GTB uled the II&JTic J7S.foot pole span input value in all density zones, 

25 oven though it iJ common lcnowtedso that poles are further apan in rural areas. 
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ThiJ clen:IONirates Ill appalling lack of OSP Engineering ovenighl. Thia alaoO Q 
2 50 9 

2 results in GTE's cost for aerial plant in rural areu to be overalltcd bee•nse too 

J riWIY poles are modeled per Kri:al cable route distanc:e. 

' Cooper CehJe: Bei!Soulh, GTE and Sprint all have input values for 3000, 3600 

6 and 4200 pair 24 gauge cables. However, 24 gauge cables tre limply not 

7 !TWlufaaurcd in lliz.es lqer lhul 2400 plln. Therefore, it iJ rathct obvious that 

a the lL£Ct are not using the actu&l cWstina prica that they pay for specifiC ai:.c 

9 cables, since they could not possibly have pwdwed these P' nieular cables for 

10 which they have provided input values. Again. it iJ obviow that accountaniJ arc 

II dctennining tho BCPM 3.1 input values for the ILECJ without the input or 

12 oversight of competent OSP Bnginccn 

tJ 

14 The comparison~ of tho total cost input valuea for the smaller slzc1 of 24 gauge 

U buried cables, which would be used cxtensively in rural areu. are: 

16 

17 
18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Cable 
Slu 

200 pair 

SO pair 

2S palt 

12pair 

6 pair 

lli!DACTED.DOC 

BCPM 3. 1 
Pe~ult 

S4.4S 

n.so 

$2.08 

S2.0S 

$1.97 

Bci!Sootb SJuim mE 

S4.3S S4 Sl S4 35 

suo S2.SS $ 1.89 

$0.78 S2 27 $1.41 

$0.78 $1.98 $1.39 

$0.78 $1 73 $1.34 

HM SOa 

$4.42 

$1.70 

Sl 24 

$0,79 

$066 

Pqo 19 
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RM S.Oa modelt 6 and 12 pair 24 g~~~ge cable. when they satisfy cable size 

2 requirunents bec:ause they represem currently available technology alternatives 

J tl\at have lower i~~~talled COJt and are more efficient in temu of cable utilization 

4 than 2S pair cables. BelJSouth has d"faulted to the 2S pair cable cosu for 6 and 

' 12 pair cable alus. The rationale is that current (i.e., BeiiSouth's embedded) 

6 operating practlces do not allow these small cables in !.heir inventories 

7 

1 Tho rdevaru criteria for determining USF suppon arc least-coli and most-

9 efficient buod on currently available technology. The latCII Input values filed by 

10 BdiSouth in the BCPM 3.1 for 6 and 12 pair 24 gauge cable does not 1111wy 

11 these rdevant critcriL Furthermore, tho greatCII manif011ation of thiJ cxeessive 

11 cable costing wiU be in the most rural areas where the Jm&UCII cables are more 

ll prevalent and whef'e tho USF wppon will be moll required BeiiSouth should 

14 ,..roWlo appropriate input values for 6 and 12 pair 24 gauge copper cables in 

U BCPM 3.1 for tho purposo of determining appropriate local loop coJts for USI' 

16 1Upport, which ia what Sprint and GTE have done. 

17 

II BeiiSouth utili.ul the 111!ne copper cable prices for feeder and distribution wle 

19 appli~:ations. However, BeliSouth's cable prices include wle tenninala via a 

20 loadlna ~or (BeliSouth'a Model lnputJ and Assumptions, Batea Stamp 

2t OOOIS7). Feeder cables limply do not have cable tennlnals, yc1 BeliSouth'a 

2l feeder cable OOIU obviOUJiy include a loading factor for tenninaiJ Thla is a 

lJ prime exa:mplo of mi11pplying top-down colllng principles in a bottom-up 

H costing model without OSP &ginocringjudgrnent dii"C'Ction or overalght. 
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Another seemingly illogical phenomenon of BeUSO)Ith's cable costing Is that ;9 0 2 511 

l 26 gauge aerial cable COlli arc higher tlwl its 24 gauge butied cable cost for each 

3 pair mo. Abo, BdiSoulh'• cost for 2S pair 26 !tiY!!fJ aerial and buried cables are 

4 higher than for the same cables in 24 gaygc. Because 26 gauge copper 

' conductors are smaller than 24 gauge, 26 gauge cables arc less costly than 24 

6 gauge cables in the same pair llzc for the JarnC application. 

7 

a For aome unexplained reason, Sprint's underground ~ coJts (i.e., without 

9 structure) are sisnffic:antly higher than ila aerial and buried cable coli for the 

10 JarnC pair tiu and gause or cables. ThiJ contradict• the appropriate rdatiONhip 

11 dcmoiiJtratod by the comparable input values for HM S.Oa and the other ILECs. 

ll 

13 fiber Cablo: Tho input value comparison~ for auial fiber cable total COSlJ are: 

IS 
16 

17 

II 

19 

Fiber 
Stfll!da 

144 

48 

12 

BCPMJ. I 
Dcfay!t 

$9.8S 

$S.27 

$:3.04 

Be!ISPI!!h Smiru OlE HM S.Oa 

$9.96 $7.82 $10.33 S9.SO 

$3.71 S4. 1S $4.37 $4,70 

$1.37 $2.83 $1.90 $2.90 

lt Thua, the HM S.Oa fiber cable COJII arc sho Nn to be very rcssonable. AJJO, HM 

ll S.Oa hu a maximum ah~c fiber cable of216 Jtrandt vcnu1 288 strands for the 

lJ BCPM J .J and the three !LECs. Thus, HM S.Oa will Incur even higher fiber 

24 cable cosu than BCPM J . l when the fiber strand requirements exceed 216 

Papll 
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because FIM S.Oa will place an additional 6~ ccble with JUpporting structure at 

1 multiples of216 required Jtrands ins~ad or at multiples of2S8 rrquired strands 

) 

4 Serving Area lptcd"ace C"SAI". alto known u Fmler Pinribution Interface) · 

' The input value compariJon for the inswlcd (i.e., mat.erial and insl&llation) cos: 

6 of a 3600 pair indoor SAl is: 

7 

8 
9 

10 

ll 

BCPM3. 1 
Qefiu!t 

$1 9,605 

Bel!$ootb 

S73,SH 

SJ11iot om HM S,Oa 

S32,17S 519,605 54,928 

12 There arc obviously Incredible differences. The HM S.Oa input value is descn'bcd 

l l in Section 2.9 or the HM S.Oa Inputs Ponfolio. There iJ no similar 

t4 do· ·-nemation to explain tho ILEC's com The nwerial components col15ist or 

u a plywood badcboard, modular protector units, connecting block.s and jumper 

16 wire. BeUSouth's cost level could cover several wcda of engineering and labor 

17 plus $14,418 in supply cos!$, all or which are exorbitant Note that GTE lw 

18 defaulted to the BCPM national input value rsthcr thAn ucenain its Florida-

19 spec:IJlc costs. 

10 

21 Only BeiiSouth furnished deta~1od SAl com (Exhibit _ (JWW-4), Pg. I 5 -

l2 18). Noto bow the "eoginccring" com have been applied linearly based on .~ 

l3 pair count of the SAL For example, Bell South lw coned $312.66 to engineer a 

14 100 pairindoor SAl and $13,131.68 to engineer a 4200 pair indoor SAl (i.e., 42 

l3 timet more). However, real world ensineerina com for an indoor SAl vary tilde 
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by pair lim. This is an example of the 10p-down accounting applieation of ILEC 

2 cost dala without OSP Engineerinajudgmem. 

) 

4 Prop W"ICC PJemMU - Aerial and Buried: The comparisons of ILEC input 

s values for the aerial and buried 10ta1 drop wire costs are: 

6 

7 
a 

9 

tO 

II 

11 

13 

Drop 
llz 

Aerial 

Aerial 

Buried 

Buried 

Density 
~ 

0-S 

10000+ 

0-S 

10000+ 

BCPMl. l 
lkfayl! Be!ISoutb Smiw 

s 0.77 s 0.26 s 0 .80 

s 0 .17 s 0.26 s 0.80 

s 0.77 $0.70 s 0.74 

s 0.17 $0.70 s 0.74 

~ HM S.Oa 

$0.62 $0.26 

$0.62 $0.33 

$0.62 $0.74 

$0.62 SS.I4 

14 HM S.Oa appropriately reflecu the real world by modeling higher drop cons for 

1$ dte urban vmus rural areu, 27% higher for aerial drops and 595% higher for 

16 buricr' !raps. The ILEC. model the 51111e con per foot in all den.dty areu by 

17 drop type. This shows a lack of OSP Engineering judgment and al$0 resulu in 

II higher drop cons in rural areas because the average drop cost is being applied 

19 

20 Prop cosiJ have a major impaa on total loop costs because they represent a 

11 lignificant amount of invatment lbat occurs 11 virtually ~ customer location 

u The impact of inappropriate drop costing on a per foot basis is even more 

1J profound in rural areas because of generally longer drops lengths 
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Buried drop• simply cost more than aerial dropt. Note that Be!ISouth more than 

l doublea it.s inllallod cost for buried dropt YCnUJ aerial drops. while HJt-.1 S.Oa 

J l~ range from 184% to 14Sil%. 1n contrut, Sprint's costing of aerial 

• dropJ higher than buried dropt is a.stonilllingly illogical 

6 Note tlw OTB'1 buried llld aerial drop Input values (l.o., the BCPM 3. 1 national 

7 ddiult values) are the -. and !hey are at the much higher buried drop .:ost 

8 level. Thi1 II bec•uae GTE i1 modeling 100% buried drop costa, which eost 

9 more than aerial drops. This Is a clellr violation of the FCC Criteria No. I that the 

to model be "reuonablc" and "least-cost" based on c:urrently available tcehnology. 

II 

tl The drop wire Input values of the HM S.Oa are clearly rc:alistic: llld r~,uonablc 

13 compared to those ofthe ILEC.. Punhcnnore, in urban density :r.oneJ, the HM 

14 s.Oa dropt eosta arc •lsnificantly highet. Thl• reflecu tound OSP Engineering 

U judgment of ruJ world higher COJll that hu been consatc:ntly noorporated into 

16 tho AM S.Oa input values u appropriate. 

17 

18 Network lntcrfaq; pcyico f'NID") Protector Md lpfcrfi,CO: The input value 

19 compariJon for the total COJll ofNID. Protector and Interfaces i1 

lO 

21 
21 

23 

NID BCPM3. 1 
Ima pefault BdiSoutb .5Jlrlnt 

Raidenti.al $30.73 SS6.61 SS8,9S 

Busincu $30.73 SS6.61 $99 8S 

IU!DA.CTI!D.DOC 
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BellSouth and OTB utlli.z.e the same c:ost for residential &nd busineu N!Da, 

2 whereas Sprint and HM 5.0a appropriately rcOcct lower c:ost for residential 

3 NIDs. Why ate Sprint's bwlncss NID C:OIIIIO much hlgher1 HM S.Oa c:ostJarc 

4 within the ransc or the ll.BC c:osu. 

' 
6 Pigjlll Loog Carrier: The c:ompariJOns of ILEC input valut$ for dlsital loop 

7 carrier ~· are: 

8 

9 

tO 

It 

ll 

13 

Cost 

Ullc 

Yoxcd 

Yoxcd 

Per Unc 

Unc 
Slu 

:u 

673 

0- 192 

BCPM 3. 1 
Default 

$19,204 

$96,859 

$94.00 

14 Per Line 192-2016 S119. 11 

., 

Bd!Soutb SJlrim QI.E HMSOa 

s 19,204 s 23,159 s l3,7S4 $18,300 

$96,859 $128.569 $113,125 $88,500 

$94,00 $98.59 $72.39 $100.00 

$89.11 $68.02 $72.39 $ 71.~0 

16 Why doea OTB input the same cost for low density and high dcruity line cards? 

11 The ILEC's fixed 00111 for DLC RT locations arc mrcrndy high c:onsldcrins 

II that thcso lowlona would be generally much smaller than 999 lines, the BCPM 

19 3. 1 threshold. In other words, the smaller stze DLC RTs modeled by BCPM 3.1 

20 should be bouaed prodomlnantly in cablneu and not requ~ more Qpenslve hull 

21 or coou-olled cnviror4!1CIIt vaults ("CBVa"). It appcsn thsl ILEC aoc:ountanll 

22 have loaded DLC RT lite input values reflectins the cmbcdded networlc 

23 investment indudlns ~~~and CEVs.. There iJ no supportins docwne11Wion that 

24 would reflect appropriate OSP EnsJ.-rlns judsment. 
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Why arc high density DLC ay11em coatJ per line significantly leu for Sprint and 

2 GTE tllan for BdiSouth? The conclusion of the SWI' of the J..ouisWia Public 

3 Sctvicc CommiJsion was that the BCJ>M inappropriately modeled the expcruive 

4 RBUVG range a1cnslon line card for high dcnslty DLC l)'tlems (Louillana 

' Sta£1'1 Final R.ecommenclalion. Doclcet No. U-20833, March 27, 1998, Pg 14). 

6 BcUSouth hu lldopted the BCJ>M IWional dcfauh value that ltill includct the 

7 exorbitant REUVG range c:xtcnslon line carda; whereas, Sprint and GTE appear 

8 to have made the appropriate adjustment to the lower C:OSI RUVG2 range 

9 lllll.cnslon line ct.rd. 

tO 

II HM S.Oa modela suffidcnt costa for range extension line carda u R~quircd For 

12 the CSAI requiring low density DLC Syuems, HM S.Oa models the Advanced 

ll Fiber Syatcms UMC 1000. ElM S.Oe bu costed these aystcms with I O<We 

14 utiliz.ation ofUMC Remote Terminal Range Extension RST POTS Chlnn.ll Unhs 

u (R-EPOTS or simply EPOTS), even !hough thc leu expcruive lll&ndard RPOTS 

16 card is aufficienl for loop• up to 12,000 feet from the DLC RT. Note thAt this is 

11 reflected in the HM S.Oa low dcnslty per line cosu, which arc hi~r than thoac 

IS of the ll.ECa. 

19 

20 For high dcnslty CSAI, HM S.Os modelt the DSC U1espan 2000 DLC System. 

21 HM S.Oa inc:orpomea COlli for thc DSC Utespan 2000 RPOTS channel unlt for 

ll customcra served by ltfic DLC RT uni11 to a distance or 17,600 feet. DSC 

ll rcc:ommcndt the usc of the RUVGl card for thoac cuJtomen exceeding 17,600 

24 feet in dlluibution l~ath- Since thc maximum diwibution length in limited to 

RJ!OACTED DOC Pqcl6 
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l 

18,000 feet In HM S.Oa, the number of rustomen requiring ttJJ card from a hish 

density OLC l)'ltem is de minimis. 

4 To add 10mc further penpcctive to the debate over range extension requirements 

5 11nd appropriate costs, BCPM 3.1 recommends 11111ge extension only for loops 

6 exceeding !3,600 feel from the OLC RT (BCPM 3.1 Oacrlption, Pg. 55). 

1 AeeordiJIII to Mr. Brian Pitkin, an AT&T/MCI Witncu In this proceeding, the 

8 HM S.O& nctworic designed for Florida has less than O,OS% of its loops cxceedina 

9 !3,600 feet. in di.un"buuion length from the OLC RT. Furthermore. most oftbcse 

10 loops will be tmled by low density OLC systems, which have l OO"h range 

11 extension line cards in HM S.Oa. My condusion is thai HM S.O& models more 

12 than lllffidcn1 coils for the required range extension line cards 

13 

14 

15 

16 
17 

18 

19 

20 

fibe1/Cagg!!l' Qrclkooint: The 

breakpoint Ia: 

BCPM 3.1 
Odjylt Bell Sooth 

12,000 12,000 

input value compari10n for tbr fiber/copper 

SJII:illl QlE HMJ.J!I 

12,000 12.000 9,000 

21 The explanalion for the 3,000 Coot difference between BCPM 3.1 modeled by the 

22 ILECs and HM s.oa is !hat BCPM 3. 1 is mcuuring lhc longest 1o1alloop lenglh 

n in a CSA wl1ercu HM S.O& is mea5Uring lho fcodcr diJ!ancc from tho wire ccnlcr 

24 to the Pcoder Obtribulion lnterlitc4 ("FOJ"). The overall lmpaa of this 

n difference in modelina methodologies is not that .;,nifleant However. the west 

26 dynamio Coppa' VcnuJ llba fcocler sdee1lon mahodology employed by the HM 

00251~ 
I 
I 
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S.Oa (HM S.Oa MethodoiOSY, Soc: 4 S) iJ the one that replicates the proceu 

1 utilWocl by a real woc1d OSP &am-. 

J 

PJam Mix - Piwibutjon The input value comparisons for the pcn:cnt.llgc of 

' 
6 
7 

• 
9 

tO 

II 

t2 

dimibution plant ue: 

Density 
'[y.pe ofp]ant Zllllo 

Undqround 10000+ 

Buried 0-S 

Aerial 10000+ 

BCPMl.l 
Default 

90.00% 

60.00% 

0.00% 

Bci!SO!!)b .5R.Wa mE HM SOa 

90.00% I.S~'. 1.96'~ 10.00% 

60.00".4 87.SO"Ao 78. 11% 7SOO% 

0.00% 13.2~ 73 90Yo SOO% 

13 BellSouth bas ldopted the BCJ>M 3 I national default input values for all of ita 

1• plant miJC inpuu *'""' h cannot uuruin from its own florida-•pecilie dauthe 

ts appropriate mix or plant in !'lorida. There arc hugo diff~ among the 1LEC 

16 input values. 

17 

II The BCPM 3.1 national default input. whieh BeUSouth bas adcpted. i1 90"/e 

19 undeurmmd dj11nl!utjoo plaN in the 10000+ density zone. Hov.-eva-, in this 

20 most urban, biah ~ zone, - fmkr cables go into buildinjp. and most of 

21 the djsnl!ution cables are cl~ inside of or alUidlecl 10 builcfinaJ or plaeed In 

12 ducts provided by propc:ny owncn. Thua, when Bel1Sou1h model a 90"/e of the 

ll dlatributjoo plam u underaround, It Ia addina JUbllantW cosu fbr underground 

1• conduit and manholes thai are limply 001 required. 
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In sharp conuut, HM S.Oa has a more IUIO.ned iJlput value of I 0% u described 

2 in the HAl Model Release S.Oa lnputl Portfollo Section 2.5. Also, note that 

l Sprint and GTE have even $llllller Input values of leu than 2.Cl% for 

4 undCfJIOUIId distribution plant in wban arcu. 

5 

6 Another example of llawl:d modeling logic Ia the fact that Bell South, again using 

7 the BCPM national default input value, shows 0.00'.4 for aerial plant in the molt 

1 wban density zone. Monlovcr, Sprint has modeled 83.5% of iu cli.ruibution 

9 cables in the highest density :one u buried plant, which would be cost 

to prohibitive, if not impoulblo, to p~ in a conges1ed urban &rcL Nclthcr of 

II these llEC input values rdlcctJ aound OSP Ellgineering judgment. 

12 

ll Plant Mhc Fjbcr Pmer: The input value comparisoru for the percentage of 

1c 6bet' feeder plant are: 

IS 

Density BCPM 3.1 16 
17 Type of Plant ZwJg Default BcliSoulh Sw:in1 mE HM S Oa 

18 Undcrground 0 • S 10.00'1. 10.00'1. 23.50% 86.91% 5.00'.1. 

19 

20 crre·. high input value of86.91% for underground fiber feeder percentage in the 

21 rural areu is simJJIY ridiculous. Feeder routes In rural areas consist of only one 

22 fiber cable that wW never need to be reinfon:cd. Such situations clearly e&ll for 

23 leu costly buried or aerial pl&nL No cost-efficient telephone company would 

24 incur the cxotbitant colt ofbuilding a conduit and manhole l)lllem for 86.91% of 

l5 it.allber feeder In rural ucu Thb is an oven more profound Issue given that the 
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BCPM 3.1 abo models exceulve fiber feeder to far too many DLC RT locations 

l (deuiled dJewbcrc in this t.cstirnony), The impACt of this egregious error in plant 

J mix is to greatly inflate GTE's rural cosu, which rt~Uhs in an anilioially hig)l 

4 Univer11l Service Fund. 

5 

6 !oyestmeot Loop Cap: BCPM 3.1 cmploYJ an Investment loop cap to allow for a 

7 nwcimum individual loop investment bucd on either potential retl)llatory poliq 

8 or a wi.rdeu technology alternative (BCPM Methodology, Pg. 56). The default 

9 value iJ $10,000, which hu been conunonly accepted in numerous proceedings 

10 by all panies. ln this procoeclil1g however, BeiiSouth hu filed an Investment 

11 Loop Cap of only $4,350, without any explanation or supporting documentation. 

12 

13 Bc!ISml!b's ln-Piam l..otdjng facton: BeiiSouth's engineering and labor costs 

14 are derived from DeiiSouth's in-plant loading factors that convert the malGrial 

l.l prices to an IMallcd invc:nment. Having analyzed BeUSouth's in-plant loading 

16 factors in UNE Cost Ooclccts in eight rtac.es, including Florida, I believe ll'.at 

17 BeiiSouth'a OSP loadinp aro not forward-lookinl\ and, instead, are utilized to 

18 recover the costs of BeliSouth's embedded methods of operation. I have several 

19 concans with BellSouth'• cost modeling methodology base on ita usc of top-

lO down loading factors. 

ll 

u BeUSouth appUcs a malcrial loadi11g f~or to the jnDalcd (Caldwell Direct, Pg 9) 

lJ dircla ma1erial cost for copper and fiber cabla in itt OSP Field Reporting Codes 

l 4 Thele material loadlna factors are modeled primarily to recover 

l.l telecommuniGations engineering and labor, vendor engineering and inslallalion, 
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exempt (I.e. , minor) material, and Ale.t tax (Caldwell Direct. Pg. II). BeliSouth's 

l methodology IJ to calculate a ratio of these auociatcd expenses to its non-

l exempt (l.o., major) mau:rial inveslments for tbe yur 1995, and then multiply this 

• ratio by the inllatcd direct cable tmaterial cosL 

s 

6 I do not believe that BdlSouth's ratio of material loading expenses to cable 

1 im'eSilllellt in 1995 llhould be coruidercd leut~st. mos~o<fficient, or forward· 

a looking buc:d on c:urrently available technology, Mr. William Zatalcu. 

9 Be!ISoulh't C0S1 Modeling Wnncss in tbe UNE Cost Doekeu, sated in his 

tO deposition in Louiliana that, "our ABJmprlon there would be that the cost of 

t t Installing a poh In 1M foture would bosiCDlly IHJ tlu! som~ as It was /11 thil past, 

11 l>eQnse wo tee PO change in the technology. A11td ,..., did that for wch 

IJ lndMduol faaor 01' loading" (Zaraw Deposition, LA Ooc:kec U·22v221U-

t• 22093, 8/19/97, Pg. I 10, with ita!Jc:J added for emphasis). However, the BCPM 

., proponeJUJ contradict this statement by saying tlw "the Model does POl rely 

16 up.-.1 embedded cosa for facalitia, funecions or elementa" (Bl.PM Methodology, 

11 Pg. 12). 

18 

19 Going beyond the fundlmenUI melhodology question anJ loo!cing into the daiJI 

lO provided on the material loading ~ora raises tdditlonal ques1ions. These 

21 material loading factol1 for cable are huge contributors to the total loop 

22 itr~t~tmenl. The following examples of these in-plant lolllin&J w!U demonstrate 

2l bow they are used to drive aiOI'IIIOU& underlying COlli that malce up BeiiSouth'a 

2• Input values to the BCPM 3. I: 
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• A prime example or tho lmpac:~ or these loadJnas can be found in the 

BellSouth'a applic&tloa ofio-pl.anlloadina W:tora to SAb In BellSouth'a 

mstina ofa 4200 pllr Indoor SAl, S l3,6a9 wonh of material bccoma 

SIS, 719 In INtal1cd costa Tha. the in·pW.t loading faa on account for 

84% of the tol.ll COJII 

• ILEC Enaineerina and pllc:i1111 cotta have been allocated b.ucd on cable 

liu or material coau- f or oxample, BcliSouth'a placlna Input valuca for 

Z4 aauae underground cable arc $1.03 for 100 pair and sn 96 for 2400 

pair. Ukewiae, BciiSouth'a ~ input values for theae AmC 

<:lbla are SO IS and S3 .37. It simply d~ not cost l2 timca u much to 

~ or place a 2400 pair under;round cable than a 100 pair 

undera;round cable. tn reallty, there is wry little dilf~cnce in the c--qa to 

cqinoct and place an undaaround copper cable b.ucd on ita pair siu 

• BdiSouth hu dooble oouotcd placing cost$ for buried copper and fiber 

cables because It zeroed out the apllc:lns column inslwl of the pllc:ing 

column In ita buried cable tables Buried cable tmc:cmcnt COlla are 

apsxoprialdy included In tho buried 111\Jcture coau and should not be 

mctww in the cost of tho buried cablettbemJdveJ furthermore, b.ucd 

on a compubon of lbeae additional buried placaJICIII costa to the aplicina 

coat for aerial and underground cables, thiJ double<ountina d~ not 

1«111 to have been a simple matt~ of BciiSouth pulllfli ha 1pllclng .:OJII 

in the plac:iJ1a colla column. Th\1$, BcJISoulh'a inaulled buried cable 
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• There are a slgnl6wuly hlsl1er supply cosu for aerial venus buried and 

uncJersround c:oppa- cable~ of the same gauge and pair count u Jhown in 

the following table; 

BeliSoutb'a Copper Cable SupPly Coss 

Size/ 
~ 24 Gluse Cables 26 Geu~ Cables 

m2 2!!!l :u 
Aerial $22.64 $4.1t7 $0.30 $19.72 $4.SO ~34 

Buried $13.32 $2.86 $0.13 $1170 $2.81 ~.17 

uo SIB '21 SS.63 ~. 12 $16.68 $4.02 ~.II 

The explanation Qllnot be th4t BdiSouth includes tenninal costs as a 

cable loading factor boc•use there are no comparable supply costa for 

buried cables that abo luve terminals. Furthcnnore, comparable supply 

costa have been appliod to the larscr IIWI cablca. which rarely have 

terminals. Also, the cxpl11111tion cannot be due to strand and pole line 

hardware cow boct"IC there are no compartblc supply cosu for aerial 

fiber cables? 

• BeJISouth's costs for splicing aerial cables are unrctlistlWly higher than 

splicing costa for undcrpound cables of the same pair IIWI and gtUgc. 

• Bc!ISouth's filios abo ahowa that It is more coJtly to place 26 gauge 

underground cables than larger and hetvier 24 gauge cables of the same 

• BeliSouth'1 t%1ilneerina oost1 vary considenbly between 24 and 26 gauge 

cable. of the wno palr Jlzo and type of plant. 
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• Funhcnnorc, since fiber Clble aheaths arc the virtually the same 

regardlcsa of fiber count, there is no rationale for BeUSouth to model a 

much higher c:oll to place a fiber Clblo of higher fiber count. This 

disc:n:pancy caUJC:S BeiiSouth' s fiber Clblc placement coltS for larger fiber 

Clbles to be ovenuted.. 

7 These arc but a few examples where 8ei1Soulh has taken an illogical, toJHiown 

a accountina app101Ch 10 derivil1g input values that slmply contradict real world 

9 OSP l!nglneerina. 8eUSouth'a filins shows a lack of OSP Engineering judgment 

10 in the determination or review ita cable input valces. Notewonhy is the 

II oblervation tlw GTE and Sprint limply did not file the underlying costing details 

ll Cor tbelt cable Input values for analYJis. 

13 

14 Drop Wim: ~ to Data R«)UCIIS In this proceeding show that ILECs 

IS ..:rve fewer than lOCO( lines per residence. Yet, BCPM 3.1 assumes live-pair 

16 buried drops for both resid~ and bwinesx:s. While l.I..ECs can cert&inly 

17 choose to invest in 6ve-palr buried drops to every residence to preclude ever 

18 havil1g to reinforce any of them. it does not seem reasonable that the Universal 

19 Service Fund should fully suppon the excessive spare capacity. Funhennore, the 

lO avall&billty of two-channd DSL SY$1cms provides a viable alternative for up to 

11 four subscn'bcr lineJ on a twa-pair buriet. drop for those residential customcn 

11 who may tomcd&y require more thao two linei. My roconunendation. for the 

2l putpOse ofUSP oosling. is tlw all residence buried drops should be rwo pair. 
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Lack o( RMI Wodd Yaril!jon jn Input Yolu~: The ILECa l;ave 6lccl in aCP8 ° 2 52 5 

l 3.1 input values in a I1WU1er that totally disreprd.& dearly understood dilfoewes 

3 by density zone. lbetc is no a;pproprialc variation in many of the ILEC input 

4 values by dewily zone for such input values u pole structure sharing. aerial &nd 

' buried drop cosu, or distribution 611 facton. The followins examples wi& funhcr 

6 Ulu11nte tho la.ck ofOSP Engineering judgment in dmviog ILEC input valuca: 

7 • BellSouth utilizes the wnc coau per foot for conduit ioJtallation &nd colt 

I per Coot for buried cable installation for each trenching method: Trench 

9 &nd Btcldlll, Roclcy Tncnch, Backhoe Trench &nd Hand Dig Trench 

10 Sprint doc:t likewise. Funhcrmorc, BeliSouth docs not vuy its buried 

11 cable uenc;hins cortJ fur differing terrain conditions of nonnal. aoft rock 

12 and liard rock 

I) 

14 

IS 

t6 

17 

II 

19 

20 

ll 

ll 

23 

14 

• Sprint even UJCI the JU1IC bOJC cost per foot ins1alled for both conduit 

and cable placement for all method.&, all aoil types, and all density zones. 

Sprint's explanation is t.hat "the contract docs not differentiate among 

these activities" (Sprint's Response lo A T8~T's Firrt Set of 

Interrogatories, Au. 24). A$ an OSP EngiMer, I 6nd thai rtar.ement 

rather amazioa. As an example of tho impact cf these simplilled input 

valuca, For H&rd Rock - Feeder Conduit Trench and Backfill. BciiSouth 

hu filed a buo COli per foot installed of $60.98 compued to Sprint's 

filins of$1.90, a ditrerenc:e of3,209%. This contradicu real wor1d OSP 

costina, bocauae tnmch cost• vuy considerably by method, density z.one 

and type of soil condition. 
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BCPM 3.1 contains cxteruive input value tables that have been d~lopcd to 

2 appropNlely differentialc pole, buried cable and underground conduit placcmett 

3 coJU by type of method, by density zone, and by 10il conditions. The !LECa may 

• rationalize that by populating lhese input tables with average values that "it all 

~ averages out.~ However, the abjeer failure or the JLEC:a to populate tho cells of 

6 these input value tables with realistic coru raiJeJ considerable doubt rtptding 

7 the validity ofBCPM 3.1 output in any particular density zone . 

• 
9 ContAct Prices: MI. c.Jdwcll states that "BelJSouth's structure pLlcemcnt costs 

10 (contractor c:osU) for pllcing conduit. trenchinifplowing buried cable, and 

II placing polca are based on an av>eragc of the ten cxiSling BciiSouth contracu with 

12 ouuldc plant contractoR in Florida~ (c.Jdwell Direct, Pg 9) !L£Cs usc wch 

l3 "Muter ContriiC!I" to award day-to-day small-tc:ale routine work and amaller-

14 scale • -,jeers. However, in accordance with the "least-cost, moSl-dlicieru" 

U &51Umptions of FCC Criterion I, lM appropriate contraC1or cosu for tncse 

16 models should be lower than tbeso averages to rdleer llllb: largc-l'C&!e projccu 

17 that arc put out for competitive bida. This would produce more apprt>priate 

11 contractor cosu consistent with the underlying "KOrchcd node" assumption of 

19 these modcla. 

20 

21 The 1Upposedly proper application of the "scorched node" aasumption by BCPM 

22 3.1 baa been tCIIIIled to by Dr. Staihr when be mled that, "the BCPM 3. 1 modd 

23 IllUmes that the mrtn MJWOrk Js built ar a slngf4 polmln time. Thia allowa the 

2A actvlce provider to reaffr:• ~rtaln ·~fflclttiCIU' and ·~tXHI()nr/~s of $Ctl/t' that 

u COilld not haw lx!m reofi::M h/s:toricalfl' (Stailtr Direct. Pg. 7 with italica added 
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for empha.sis). Tha •vmalna of Master Cootac! COS!• by the ILED to 

2 detmnine input values to BCPM 3.1 does not conform with this ~ key 

l assumption. 

' Surnmw ReJildina !pput Value C?mparitQns: These input value comparisons 

6 arc rather clear examples of the ILECa having the data but not seeming to know 

1 how 10 identifY and/or correctly apply their data u input va1uea into a bo".om-up. 

a IC4SI-c:ost model. It Ia alao apparent that the JL£C OSP input values for many 

9 items have been derived via !ICCOUntina method& that have not been JUbjocted to 

to a reasonablencp cheek by OSP Enginec:n. 

II 

12 Some BCPM witncuH have ftankly admllled this. One stated that, " GTE does 

13 not necessarily maintain d&ta that can be easily transl.eted into aU of the input 

!4 values for the BCPM oc HAl modeiJ" (Robinson Direct, NC Docket P-1 00, SUB 

u 133b, 12110197, Pg. S), Another IL£C witneU has testified that "it i1 diffiouh 

tG and time consuming to ma1te aU model default inputs company-~c. 

17 The:cforc, in producing c:oru using a cost proxy model, OTE mull rely on many 

IS dcfauh inputs" (ColliN Direct, TX Docket 18515,2111198, Pg. 4) 

19 

20 II is indeed diflicult for the ILECa to properly define and properly apply OSP 

lt input values, even thouJb they have volumes of llato-spocific c:ost data. On the 

21 other hand, HM S.Oa emp1oya national defeuh input values developed by the tW 

2J OSP Engineering Team that work within tho HM 5.0a to produce florida· 

RI!DACTEDJ>OC 



2 

3 

• 
5 

6 

7 

• 
9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

II 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

H 

u 

Q. 

A. 

002528 
• The labor conlcnl of OSP COlli arc reduced from nati0111l Ieveii by a 

F1orida-spocillc factor of68"n (HM S.Oa IP. ~ 7.) 

• Plldng oosu ore increucd appropriately for difficult terrain. wlfacc 

tCl(!Ure, rock depth. rock hardness and water depth statistics thai are 

F1orida-spocillc at the CBG level. 

• CUstomer and wire center locations arc F1orids-spocille at the individual 

location level. 

• Material cosu for a lcut-<:OII model rcpruenting large ILECa should not 

vary lignlfieantly from nationwide material costs. 

HAS THE BCPM 3.1 ACBJEVED m E MOST REALISTICALLY 

A1TAINABLE LEVEL OF ACCURACY FOR IDENTIFYING 

CUSTOMER LOCA TIONS1 

No. One of tho primary goals of a IUpcrior local loop model is prcciae customer 

locat>Jn bceausc this ilthe buis for ICalralc and COA-efficiem network design. 

The BCPM 1.0 and the Hatllcld Model up thr01.1gh Release 4.0 located or 

IJSigned automen at the CBG level. The BCPM 2.0 and now BCPM 3.1 usc 

housins and business llnc dsta a1 the CB level to better lo.2tc automera. On 

avcraac, thcfe ate aboul 30 CBs per CBG (BCPM 3.1 Dacription, Pg. 6) 

However. the HM S.O. is much l1lO<'e preci~~e in locatina cuJiomen thr01Jgh 

latitude and Jonaitudc scocodina to six dccimal pW:cs of the cuJiomcr's 

addreues (HM S.Oa Dacription, ~- S.4.3). 

The ovcrallacocodina .-rate for HM s.Oa, u calcuJ.led by Mr. Pitkin. wu 

70% of tho Florida Glllomen in this pta««<ins It Ia hishcf in the utbln areu 
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beeaUJC CUJIOmct locationJ have more geographically definite addreuea and 

lower in rural arcu for the opposite tu.10n. 

BCPM 3.1 doe$ not ICIU&lly locate any c:ustomcn. In essence. i1 locates road• 

and !hen assumes that amomcn in !he CB are unifonnly di11nou1ed along !hose 

roada (Du~-Oeno Direct, Pg. 3). The 1Citimo.nies of Messn. Pitkin and Wood 

critique lhe BCPM 3.1 grid bued a111omer localion methodology in de~ ail. 

BOW WELL DOES mE BCPM 3. 1 GROUP CUSTOMERS AS AN OSP 

ENGINEER WOULD IN DESIGNING A LOCAL WOP NElWORK! 

Not neatly u well u HM S.Oa. The BCPM 3.1 translates the CB level c:ustomer 

information inlo a rnicrogrid that haa iu boundaries bued on filwl latiwde and 

IOfl8iwde lines. lu lhae mlc:rogridJ arc sub$cq 1c:ntly combined into ultimate 

grids. or c~ '.s, for lho purpo10 of modeling the (;SP network. their "oundaries 

arc still arbitrarily fixed. The BCPM 3.1 CSA> are !hen divided into four 

Distn"bution Ala ("DA'') quadrantJ. 

One uniniCtlded COI\Saluence of lhll BCPM 3.1 modeling mel.hodology !. !hat 

some natural clusters of customers (o.g., a amall tc wn or subdivision) will be 

arbitrarily aegmcnted into dlfren:m Diu, CSAa or fe. der routea in contradiclion 

to the way that they would in reality be ensinecred. tu an OSP Ensinc>er. I thus 

take exc:eptlon to the wcnion that "BCPM dc:atgns a nc:IWOr1c the way aaual 

telephone companies delian necworu" (Bowman Oil~ Pg. 6) Furthcnnore, 

the CUJTent FCC Public: Notice llltet !hat, "we coruker a model platform that 

groups eustomet~ using a clustering approacll llecause It appean to have 
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adVII!llgeJ ovcr gridding approacheJ" (FCC Publie Notice DA 98-lS87, 8f7/98, 

2 Pg. 4). 

3 

4 The BCPM 3.1 road-reduc:ed O.A (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. 49) II ~ued on 

' two questionable assumptiOfl.l: 

6 1. That limply designating Ma SOO foot butTer along e.dl side of the roads 

7 wilhln the distribution quadrant" in aU density zonet wiU modd the 

• comet size DA for di11n"bution cable dcsi1111 Because the arbitrariness of 

9 lhb assumption can rCIUlt in ovenizing the DA, the BCPM 3.1 has had to 

10 add a dleclc to constnin the area of the DA ao that il doe. not exceed the 

II aCIUII ana of the microgrid itself (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. 49, 

ll F001no1e 36). 

13 2. The center of each quadrant's DA should be placed at the road centroid 

14 of tho quadrant bcause cuS1omen arc unifonnly r'istributcd along the 

., roads. Wblle lhb u an improvement over locating them at the centroid of 

16 a CBO, in rcalhy the ro.ad centroid could be in the middle of a lake, on 

17 top of a mountain, or in any number ofinemasiblo place~. 

t9 On the othu hand, HM S.Oa cliUten its more precisely located customcn like an 

20 OSP Enaincer would do in dcai811ill8 a local loop network (HM S.Oa De"'ription, 

21 Sec. S.S) based oo: 

u • muting a reasonable proximity of tho customer locatiora 10 each other 

:tJ (i.e., two miles), 
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• nwclmlzins the copper dillribution length up 10 18,000 fed from the 

DLC RT based on !\illy utilizing the capabilities of currently available 

1oehnology, 

• nwdmizing the customer line liu of lhe DLC RT up to 1,800 Unes baaed 

on 90'1. utilization ofa 2,0161ine DLC system. 

• desisnins 1he shortest dJ.stance bclween cuSiomer d~len (however. 

b&aod on riaht angle routins 10 usurc 1Uffic:lm1 cable length). and 

• efficiently linking "outlier clusten" 10 main clusten. 

"One of1ho major challenges ofbuilding a proxy model is clustering I'USIOmen in 

a fashion that 1ntcgra1es engineering practices based on thb CSA approach" 

(BCPM 3. 1 Methodology, Pg. 24). I ccnainly aaree, and c.oncludc that the HM 

S.Oa methodology of grouping CUJiomer locations into cluJten based on OSP 

Engineering principles Is clwiy IUperior 10 the BCPM 3.1 melhodology of 

assembling aJ.O dividing grids wilh fiud boundaries 11 various J.tirudo and 

longitude Unes. 

DOES EITHER BCPM 3.1 OR OM S.Oa ACI'UAI.LY DESIGN 

DISTRIBUTION CABLES TO EACH AND EVERY CUSTOMER 

LOCATIONT 

No. Eacb modeJ liuJ and conlet1 ita DAI using dilfer:m rnc1hodl\logiea Each 

model lhon efl'edively lays out a grid of b1ckbonc and branch dlruibution cables 

to aerve the defined DAI areu from tho defined DA c:enten. However, "[t)hc 

(BCPM 3. 1) road·rrdu~ area it not ltSIUJ to locate automers, but at a 

motkllng tooltD determine lluly ouble dl1tancex nJqlllnd to .un"' automerx in 
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the distribution qtlldrant" (BCPM 3 I Mdhodotogy. Pg 20, whh italic. added 

1 for emphub). Dr. DulJ'y-Dalo helps to 1\uthcr clariJY lhc BCPM 3.1 distribution 

• 11 illmponw to make clear that BCPM clou fJJJJ. locate eus~omus 14t thm 
j the ~ arras Es/lmatrd CIUIOIMT locations ruidc in the 
6 mlc:nlsridt and an not •moved" to the rO&d-rcduced arua. Rather, the 
7 roe4·recluced area is UJ;cd u a tool to estfmou tht.l amow11 of robl• 
1 tiUdN to"""" tiN «stlmoud Cllftomrr locarlon.r thai retido within the 
9 microgrids In populated distribution quads (Duffy·Oalo Dircc:t, Pg 20, 

10 with halics added for cmphuiJ). 
II 

IJ Claims that either model •moves CU$tomen" or •c;ome, up short" of rcachil\g 1 

u partlcul&r CU$tomcr location muSt be evaluated wit' , the above undenlandina of 

•• wbal these rwo modds do, and do not do, in regards 10 distribution cable 

IS modefina. For example, the BCPM 3.1 Model Methodology makes the following 

11 the octuol custOffl«r locations. rathrr tho11 mo•'iug thc a.sromers to some 

I I hypothcllccl dlstrlbut/Ofl cob/• f lf!lwOrlc'' (BCPM 3. 1 Methodology, Pg 34, with 

19 it .:1 added for emphuis). The truth is that neither model desig111 a distribution 

20 cable to cadi and evay prociJe cu11omer location, and neither model physlca!Jy 

ll The relevant issue then is 10 detcnnine which model hu the 111011 accurate, moll 

24 rcuonablc, least~, mo11-dli~cn1 methodolo.~ biHd on currently avadablc 

ll technology for modelina ll!fficic;nt d!atril!ulion cable and muCJyre ipyeJlmcnt to 

l6 ICQIC all of tho 91J!Omm loeatll1f in the CSAIDA. The relevant evaluation 
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• clusuring cwtomen into CSAIDAs in a mannes- consillenl wilh lhal of an 

2 OPS Engineer, 

3 • cost-eft'eetivdy alzina the CSAIDAs, 

~ • realistieally shaping !he CSAIDAs, 

s • determinlnglho center of tho CSAIDAs relative t.o the c:uJtomer 

6 locations. 

1 • determining lhe number ofFDIJ needed, 

• • laying 0111 the distribution cable grid in re.iistlc and coil-efficient 

9 configuration (e.g,, recangular lolJ), 

10 • sufficiently sizing the distribution cables to serve existing cwtomen cn]y 

II with appropriate adminlstralivo and maintenance spare capacity, and 

11 • conl'orming to !mllmission requlremenu for loop rcsillance and lou. 

ll 

•• The CSAIDA modeling methodology. auumptions and input values of HM S.Oa 

IS arc ruperior to those ofBCPM 3. 1 in regards to each of the above criterion. 

16 

17 Q. DOES THE BCPM 3.1 METUODOLOGY FOR MODELING CSAJ 

•• PRODUCE THE LEAST-COST, MOST-EFFICIENT, FORWARD-

19 LOOKING AND REASONABLE LOCAL LOOP MODEL BASED ON 

20 C'tJRRENTLY AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY! 

21 A. Absolutely not. There arc two major shortcoming& in the BCPM 3.1 

22 methodology for moddlng CSAs that result in an overestimate of nc:tWI:'rk cosu 

23 with an e:xceasivo number ofOt.C RT locations. The BCPM J . l CSAs arc. 
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maximum distn'bution cable distance reacllable with currently available 

3 tochnolo1JY, and 

• too amall in terms of the numba- of cwtomen served bccau10 the 

s nwcim.un line tlnshold for an ultimate grid CSA iJ well below the 

6 capacity of tho OlC RT to serve cullomert in a CSA. 

7 

a There is a majof dilfeRnCC between HM S.O& and BCPM 3 I regardina the 

9 deslsn of distribution cable lengths from tho OlC RT The 1LEC proponenu 

10 incorroctly emphasize that BCPM 3.1 dCJlsns an outJldo plant network that 

t t maximizes loop lqlha for copper 11 12.000 feet. For example, the BCPM 3.1 

11 proponenu m&lce the following partially true statcmentJ (with halics added for 

13 emphuis): 

14 The cnalncerina protocols most central to the deslsn of thi5 model 
IS include a IINZ/dm11m loop length for each CSA that Is Ius tha11 11,000 
16 jut. To nuw. aikd~t~MIII of this stondard, the MIXimum ultimate grid 
17 Jiu is typically constrained to 112s• or a degree of latitude and 
18 lonaitudc ... (BCPM 3.1 Description. Pg. 42). 
19 
20 BCPM 3.1 ccrutrolfiS the alz.e of the ultimate grids to bo no larger than 
2t approximatdy 12,000 feel by 14,000 feet. The rationale for this 
11 cmsrralnt oo lhe ultimate grid alz.e is to limit OOfJIH' loop lmgths from 
13 the DLC to the farthest aiSiomu to approximouly 11.000 jm (Bowman 
14 Direct, Pg. 4). 
13 
16 By utilizing the OSC architecture and the mar/mum 12 Jlf/ copper loop. 
17 BCPMJ MSIITel t.hat tho rcqulrcmcnta for advanced telecommunication• 
ll 6Ct'licc acccaa for remote rur'll CUJtomenla reasonably comparable to the 
29 enjoyed by urban cwtomcn, u mandated by the 1996 Act (Bowman 
30 Direct, &hlbll RMB 3, Pg. 9). 
3t 
32 The wf!olc !JUih In reprds to this Miller ia that BCPM 3. I routinely designs 

33 copper loops in ertceu of 12,000 feet in length from tho OlC RT because it adds 

34 panl&l grids to tho 12.000 x 14.000 foot ultimate grid• Thia Is quile evident 
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from lhe followinS ll&lc:menu from lhe BCPM 3.1 Model Me~hodology ~535 
(with ilalica added for tmpbasis): 

BCPM 3.1- Tends to limit average copper loop lengths &om lhe DLC 10 
lhe c:wromc:r by gmuol/y limiting lhe maximum ullimate srid si1e 10 
ll.OOO feel by 14,000 feet, latitude and longirude If ~r CXJIJI~ 
lo!gths from ~ DLC to the cvstomu o:cud 11,()()() ~~~t. the Qble 
11111se i1 roduced 1.o 24 gauge cable and erundod range ph.lg·itu ate 
inJiallod on loups mending beyond I J,600 /ttl. The ultimate gri4J ate 
daiJnec!IUCh that cvppu loop lmgthsfrom ~ DLC to tM cvstomu arr 
t111/lk«/yloaatd /8,000fecL (BCPM Description. Pg. llS). 

The cSeqn of lhe ultimale grids OISIITU that the madm11m copptlr loop 
lmgth from 1M DLC silt to ~ cvstomu for any lndn1duol CIUiomer 
sJ!Ofildnoluued /8,()()()jw. (BCPM 3.1 Oewip:ion, Pg 42) 

Thw, BCPM 3. 1 clearly allows for copper loop~ of up 10 18,000 feet, and 

occulonally even 1\uther, from the DLC RT In i1s dis1n'bu1lon networlc. It Is an 

indisputable f&CI thlt currently available DLC technology will suppol1 

distribution cable lengdu up 10 18,000 feet from the DI.C RT. And, both HM 

S.Oa and BCPM 3. I design loops to this limit. 

1 •• c teJling dift'crc:nQC j, that HM S.Oa dcsigru up to lS,OOQ foot copper loops 

purpoJdUUy because it confonns to nc1worlc tranJmiuion design 1tandards and 

produces a leas1-<:e>JI network design. On the other hand, BCPM 3.1 desigru up 

10 18,000 foot copper loop~ on an exception basil due to the azbitran'ly liKed 

dimentlon1 of h1 srid IU\ICIUre. 

DOES BC1'1tf 3.1 "ENSURE" SUPERIOR TRANSMlSSlON QUAUTV 

AND "ASSUR£ ... AOVANC£D TELE.cOMMUNICAnONS SERVICES" 

BV "CCNnRAININC" COPPER LOOPS TO 11,000 P'EETT 
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No. Not only hu lhif been incorrcctly stated by the II..EC proponcnu, but it 

begJ a question reptdins the quality of servlc:e the proponenu of BCPM l . l 

believe they would be providing to those cullomen who are actually modeled by 

BCPM 3 . I to be mora than 12., 000 fcct from the DLC RT 

6 BCPM 3.1 stales u an objcctive the mlnimlz:ation of the distn"bution ponion of 

7 the plant (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. 24), which is CORIIW)' to a leut.a~st, 

8 moJt-cflicicnt network desi8J1. On the other hand, HM S.Oa secb to ffiiiXimlz.c 

9 the diJtn"bution portion of the plant in onlcr to minitnl%c the number of costly 

10 DLC RT locations and the additional aubfeeder cable and structure required to 

11 reach them. Sensitivity runs of HM S.Oa with the maximum ~ribution cable 

12 length constrained to 12.,000 fcct have aaually produced higher loop coJtJ This 

IJ is bccaute the mrpccted reductions in d.illribution cable Investment are more than 

14 oilS« y incteued investmcnu in feeder cable and structure and additional DLC 

U RT aitet. 

16 

11 II is commonly undentood in the local loop telecommunications indUJtty that the 

11 ultimate minimlzatlon of dlnn"bution cable length is achieved by puning fiber 

19 feeder lluther into the network and closer 10 the CUJtomer in wt\&1 Is known u 

20 Fiber·IO·thc Curb C'FTTC") architecture. llow~over, ILECs have not deployed 

21 FlTC on a wide acale basis for the airnple rcuon that It Is a very CO$Ily networlc 

22 architocturc. This is even more true for the buic typ<'.S of narrowband services to 

lJ be aupponed by these networks, especially in rural areu 
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OSP EngineeriJlg deslBJI guidelines typically sate limiu that assure 

2 quality transrnis.\ion perfonnanc.e of the network. Both BCPM 3.1 and HM S.Oa 

3 agree that the nwtimum limit for copper diltn'bution cable is 18,000 feet from the 

• DLC RT. HM S.Oa very purposefuUy designs non-loaded copper distribution 

' loops out to 18,000 feet from the OLC RT and models aubsidlary remote 

6 tcrmin&IJ on Tl extensions to "outlier dusten" on copper cable far beyond 

7 18,000 foet (HM S.Oa Dc$aiption. Sec:. 6.2 and HM S.Oa, IP, Sec:. 2.8) bcc&use 

I this is the leaJt::epll, RJOit:efticicnt network desian utUizjns wm;ntly ayailablc 

9 u:cbno!oav. 

10 

11 The followi118 m.gnuns comp~ lhc geographical coverage of just the copper 

12 diltn'bution cables for these two ditrering modeling wumptions: 

13 

Hasf!d4 Mpd(l 

14 lclt 

14 

u furthetmoTC, the effective geographical area covered from a lingle DLC RT by 

16 the HM S.Oa I• ac:cuaUy even more than 93% grmcr than the 12 KJl x 14 Kft 

17 CSA of the BCPM 3, 1 (as illumated above) when the road cables on the Tl 

11 extenaions 10 "outlier cluatcr." aro taken Into consideration 

19 
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The conduslon from tbe$e diapms is that the BCPM 3.1 must model many 

more CSAs to cover the same geographical area. The consequences of this 

llpecl of the BCPM 3.1 modeling methodology are excessive fU<ed investment~ 

and r~ng opcradons and malnter~~MC cost for llWIY more DLC RTJ. Tbe$e 

costly conteq~~enc:es arc even more profbund in the cxtcruive rural geographical 

ueu. which are the prinwy ueu for support from the Universal Semee Fund. 

BOW DOES THE BCPM 3.1 ASSUMYTJON LJM1TING THE 

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF LINES SERVED !.N EACH CSA TO 999 

RESULT IN EXCESSIVE COSTSf 

The second costly lbw in the CSA modeling methodology of BCPM 3. I is th.st 

tho maximwn number of Unea modeled for eaclt CSA is simply too few b&sed on 

the moJt economic application ofcum:ntly available technology. The BCPM 3.1 

preproeeul.n.s prosram limits ultimate grids (i.e., CSAs) to a maximwn of 999 

lioes (BCPM 3. 1 Description, Pg. 119). 

A BCPM 3.1 williCSS Jtatea thai "a Carria Serving Area typJcolly contains no 

more than 1,000 living units, while a Distribution Area typically contains 200 to 

600 living units" (Bowman Direct, Pg. 6 with italics added for cmplwiJ). This 

Jtatement clearly 5howJ that the BCPM 3.1 nodding methodology for sizing 

CSAs and DAs b bued on the badcward-looking inefficienciea of the embedded 

network in violation of tho long-run, lcut·COJI principles In the FCC guidelines 

for tbe$e models. This preprocessing usumption drives cxc:asive coiU into the 

BCPM 3.1 network because it models many more CSA.J and with cxces~ivc ftxed 
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investments and recurring opentions and maintenance cost for many more DLC 

1 RTs thandoesHM 5.0a. 

J 

~ A "leut-cost, most-efficient" network design based on "currently available 

5 technolosY' would ""k to maximize the utilization of the 1,800 line capability 

6 (i.e., 90% of 2,016 llno capacity) of the DLC RT ICIV!ng a CSA without 

7 exceeding the limitation of 18,000 ftc! of coppet' distn'bution cable. The BCPM 

1 3.1 modelen do suppon a DLC RT site capable of2,0 16 lines and do agree that 

9 2,0161lne DLC systems optimize the utilization of6~cr feeder cables ~PM 3.1 

10 Description, Pg. 49). Howover, BCPM 3.1 has a !!Wiimym threshold cf 999 

II rmes per CSA, w!\ich is far bolow tho "most-dlicicnt" 2,016-line capacity of a 

12 DLC RT site. ThUJ, the BCPM 3.1 modeling assumption of a 999 line maximum 

IJ CSA results in a network design that is certainly not "leut-colt, most-efficient." 

t4 

IS NJ of the unnc:cessary tuSditioNl DLC RT sites modeled by the BCI'M J . l drive 

16 CXCCI$iVC costs, bccauso eaeh ono has inctemental investment usoc:iated with: 

17 • ate acquisition and preparation, 

ta • cabinetry (or perhaps hutJ and CEVs). 

19 • common equipmcm. 

20 • rt.andard and emergency power source, 

21 • eddltionalltnnd• in the main fiber feeder cables, 

22 • sub feeder fiber cables with auociated struc:cure 

l3 • and optical patch panel. 

14 
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Acconlln& to Mr. Pitkin, the BCPM 3.1 networb modeled by the JLECa for 

1 Florida in thiJ proceeding Include 121 CSAs that hays; only one C!!Slomer 

J !QSfljon. Thul, BCPM 3.1 models each of these customer ! .. cations with the 

4 exorbitam costa of its own dedicated fooder fibers and its own dedic.ted DLC 

5 RT. The cost-effective HM S.oa alternative for n&n"Owband &e!Vices is to model 

6 isolated Individual and tiny groups of customcn u ''outlier clusters" on Tl ra.d 

7 cables from a "main cluster" CSA. BCPM 3.1 is definit.ely not tho "leut-<:Ost, 

I most-cftlQen!" nctWOric model for iJolated cunomer locations buod on 

9 "cumntly available technology," and thus it inRat.es the loop cost basis for the 

10 Univcraal Service Fund. 

II 

ll Furthamore, thefo are veater operational expenses ruulting from havillg a 

1l l1111er number ofDLC RT lites (e,g., maintaining service !!:~ring a power failure). 

14 Thus, the BCPM 3.1 does not use the forward·loold.ng. lear-cost, most-eiTICient 

IS engineering design for detenninin6 the number of CSAs and DAJ. particularly 

16 when compuod to HM S.Oa. 

17 

18 CSAs and DAJ in a forwvd·looking model tihould be modeled bued on: 

19 • cJuJtering cu11omer loutlons that are within reuonablc proximity to one 

20 another, 

21 • keeping natural clullm of customen together, 

22 • ulllizina the trarumiuion design capabilities of currently available 

22 tcchnolol)', and 

l4 • allowing the co11-dl'tcient utiliurion of the maximum me cf IDLC 

15 S}'IICI1l (2,016linos) and FDI (7.200 pain) 
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The CSA/DA mo<lcling methodology. usumptionJ and input values of HM S.Oa 

are superior to those ofBCPM 3. I In regan!J to tho above criteria. 

WBATJS THE CARRIE.R SERVING AREA CONCEPT? 

Tho CSA Concept is an OSP Ensineering guideline that wu fonnulatod around 

1980 and lw been docwncntod u a pan or tho record for this proceeding 

(Bowman DiRcl, Exhibit RMB 3, Pg. 6). The IOUn:o docu~mnt f'or the CSA 

design criteria used by the BCPM modclon is the Lucent Technologies (fonncrly 

AT&.1) Oull"~ "!ant Ellglnccrlng Handbook (BCPW 3.1 Delcription, Pg. 18) 

Incidentally, I w ... a~ of the AT&T OSP organization that did tho 1994 

updalc of the handbook. The relevant pans or the CSA Concept for this 

proccoding are (with italica added for emphasis) 

• No loop can cxoood 900 ohms of resistance, which generally equates to: 

9,000jatoj26~coppucableor 

12,000 filet or 24 gauge copper cable. (Note: cables w;th 26 gauge 

copper conduc:t011 are &maller, less c:ostly and have sruter resimnee 

and loss than 24 gauge cables.) 

• Ezl~ntkd rtllflg. ltnt. oardJ are available which atmd the range of the 

DLC "mote tumlnalbeyond 11.000/ut. 

DOES BCPM 3.1 CONJ'ORM TO TBE CSA CONCEPT! 

No. The ll.£C ptl)IIOI1Cn1J have incon-eclly impllod that BCPM 3 I is desisnecl 

around and confonn.s to the CSA Concept u evidene<:d by the followlns 

IWemCI\I$ (wilh II&IJQ added for emplwis) 
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I 
2 
J 

• s 
6 
7 

• 
9 

10 
II 
12 
IJ 
14 
IS 
16 
17 

II 

CSA 1ngfntulng gultkllnu do not rcc:ommcnd ccpper t.?op towflu 0 2 54 2 
gtUJJu than 11,000 fctt . .. Tbe 26124 gausing uiA:d in the distn"bution 
likes inio ICCOW\1 tbc Industry slottdard 900 ohm Cmriu ~tng Arta 
{CSA) dulgn crlltrla <Jj no mort than 11,000 Jut of ccpJMr regardless 
of gaup. (BCPM Description, Pg. 18) 

These mglneufng constTalnts confomt to the spttcif/oatlons of a 
forwud-loolcin& efficlem lleiWOiic design. ThAt efficient nctworl.: is 
ba.sed on IIIli ikslgnaflon of a Carrl" Serving Afl!o. A Carrier Srrvi'lg 
Area isai/IOitdard tel~phal,. design concql( that consilu of a gcoJ1111phic 
uu that can be tervcd by a lingle dighal loop urricr (DLC) lite. 
(Bowman Direct, Pg. 4) 

The CinfiT Snvlng Arta (C!;AJ con«pl wu spccificaUy daip:d to 
allow fM occus to advancc ttlecommun/oariOtiS servfca within the 
context of an dlident local e:xchanac distn"butlon networit. (BoWilWI 
Direct, Exhibit RMB 3, Pg. 7) 

19 Yet. tbc truth II tbal tbc BCPM 3.1 doet not conform 10 the "con.nrainu'' of the 

20 CSA Concept u evidenced by the following enlightening m.tements from the 

21 lLEC testimonies (with italicalddcd for crnphuiJ): 

22 BCPM 3.1 uses U gauge ct~blt wy who! the ~r loop from the DLC 
ll to the fiu1hut C~~S~o~Mr ~u/.s 11,/00 /~11. ThiJ distance iJ based on 
24 tx~t~~p/yfng with mglne•rlng sumdards for the maximum dB loss 
lS pcnnlaiblc 10 maintain adequale service qualiJy. An UI#Jttkd range line 
26 «Ud Is /nclllded/0' loops that ut~nd !¥yond 13,600 }ut from lhc DLC 
27 10 lhc rustomc:r. Thi• allo Is 011 engtnurlng stOJtdard, but l• a usct 
21 adjustable inpul In the model. (Bowman Oirec1, Pg. S) 
29 
30 
Jl 
32 
JJ 
34 

" J6 

37 

31 
39 
40 ., 
42 

43 
44 ., 
46 

BCPM 3. 1 uses 26124 gauge cable in disiribution I 2,000 ft of26 gauge 
oopper has~ value of 999.6 ohms (83.3.ohnu per 1bouaand fee~ 
@ 68deg.), well within the 1 SOO olun aupesviJOf!' limit of 1oday't d:ehal 
twitcbu. Tb4 26124 gauging u.cd in tbc dism"bution takea into account 
the industry &tandatd 900 ohm Carrier Serving Aru (CSA) design criteria 
of no more lhan 12,000 fee~ of copper rcgardlcst of gauge. In d..e JN 
casu when BCPM :J. / f/ltds grid QUJJC/nJnts with ~r /oop3 gruuu 
than /1,000 and up to 18,000/ut 111 IM distribution netwO'k, it usc:Jlhe 
&l~nded CSA (ECSA) dtslgn with 2-4 gauge cable thtoughoul that 
quadrant. Ex/tltdtd rong6 lim card.t arc used 10 wve all tu~~omen in 
the dbuibudon area (Grid quadran1) for dJstrlbut/01r JistlJIIJC!U rn•u 
13,600/ttL (BCPM 3.1 Me~hodology, Pg. 18 • 19) 

Within a arid. if the length of copper from 1he DLC 10 1be la11 lot in a 
quadrant b lcs:t tha11 /1,100 /ttl, 26 gtJ»lf<' oabl~ Is US~td 10 ~ all 
CUJiomen. In those c:lrc:umsww:et where the di~ from tho DLC to 
lhc IUIIoc il grrtJiu than //,/00 Jut, U IJr1ll8't wl,., Is U#d lit all cables 
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to and within the quadrant Where diJtanc:cs c:xceod 13,600 rea. · 

2 
) 

tDdmtStd TQI!gC pl11g-bu an lnstall~d on IJnu tlut acnd IJ,600 feel 
(BCPM 3. 1 Metllodology, Pg. S4 • SS) 

• 
' 6 Thus, BCPM 3.1 deatty violates the CSA Concept in the foUowina four ways 

1 • BCPM 3.1 modeb 26 aauae cable out to 11.100 feet from the DLC RT, 

• wbicb glady cxcet:da the 9 Q()Q Coot !jmn on 26 puac cable ol' the CM 

9 Concept. The 9,000 foot CSA Concept limit on 26 gauge cable is bued 

10 on cable lost, not 900 ohms of rcs!Slance. Therefore, BCPM 3 I would 

11 appear co bo moddlna customen that are IOC&Ied 9,000 to 11.100 feet 

11 fiom the DLC RT with c:xceuivc lou and thus poor quality ICM« 

ll There Is 110 BCPM 3.1 tupponins dorumenwioo (like the tW S.Oa 

14 l.npula Partfollo) that c:xplains how or why the BCPM dcvdopcn 

u c:hanaed the CSA. Conccp1 miXimum loop dimnc:c foe- 26 aauae 

16 dittribution cable from the DLC RT ftom 9,000 feet to 11.100 feet 

11 • BCPM 3.1 moddJ loops betwocn 12,000 and 13,600 fed from the DLC 

11 RT wjtbout oop mCDJion liM web jo yioi11jon o. tbs CSA Concrps 

19 n:quiremmt that all loops In excess of 12,000 feel should have f&I\8C 

20 extension line c:ardJ Do these panicular BCI'M 3 I CUSlomcn ha\'C 

21 IUbSltoden:l quality acrvicc and/or impeded aa:a! to advwed IICMCC:S 

u on a reuonably companble basis? Again, there is no BCPM 3 I 

lJ 1Uppottlng documentation for this deviation ffom lhc CSA Conc:ept 

24 • BCPM 3.1 IICIUally models the Rxtt:ndcd (or Expanded) CSA Concept, 

u wbldiiUppoiU tho dctlan o(!oopa out to Ill ooo feet from tho QLC RT. 

26 • BCPM 3 I allowl the d!R&nCe 11 which the extended range line cards are 

11 tpplied 10 be a IIICil' adjuluble input, Instead of c:Onformina to the CSA 
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Concept nquircmcn1 of 12,000 feet or any panicular ltllld&rd {W2544 

sutcmcnl is made that the I 1 600 foot disange to begin cmp!qyjna !101" 

mmjon qrc1, .. .,., ja an msjrwrina gandgd."' but there is DO 

IUppollina documentation for this deviation from the CSA Concqll 

DOES BCPM 3.1 MODEL DISTRIBUTION CABLE REALISTICALLY 

AND COST-EP'f'ECJ1VELY1 

No. When a sinaJe lot in a DA exccedJ 11,100 feet diJtance from the OL.C RT. 

BCPM 3. 1 !hen delip all of the di•tn"bu•ion cables 10 and within the OA from 

26 8IUJC 10 more costly 2.4 puge coaductor cables. Tbis is a grossly 

o·• a Amplified &lid needlaaly (()Aly modeling UIUmption In the rul world. 

OSP £nainccn do not limply lnueasc 1he aauac of every single cable in a DA to 

AtiJ!Y the trllllll'liuion requircmcniJ of the longest loop when only a few 

c.ustomen exceed the limit for 26 aaugo ublcs. ln the real world of OSP 

Engi• Jrina. the 1qet dlJtribution cablu c:toser to the OL.C k r would remain 

26 SWSAI. &lid the wnallcr cables cloJ« to the CUJiomer would be 24 aauao such 

that the combined 26124 aau&e loop resistance and loss would be within 

II'&IIJI'IIissi lirniu. 

In (()mpcrison, HM S.Oa modda 24 aauao copper conductors for cable~ less than 

400 pain and 26 sauae ((Inductors for cablu 400 pain and laraer (HM S Oa IP, 

2.3.2) Since dlllributlon cable loops more !han 9,000 feet t"rom a DLC RT of no 

greater than 1,800 Une capacity will Invariably be leu than 400 pairs. HM S Oa 

doq ytWV the CSA Concrpt mnJtqjot oo 26 8"'8' able djatans;;p 
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Funbennorc, HM S.O. does thl1 in a "'leuHXIII" manner that is consilient with 

rul wodd OSP £nainecring practioe. 

WHAT CSA DESIGN STANDARD DOES RM 5.0a EMPLOYf 

Tho more cost-efficient design employed by HM S 0. confonns to OSP 

traNmluiocl rcquitemcnt.s fOf acceptable loop loss of a.s dB from the OLC RT 

baaed oo c:umotJy avaiable tedlnoloa.y. OSP Enainecrina auiddines arc always 

subjec:1 to ~eaaineeril\lljudsmcnt~. and currently availlblc tcchnoloi.Y continually 

drives tho evolution of aucll guidelines For example. when the CSA design 

concept wu oriaJnally fom~~.~latecl around 1980, ISDN wu then limited to leu 

lhln 12.000 feet on copper. Sudl seMco it now routindy guaranteed to any 

tublcn'ber tcfYed on co~ cable within 11.000 feet or their JCtVina wise center 

Tho rcalllllc and cost-effective gauging of the copper distribution cable• by HM 

S.O& bu bcCII de1c:ribed above. For h1 Integrated DLC tyllcmJ. liM S 0. uses 

twO typel. 

• Low dcNily DLC JY11Cm applications arc based on the Advanccld Fiber 

Communications UMC I OOOA 

• Hlah density OLC l)'llem applications are based on the DSC 

Communlca!lons Litespan·2000 

The liDe canla costed for eadl of these OLC l)'ltenu allowa for the utlliution or 

extended ranae line cardl u required to 1Uppon dlsuibut:ion cable Jenatlu out to 

18,000 feet from the OLC RT The low density DLC I)'Siem. wtUch Ia more 

lllcely to be deployed in rural areu. ICiually wet the coli for UMC Remote 

R.EDACTED.OOC ...,.,, 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

s 

9 

10 

II 

11 

13 

·~ ., 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

11 

22 

n 

14 

15 
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Terminal Elamd«f Range RST POTS Cllannd UniiJ (R·EPOTS) for II! ~54 (j 
units. The high density DLC system uses iiJ "regular" R·POTS channel unit to 

meet t.ransmission rcquiremcniJ for loops -'P to 17,600 feet from the DLC RT 

(Exhibit _ {JWW·S)). Should lhete be any instanc.:;. of curtomen bdwccn 

17,600 to 18,000 feet from a high density DLC system, the t.itcspan-2000 

RUVG2 c:ard iJ utilized. 

ln the USF Hearings in Louisiana {Doeket U-20883), the StaJJ's Final 

Recommendation dated April 3, 1998, reponed on page IS (with iulia added 

foe emphuis) thai, ~Dr. Bowman did concede that Hatfield's [i.e, HAl J.Oa 'sj 

us. of /8,000 je«</01' COfJ!H' cob/e beyond tl"' DLC rumote luminal .... auld 

provide quality telecommrmlcotlo11s services, as long as the proper tl~ctromc.r 

wnr installed In thoM lnsumcu." HM S.Oa docs indeed use the proper 

elect. .mica. which ate the ranso exlension fine cuda described above. 

Moreover, the Louisiana Sl&ff also found (pages 17 - 18) that "the BCPM 

ovemates eort because tho input for extended line range c:ards are for the more 

expensive REUVG card." F« comparison, the RUVG2 card, uad by HM S.Oa 

for any cuJtomera loe.tod belween 17,600 and 18,000 feet from a high density 

DLC RT, iJ approximately 25% more than the standard RPOTS c;ard However, 

the RBJNO card Used by BCPM 3,1 for customm between 13.600 and 18.000 

fm Ia twice u Cl!!!!:llljve u the l!and&rd RPQTS earJ. 

WHAT IS THE COST COMPARISON BETWEEN MODEL RUNS 

BASED ON 12,000..FOOT GRmS VERSUS li,OOO..FOOT GRIDST 
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The ILEC proponenll cllim that "the 12,000-foot srida result in lower 11\'f·line 

loop cost thin the 18,000-foot srids." (Bowman Direct, Pg. S) This claim l1 not 

o BCPM 3. 1 de&ul11 to all 24 pygc cable when any customer In a DA is 

beyond 11,100 feet from the DLC RT. 

o BCPM 3.1 putly CQ88"ftiCI tho cost of Rl!iO extension line wds by 

utilizing the very expensive REUVO card beyond 13,600 feet when the 

RPOTS can!, at half the cost, IJ good out to 17,600 feet. At the very 

lc&st., BCPM 3.1 sbould be costing the RUVOl card, which is only 2S% 

mo~ expc:Nivo lhJn the Jtandllld RPOTS card. 

Sensitivity runs of HM S.Oa with tho maximum distribution cable length 

constrained to 11,000 feet have actually produced high« loop COlli. This is 

lw;auso .. .c expected ~uclionJ in distrlbution cable Investment llt'C mono than 

of&cl by lncnouod invesunents in feeder cable and lltUCIUrC and additional DLC 

RT &ltes, 

DO YOU 8A V£ OTH£R TRANSMISSION CONCERNS REG~RDINC 

TIIEBCPM3.1? 

Yes. There Is no explicit test in BCPM 3.1 to ensure thJt cullom~ do not 

exceed 18,000 feet in loop length from the DLC RT The BCPM 3.1 Model 

Methodology mtes that "ultimate grids aro designed such that loop lengths from 

the DLC to the cwtomer arc un/iuly 10 exceed 18,000 feet• (BCPM 3.1 

Dac:ripdon, Pg. 12S, witb italica added for emplwil) Howevu, BCPM 3 I 

doeslndeod model CUllom~ more than 18,000 feet from the OLC RT. and Mr. 
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PitkiJI hu dctennincd that BellSouth. OTe and Sprinl hive aU modeled ~548 
cxcoedlna 11,000 foct &om the DLC RT in this pcoceedina By compariwn. the 

RM S.O. explicitly 1esu to eniUI'C thlt no copper loops ~ the I 8.000 (oct 

limit ftom tho DLC RT . 

Tho reuon that thla iJ imponanl Ia I hilt copper loops in excess of I 1,000 feet 

IC'IYice.. However, load coill .,., uniCCqllable in these models bccawe they 

would Inhibit lhe proviJionina of~~~~ aetVica per FCC Criterion No I On 

the olhet hlnd, non·loeded copper loop• lonacr than I 8,000 fKt from the f'l C 

RT would violAte nttworit desiSIIItandardJ and result in poor quality aervice to 

those CUll omen. 

DO YOU RAVE A CONCERN Wmt ~£ BCPM J.l MODELING 

METI10DOLOGY TJJAT PLACES FIBER JT££D£R CADLE TO LARGE 

CAPAOTY GRIDS BY DE.FAUL'M 

Yea The 8CPM 3 I deploys DLC ayscans for voice grade tetVic:es ~ tllan 

designated capacity of the WteJI copper diauibutlon C&Oie" (BCPM 3 I 

Methodology, Pg 19). I hAve aerioua engineering a.1d economic conc:cms 

rcprdlna thb moddina ...,mptlon t.ec.&ioe no consideration io QiYen 10 the 

dJJUnce of the puticulu arid ftom the wire center Consequently, BCPM 3 I 

will uneconomically deploy liber and DLC to a ~atse apanmc:nt/office buildina 

directly acrou the- &om the wire un1er 
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T1U Ia 1101 an IICCeplable UIUmption for a "'euu-coll" local loop networ1c. The 

2 reuon iJ that !heR ate lnJufficltnt aavinp realiz.ed in the sulntitution of fiba 

) feeder Cllblo for ooppa' feeder Cllblo to offte~ the adcfuionaJ c:ost of the DLC 

4 elealonia for looplaencrally lcq than 12,000 feet in totallenath from 1hc wire 

~ center, whidl is the BCPM l I ooppa' to fiber breakpoint. So. this putlcuw 

6 BCPM 3. 1 modelins aaumption IJ an unreuonablc colt adder to the ndwork 

1 and tlwJ unreuonably lncn:ues the cost of an average loop . 

• 
9 Tho jUJtification offered by the BCPM proponcnu is thai this modelini 

10 up•n'll(ioa "'Mlida the typical clua coqestioo in wbatl rights of way wbcfe 

II utilities aod wbatl ICt\lica vic for below ground space" (BCPM l I 

11 Methodology, Pa. 19). Tha1 is a backwanl-loo&.;..g justification bued on the 

ll ILEC'a embedded nccworlc and is onconsistmt with the "long·Nn, forwvd-

14 It- .dna cost" cconornlc uaumptlons appUcablc to the... modeb per FCC 

" Criterion 3. ln other worcb,ln aoco«<ance with the "scorched node" usumption. 

16 a conduit l)'llem would nccd to be installed anyway "ith aufficitnt 4-inch dueta 

17 to handle wllatewr copper and f1bcf feeder cables rciaht be required So, 

II BCPMl. l'a ~ aabtciMion of one 6ber cable with PJbstantoal OLC 

19 l)'llern c:c.su instead ofpllcina two, more economical copper cables, aavu only 

20 the minimal c:ost of one duet and certainly avoida no conacstion. 

ll 

lZ HM S.Oa, on the other hand, performa a life cycle cost analysis of fiber veraus 

2> copper feocler 011 the route to de~ermine if fiber with OLC is the more economical 

14 alternative (liM S.Oa Dac:ription, Sec 6 l .S) ThuJ, the liM S Oa model 
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rnethocloiOSY ~pin more realistlcally representa lhe decision process of an OSP 

Engineer in designing a reeder route. 

DOES .BCPM 3.J SYSTEMA n CALLY OVERSTATE TRE AMOUNT OF 

DISTRIBUTION CABLE REQUIRED BECAUSE IT llfOOELS SQUARE 

LOTS1 

Yes. The BCPM 3.1 devdopen continue to uaen the 11HU111prion that customer 

locationl should be modeled q JqUUe lot~- This iJ not only unrealiJtie; it results 

in the modeling of excessive diJtribution .:able and associated structure 

inVCilment. RM S.Oa makes a much more rulistic aaumptio,t tha1 lots are 

reaangular b&lcd on observations of ' number of zoning maps and field 

experience. 

Furthermore, u will bo dcW1ed below, city and subdivillion plannen know that 

atreet!lgbu, etc. if the lots are rectangular rather than square Since utilitiCJ 

cypically follow the SU'eda 01' rear lot lines. it folloWJ tha1 rec:tangular lot layouts 

arc al10 more effici.ent and leu costly for the power, water, cable and 

telocommuni.:.tlon• utilities to ICtVC their cmtomen u illusuated by the 

diasrams in Elchibit _ < IWW-6). 

The square lot asswnption that ha.t been perpetuated in SCPM 3.1 results in 

rnoro distribution cable than would bo necet!! ry with rectangular lots Let ' a 

colllider two generic exarnplet. Assume there are 2S6 household• within a OA. 

L REDAClllD.DOC 

- -------' 



002551 
The sqUitO DA in the BCPM 3. 1 will have 2S61qU1t0 lote. or 16 by 16 u c:&ll be 

2 seen below. 

J 

BCPM Distribution Design 
16 Lots 
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6 Eacl1 square lot represenll 1 customer location with a drop going to it (dotted 

1 line). The thiclcet linea n!present the distribution Qble needed to reach each 

I customer locatlon. For limplldty aalce let'J wume the area of each lot iJ ooe 

9 This me&nJ each lidc of 1 lot lw a length and a width of one. Tlws, from the 

10 ru.gram one can sec that the amount of distrib ttion Qble needed by the BCPM 

11 3.1 in thiu:u.mple is enough to run past 1261o•s. 

12 

IJ Now consider the next diagram. wblch roughly repmenu the way n:ctangular 

I~ customer loauon1 could be dillributed witl.in the ume DA. The total DA 

IS remaln1 the ume; hOWl:W:t, in order to fit thif into a square JefVing area that is 

16 aomcwflat timil&r, I have Ween the libtrty of using 288 lots 10 avoid rounding 
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probltm1. Again, to be conservative, wo will usumc that 1~ HAJ Model will 

2 dcaign lbc diatribution cable to reach Ill 288 loll in this DA. and that none are 

J empty. Refer to the following 6guro to liCC how tho HAl Model dcaignJ tho 

~ diJiribution pl&nl 

s 

Rectangular Lot Design 
12 LDts 
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BIJJ •rl 
CIIU:rr.-•a 
J.• tU •. ...,.u~ . . #•"--)1~ 

~W." ,.'--•liMWII 

' 

~ ' 
. , ........ ., 

' 
. , .. ,, .. ., 
~,.,., ..... ··-~ .......... , 
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, .. a.... O-n••·•-» 

- . 
, ,,~ D f Qito f o iDQ 

,. ....... 1 ..... 

6 I ' 

1 

8 Recall the BCPM 3. 1 DA was 256 lou. The area of each lot in BCPM 3 I was 

9 I. The area of each lol in !be HAJ Model is the distribution area divided by t.he 

10 number of lou, 2S61288 • 819. Since the length of a lot b twice hs width in HM 

II S.Oa, !be width lllUII be 213 . You c:&n tee that this is correct by multiplying !be 

11 width tlmes twice the width. 2/3°(2°2/3) • 819 Now all we need to do is to add 

1 J up !be cable uaed by the HAJ Model. wtUch equals 1 01.33 1.0 KtVe 288 

14 rcctan£11lar lois Now. compare thlt numbtt to the BCI'M 3. 1 design, which 

IS needed cable for a distance of 126 to acrvc only 256 square lou. 
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002553 
Tho amount of distribution cable needed for the wne distribution area u 

modeled by the HM S,Oa Is 19.S8",{, less tlw! that modeled by the BCPM 3.1 - a 

signlllcant dlfl"etencc that also reflects the reality of city and subdiviJion plaMing 

BCPM 3. I consistently models excesalvc diatnlrution cable length to JCtvc a 

modeled area or c:uatomen o=~pying lou ofidentie&l area 

DOES BCPM 3.1 RAVE TO LIM.IT TB:E AMOUNT OF CABLE TIIAT 

CAN BE MODELED WITBJN A DISTJUBtmON QUADRANn 

Yes. AI an indk:atlon of juJl bow teriously BCPM 3.1 ovcmates total 

dlltlibution cable length, there is a ehcclc that had to be built into the BCPM 3.1 

that "consuains the toea! length of cables (Including tho backbone, branch. 

vertical and horizontal ooonoc:ting Qbles) within a ;!lllribution quadrant to not 

exa. 1 the length of the road netWOrk in that distribution qiiA'Illllt (BCPM 3. I 

McthodoiOSY. Pa. S4). Accordina to Mr. Pitkin. ova- half of the distribution 

quadrants have to invoke thb co111traim in order to limit the amount of exeeasive 

diJuibutlon cable otherwise modeled by BCPM 3.1 based on the square lot 

usurnption. 

Thia dilrerc:ncc in modeling wumptiom belween the HAl Model and the BCPM 

is flll1her acccnwated wflcn the distance liom the oentcr orthe llrect to the from 

of the lot II taken lnlo consideration. The l x 2 ~tar Iota of the HAl 

Model and the I Jt I 1Q1WC lou of the BCPM include the entire area being 

modeled ancl thus 80 to the center of the llreet or road. When the distanco from 

the center of the road 10 the ac:wat front of tile lot, which is typically 2S • 30 feet, 

RJ!DACTED.DOC 



2 

3 

• 
' 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
II 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

17 

II 

19 

20 

21 

u 

23 

14 

2' 

l6 

27 

u 

Q. 

A. 

is subtracted, the HAl Model still bu a rccungular lot where the depth iJ Jl.fJl. 55 4 

than its width. However. the BCPM is now left with a rectanauJar lot wbeno the 

width iJ greater than the d.epth with the dlsln"bution cables having to travc:ne the 

longer width. Thl1 funher elucidates jull how unrealistic it is for BCPM 3.1 to 

model square lott . 

DOES BCPM 3.1 OVERSIZE DlSTRIBtmON CABLES? 

Yes. In regards to distribution cable Jizing, the BCPM 3. 1 Model Methodology 

sUites the foUowioa; 

• "Brandl cables arc lized to the number of pain for hollling uniu and 
bwincu locallons. This c~tlon takes the number of hoUJiJig units 
lima pain per houJing unit and the greater of aaual businc:u pain per 
location « bwincu loc:ationJ limes pain per loc:ation." (BCPM 3. 1 
Methodology, Pa. SS) 

• "1be Model dmault inputl usume two pairs for a resident unit and .tx 
pairs for a bwlnell unit." {BCPM >.1 Methodology, Pg. 56) 

Thcs.. -default mlnimumJ" in BCPM 3. 1 arc based on a guideline from the 

outda1ed pracdc:e on Delailed Dilln"bution Area Planning (DDAP) for a minimum 

of two pain pe.r ultimate living unit and flve pairs per 111\&11 buJineu, which may 

bo modified based on tho judsment of tho enainoer (SSP 90 1·350.250, Pg. 20· 

21). Rowever, toc:bnolopeailldvanccs have superseded these "minimum" values. 

For example, two-channel DSL Systenu have become a viable mct.111 of rapidly 

proYidinS additional lines for loops up to 18.000 feet 1\ primary ldvanrage or 

ineo.rporating thCIO l)'llcmJ into lcx:al loop distribution planning for additional 

Unes is that the invettment in two-channel DSL SyJtcms iJ only needed I( when. 

and for u long aa the additional c:wtomer demand iJ there. 
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There iJ exceuive cost in ovenizina co!)F distn'burion cables bued
02,2555 

l hiJtorieally low milin!loo rates that can no lo~ be juJii6ed. The ILECJ like 

l to raise 1 big tcan1 over the time, expemc and disrupclon of dlgsing up wocu 

• and yardJ ID place • sec:ond distn'butlon cable or drop to acn-e additional 

3 cwtomer demand. Wrth the widespread uae oftwo-dwlnd DSL Sy~tems, the 

6 addition of a second cable is no longer the prinwy alternative. Thus. the ll.EC1 

1 can no l0f18CI" justify exorbitant levels of spare cable pain by using their 

1 hiJiorieally low ava'ago distribution cables utilization, typically in the 40'/o range 

9 (Dickenon Olroet, Pg. I I). Indeed, GTI!'s deployment praGtlc:c p~.cribes 

10 distribution cable fdls in excess of Joocx% based on the planned selective 

II utililralion of fWO.dlanncl DSL Systems. ILEC cable utililration rates should be 

12 riling from their historical levels. 

t3 

t4 In res•""• t{) these historically embedded distribution cable 611-, BciiSouth 

u testifies that, "These {diSJribution cable Sltfl!gj fac/ors are designed to produc:o a 

16 jill nprcscntalll'fl ojBe!ISouth's projection of actual jill, ~d otr UfNrlcuce 

t7 o1v:r tlm1, for Florldd' (Caldwell Direct, Pg. 12 with itallca added for crnphuis). 

11 However, in respotue to AT&T's F'IRI Set of lnt.errogatories, Item No 26, 

19 which tried to uceruin the hiJioric:al utilization of distribution cable.. Bci!South 

20 responded that, wNo record ;, kept of cf,.lribution cable status on stat.,wjde 

11 bub." ThuJ. BciiSoulh could not produce any distribution cable "acwal fill, 

22 based on experience over time, for Florida", and Bc:liSouth's interTOg&lf'IV 

l l response appeaniD c:cmuadict Ml Caldwcll'atcatlmony. 

1A 
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Similarty, Sprint temli~ it "calculated achlol f«tkr fill buccl on wor1dna ~ 2 
S S & 

2 (cable ptira in ICMee) divided by tow ptira available cu f1'rJCkd In tlw C~JStom~r 

J Loop Assfll'f'HIII Sysum, Sprint's lntmtal S)'SILm for molllk1ln1tlg cobk pair 

4 lmwntOI)f' (Dickenon Direct, Pg. I 0 with italics added for emphuiJ). However, 

s in response to AT&T'a rii'JI Set of lntClTOSJloriea. hem No. 26, whlcll tried to 

6 ucertain the bislorical utiliDtion or fooder cablea. Sprint 'eapouded that. 

7 ''Without waMna iu objec:tion, Sprintatate:s that the information requested doc:a 

1 not exilt" ThuJ, Sprint'a intenopt<Ky response appean to contradict Mr 

9 Didcenon • 1 testimony. 

10 

II From other ~ that I have partlcipated in. I know that BdiSouth has 

11 rcclucod iu ciJIU'ibution cable sizina guide!~ for pain pet house, or bving unit 

13 BdlSouth, GTE and Sprint have flkd 2 0 pain pet housins unit in thit 

t4 proceediQI. HOW'CYI:r, I roc:ommcmd that the BCPM l . l Input value for 

u dlrui' Jon pairs pet re.sidesui&l houJins unit ror the ILECa Jhould be reducod to 

16 I S. 

17 

II BCPM 3. I talcca the w-cr of actual business pain pet lucahon or busincu 

19 locations timea the input value for busineu pain per location. BU4ld on data 

20 from scvenl other dodceu, I know that tho number of buJineu llne:s per small 

21 bulineu location b ddinitdy leA than 3.0 However, BeiJSouth, GTE and 

22 Sprint all haw flied input wl~ or 6 0 ptira per busineu location ThiJ IJ much 

23 too biah aivcn that tho actual number of Linea arc modeled for lar&e bwineAca 

14 Thad'ore, l ..-mend that the input value for tbe minimum number or pain 

lS per buJincu locaJion Jhould be reduced from 6 to l . 
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BCPM 3.1 utilizes distribution cable sizing factor~ 10 in<:reue the dem&nd 

lllmben thai are already bucd on the u!tlmatr pair n:quirancnu. In addition, 

there is one more llep o( roundlna up to che next cliJcrelc cable ai.zc. which ,. 

11e •ary, but in the cue or the BCPM 3.1 ia buccl on already overinflarcc' pair 

requiremc:nu u detailed above lnccrcJiinaJy, the ll.ECa have begun co rcaliz.e 

the exccsa that hu been built inco rho BCPM 3. I di11ribucion cable tl"ng 

melhodolosY and have more appropriaccly filed diJUibution cable sizing raaorJ 

ranaini from 91.0% 10 I 00.0"~ in !Ius proc.ccding. Ncvenheleu, the raulting 

cllJCribulioo cable fills are ltill aimed 11 mainlaining historical embedded 

utiJinrion lcYdJ rather chiD "lea..t-c.ou, most-cfficiCIII.. fO<WUd-loolcina" cable 

fills buccl on "c:um:nlly IVIilablc technology." 

IS TRERE ANY EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE TflAT TLEC COPPER 

CAP• E VTII.JZA TION RA TIES BEING MODELED ARE TOO WW! 

Yes. I beliovc thalll..EC historical copper uciliution races,. chc baaia upon which 

ILEC copper Clblc Iilla for BCPM 3.1 have been developed, can be shown co be 

low buccl on empirical evidence. This ia bccauae an exceuivc defective pair race 

can be attn'butcd in latJe pan to exceuivc spare capacity, w!Uch reduces the 

lnccnllve to cleat defcQh-e copper cable pairs 

The cost of a loop b bcil\8 csdm11ed by rho ILECa in chis proceeding co be 

approxlmatdy $1,300 per loop. The U .. EC coli to clear a dc(oQivc pair is Sxxxx· 

SJOCXX per pair (I1..EC RespoNCI 10 AT.tT's Fine Set of lnteiTOgatoriea, hem 

No 33). Thus, there thould be .mplc economic incentive to clear defcc:tM cable 
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pain and keep tho cablo pair in~t.ory in high working order, unlesa there wu an 

2 C'XCC:$SiYe surplus of spare cable pain. 

) 

4 An acceplablo defective copper pair rate in the industry is 2% • 3%. AT&T's 

5 Fll'St Set of lnterroptories, Item No. 25 requested data on defective pair rates. 

6 Gm't defective pair rate was reported to be within indoutry standArds 

7 Funhormore, IMte were pnc:tices and data produced that indie&te that GTE 

a makca clearing defective pain and eJfcctively mantgjng the defective pair rate a 

9 priority. 

10 

11 However, BdiSouth'a defective pair rate is more than lOIXX timet the indoutry 

12 standard, and srowing. Purthennore. in rcspcnse to AT&T'• First Set of 

ll lntCJTOgatories, hem No. 33, BeliSouth rcspcndcd that, MNo data is kept on the 

14 quar. 1 and pen:entage of copper pain and fiber stands cleared." 

16 Also Interesting is Sprint'• reaponse that, "Without waiving its objection, Sprint 

17 states that tho infonnation does not exist." However, in response to AT&T's 

II Fltll Request for Production of Document. hem No. 12, Sprint fumiahcd an 

19 extensive practic:e on its "Defective Cable Identification and Prioritization 

20 Proceas" that appeared to include a 11atistical reporting ll)'ltern 

21 

22 h is difficult for me to believe that an ILEC would not keep track of and uy to 

lJ eJfectlvely rna.nago Itt defective pair rate. Unless. however, that ILI!C had such a 

24 latJo 1Urplus of ~pare cable pain that it was ac~uslly uneconomical to expend 

u resources to RC1alm even excessive numben of defective palra. 
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DOES THE EMPLOYMENT OF THE TIGER ROAD NE1WORK BY 

TilE BCPM 3.1 MAKE THE MODEL MOR£ R£ALISTJC1 

Not rully. TbiJ iJ another" modeling idea lbatiOUIICb good at fli'SI, but when its 

implcmen~ation In BCPM 3 .I is investigated reveals 1 nu~ of concerns and 

uncoven just how &hallow tho pen:civtd benelill really arc, 

BCPM 3.1 rellet on a stn.ightforward, pmniJe lbat houacholdJ and business 

typically reside near roadJ (Duffy·Deno Direct, Pg. 16) However, it is the 

convene of thiJ prcmi110 upon whlch the BCPM 3.1 really rperates. The ac1ual 

modeling premlJC bcina lbat the presence of a road cruures the unifonn 

dlJtribution of houscboldl and bwinwel along lbat road. AI staled in the 

BCPM Model Methodology, "[e]uttomen, assigned to microgridJ within 

distribution quadran~$, arc JUbsequently placed unlfomrly in Road Reduced 

Areal pCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. 122 with italic:• added for cmphuis). This 

iJ simply not the ben premise for modeling customer loeatlons 

Indeed, there are many roads lbat have no howd!olds or businesses, and many 

roach along whlc:h customers arc not unlfonnly diSiributed. In rural areas, 

c:uJtomcn rend to be more concentatod 11 the end of their road, which may 

ll'n'Cf"IC teYenl grids without any customer locations, before it geu to them 

These models are JUppolod to design a net"WOfic to ICt'--e all of the customer 

locations, not all of tho roach. 
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However, if 1 modeiiCCUI'alely locates the cwtomc:ra, then it c:&n be reaonably 

1 usumod &hat roads exist to reach thoJc c:ustomc:ra witboot having to identifY 

3 p&nicular roadt from 1 lql&l'lte dmbue. This Is the modeling premise of HM 

• S.Oa. 

6 The BCPM 3, I Model Methodology atateJ another simple fac:t that "righu of 

7 way for provlalonlng telocom cablu are most fffijuently found along roadways" 

a (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. 6). Once -sain. if a model such u HM S.Oa 

9 ~ c:ustomen, then it c:&n be reason.Wiy utumod llw roads exist with righu 

10 of way for cablet to tach lhoJc c:ustomcr locatlona. BCPM 3.1 thus has no 

11 claim to any mperiority in the matter ofrighu of way. Funhennof'e. BCPM 3.1 

12 makes absolutely no UJc of the road networic information to determine p.llhwaYJ 

13 that ensJncora WO\IId UJc to piW! l'adUiiu. 

u On t' contrary, the need for road right of WI)' wually indic:IJ another 

16 u.swnption in the BCPM 3.1 in that it Is necasary to model sufficient route 

17 diswx:e to illow for the meandering of the road networ1c. Typically, thU is done 

18 in HM S.Oa and the BCPM 3.1 vii right angle, or rectilinear, rouW!g of the 

19 eablea. However, in BCPM 3.1 the split.. or angled, feeder route appears to take 

20 a direct route towardJ "tho population centroid of tho entire feeder quadrant" 

21 (BCPM Methodolol)', Pg. 43). If no allow•ooc l1 made for conversion of 

22 "alrlino" route to "road" route dillaneea, as Is done in HM S.Oa, then tho BCPM 

23 3.1 will not model sufficient invatmc:nl for tho ~pUt feeder route to reach iu 
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Any pcteeived added value or lj)plying the road network to locate customen 

below the C8 level Ia IUipcllt. As an example of how the road network i; used 

to allocate c:unomcn from CBs 10 f1li<:tosrida, the BCPM 3.1 Model 

Methodology (Pa. 30) usca an illustntion of 20 mila of roadJ tnvening a 

mjcroarid. However, 1 mic:rogrid it only l,SOO feet by I, 700 feel and could not 

rcaliJticallycontain 1 even minnen!le fraction of20 miles ofrot.dJ. 

DO YOU HAVE CONCERHS WITB m£ OSP SENSmVITY 

ANALYSIS CAPABD.J1Y OF THE BCPM 3.lT 

Yes. The BCPM 3.1 hu two major, nther &lbltnry. OSP network design 

usumptlons wbich c:annot be reldily subjected to aauitivity anal)'lis because they 

are only wcr adjustlblo via tho c:umbenomc and time consuming one clay 

preproccssins appllcalion. Tbeae rwo usumptions are: 

The Jn. ..c:esJOr hu 1 maximum tbmhold of 999 lines (or households plus 

business lines) for c!eterminlns If microgrids are ~ol&llfelllli.'lll to form 

CSAs. As clet&iled earller in my testimony, I belleve that the BCPM 3.1 

models far too many DLC RT lites because tho number of lines modeled in 

its CSAs and DAs is wcll below capacity. It lJ very difficult 10 run 1 

sensitivity analylis in the BCPM 3. 1 to verify thia and develop 1 O"IO<C COSl· 

efficient alternative thn:lbold becau1e it is only changeable in the one clay 

prcproceulns eydc. 

2. Tho preprocessing routine lw a fixed diaunce of I 0.000 feet from GXCtX wire 

center u the ~ diatance where h it oeonomical and fe.uiblo to split 

1 feeder touto. This It alto thr liJ<ed dlrtlneo where the •padna of Iaten! 

subfeoder routes IUddcnly soa from roushJy evuy 1.600 feet to roushJy 
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~ 13,000 fee~ (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. 46)_ The BCPM Model 

Methodology mlonale is "'that within 10,000 fee~ (of tho wire center). 

CU$10merJ are gencnlly located within the perimcler of a town and that the 

town hu aomo sort of griddcd street complex" (BCPM 3.1 Methodology. 

Pg. 43). 

BCPM 3.1 then applies this questionable ,llxcd auumpcion to cyqy feeder 

tll!oW!Jn cyqy wj111 center in cvcrx aeomphlca! 1CC1 jn florida Furthermore, 

thae Is no economic:juati.fication offctcd by the BCPM modelcts that 10,000 

feet Ia tho realistic or least.coJt, most-dlicient distance for any feeder route, 

much less for every feeder route In avery wire c:cnter. Thls number needs to 

be more cuily ad'jUstable for sensitivity testing. Furthermore, this assumption 

should be variablo (perhaps in a look-up table) that Is based on tho size of tho 

wire center llldfor the density of cwtomen along tho feeder route_ 

OTHER CRWCISMS BEGARD!NG m t: HAl MODE!, 

WOULD YOU PLEASE RESPOND TO ANY Omt:R BCPM 3.1 

CLAIMS OR BM 5.0a CRmCJSMS REGARDING OSPT 

l. The BCPM 3.1 alleges IUpc:riorily in tizina distribution cables bucd on 

ultimate pain per house inltcad or current households. ~ is no 

ahortcoming of HM S.OA In this rcprd. The distribution cable flU factors in 

ID.i S.Oa are more than adequalo to JctVC the number of empty houses that 

may erc:ccd tho number of howcholds In an uca, oven though thil is not a 
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requirement of the model Fwthetmore, the BCPM 3.1's modeling of 

l diJI.ribution cablea siz.ed specifically to JCNe empty houaes hu been rejected 

3 (StaJ!'a F"lll&l Recornrnenc!ation, LA Docket U-20833, 3127/98, Pg 16). 

5 2. The BCPM 3.1 Model Methodology ltill continuea ahow the Hatfield Model 

6 Rde&IO 4.0 ("HM 4.0} methodology for dillribution road cablea in rural 

1 areu. This methodology hu been totally supcncded by the clUilering 

8 algorithms of RM S.Oa. Furtlll:l'lllOro, BCPM 3. 1 continuea to mimprescnt 

9 tho road cables of HM 4.0 u two cablea running in a str1ight line ftom the 

to center to opposite comers of the quadrant (BCPM 3. 1 Methodology, App. A. 

11 Ex. 2). Wbat HM 4,0 did wilh road cablca wu model road cable ipycnmcos 

12 based on rwice tbe mqUipcar djganc;e from the centroid to the comer of the 

ll oc:cupied area of the quadrant. The relevant points being that lh.ero could be 

t4 more than IVt'O cablea within lhe modcled toW length and the total distance 

" modeled is signltie&ruly underswed in the BCPM 3 I UluJuation. 

16 

11 3. The BCPM proponents are also still making outdated and totally irrelevant 

ta a.uettions in reganls to 8S% of the rural customcn modeled u being in 

19 towns and 5CI'Ved via a distribution cable grid on maximum three aero lots in 

20 RM 4.0 (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. .l4). For many montha, HM S.Oa has 

11 modeled main and outlier clullcn In a way that Is more prcclsc and 

ll ~"" or tho way !hal loe&l loop nclworkJ are dcalgned. (A 

d<*riplion of tho OSP enhaoccmcnts or HM S.O. is covered in the direct 

tostlmony tiW I filed In 1hls prooooding.) 

Pap 7J 
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4. The BCPM proponcnll cite a study of five sutes pctformod for the FCC that 

concludes that 12,000-foot grids result in lower per-line loop cosu than 

18,000-foot gricb (Bowman Direct, Pg. S). 1 have llulc doubt regarding the 

reported tUU1u given !he lonaet loop cost indiiciencies inherent in the 

BCPM 3. 1. Specitically, the previously clooumentcd excessive costs of the 

REUVO mnae c:xtcruion card for all loops in C:Xc:et$ of 13,600 feet in length 

and tho 1110 of24 gauae cable only for the entire CSA when tho copper loop 

10 any QJJIOmer in !be CSA c:xCC!lds 11,100 fee~. If this study had been 

conducud uslna the HM S.Oa wwnptioos of less costly RUVG2 ranse 

extension cud and 24 gauge for cables less than 400 pairs. the results would 

no doubt have been marlcedly ditfen:nL 

13 5. In regards to the Wrina of buried cable tRnebina, it hu been written that, 

14 IUch propoaals [for aharing buried cable trenches in the future) <X>rweniently 

., overlook the &a thai om·. network is in place toc!ay . ... With respect to 

16 buried cable, these panic:~ [Lc.. AT&T and MCJ] apparently believe that GTE 

11 wiD dia up iu exiJtina cable in order to ltNncdiatcly rebury in a slwed 

18 trench" (Tucek Direct, Pg. 8). These sutemcnts rdlcct a serious W:k of 

19 understandlna of tho "ICOrchcd node" assumption that is to be applied to 

lO these model-. AI llatcd ._y clearly by another !LEC wi~ "!he BCPM 

11 3.1 model assumes that the entire network is built at a lingle point in time" 

u (Staihr Direct, Pa. 7). 

l3 

14 6. The BCPM sponson have unilaterally declared that ''data tranamiuion over a 

u 18.8 Kbp1 modern" collllltu&ca "acceu to advanc:od aervices" for the purpose 
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oflmplema~ting FCC Criterion I (Bowman Direct, Exhibit RMB l~P~~~65 
Tho FCC Criterion acrually mta that, "(t}be loop det.ign incorporated into a 

forwanl-lookins ecoflOII'Iic rost lltlldy or modd &houtd not impede the 

provision of advlnl:cd acrviccs. For CllCIIIDPie. loading coi1J &hould not be 

u$Cd becauJO they Impede the provision of advanald acrvicea." (FCC Report 

and Ordct', May 8, 1997, Pet~~graph 250, Criterion 1). Whllo the FCC doea 

not spec;ilically define "adY1111Ced acrviceat iu UJe of the words •not impede" 

and the ewnplo of "load colts." whic:h would actually preclude the 

tn.nsmiulon of diaiU1 sisnaJs, does provide ample jiUidancc in this matter. 

My undei'IWldina of "impedina adY1111Ced acrviccs" in regards to the iuue 

raiJOd in Exhibit RMB 3 would be 10 deny modem access 10 rural customen, 

whic:h the existing O..EC networb eertainly do today. Tho attempt by the 

CPM sponso1'1 to declare 28.8 Kbpt modem a(;CCSS u the standard for 

adYinoed acrvic:ea (u oppoJOd 10 say 14.4 Kbps or S6 Kbpt) is blatantly IICif­

serv!ng and miJicading. 

Proponenu of BCPM have noted a Bctlcorc Technical Memorandum TM-

2570( u a~ppon for why the Hat6dd Model wm not Rippon modem speeds 

of2U Xbps (Bow!nan Oitecl. Exhibit RMB l, Pg. 10) nD TM is not a 

transmission IWid&nl and was tpeclftcally developed u a wont~ 

-no. Mr. Jolln Donovan, the leader of the HAl OSP £nsinecring Team 

hu rcviowed this TM. talked with Itt author and make~ the fotlowina 

observations, which I support: 
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A close readlJ1i of the TM indicatet cxa.ctJy what I have been saying 

reganling the inc:xadneA of INlos modem pctformanoc. Won by uf note 

i.s pqc 12 ofthat TM. which u.t.ol•tes the IChW experimcnU performed. 

l1le pwpose of tho tesu wu not to validate the transmiuion 

chataaeristlcl or either the BCPM or Hatllcld Models, but to oxamlne 

wo11t-<:asc IICleiWios. In &a the wonl cue is 10 bid, that none of the 

loopt wed In experiment meet tariff requiremcnu, since all loops exceed 

the 8.S d.9 miiXimum for POTS loops. Since other empirical data io 1101 

readily av.n.blc on short notice, however, wt can make octUln 

observation~ &bout the datL Fi11t of all, I personally IJlOke with Ric:k 

Perez, the Belk:ore author. He told me that the wont-use test loop• had 

many gause chanses and many splices. This woul~ cause hiah reflection 

losses In e&ch tp!loc, and Is the most likely cause of the abnormal dB 

losaes at the IIIJidud test fiequmcy of 1004 Hz. 

Test loop IIJJJlber 1 wu 18,000 foet with no bridge lip. h 111pponod 

24,0 kbps on a 28.8 modem, but had 1 horrendous losa of 14.3 dB, 5.8 

dB above the maximum allowed by Iarin: Sinoc each ldB attenuation 

haJvQ the llianaJ stn:ngtb, tbl1 means that tho sianaJ on this loop was at 

about •.r. or 25% of tho sttenjlh it lhould be at 8.S dB. The next lo113est 

loop wu test loop number 6 which wu 17,500 fee~ with 1,000 foet of 

bridge tap. Yet thiJ loop still had 12-8 dB oflon, or about J/8tha of the 

ligna! stn!nJth tho Hatfield Model would provide 11 8.5 dB. Still. this 

ioop readily supponod 26.4 kbpa with a 28.8 kbps modem 

26 As one would IUI11Iiac from the Bellcorc Tcc:'lnieal Memorandum, dcn.ennini.n8 

11 prodictod modem lpeods Ia not an ex.act aelenoc. The HAl OSP EnsJnccring 

21 Team has estimated that the HM S.Oa w!llsuppon minimum modem speeds of21 

19 • 24 J<bpa for any loop, and 28.8 Kbpa, or better, for most loops I believe that 

)0 this level of performance 10010 than compiles with 1 reasonable lnterprctltion of 

31 tho FCC reqllircment to provide aec:eu to "advanced telccommunlutions and 
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inlol'll'll1ion lei'Yices tl:w are rcuonably comparable to those let'Viccs pmvidcd in 

2 urban areu." 

) 

• The condusion of tb!t exhibit Jilted thai. "[bJy utilizing the DSC architoc:wre 

5 and the lfiOllimum 11 Kft ccppu loop, BCPMJ auvru thai 1M nquiiVIftnts for 

6 advatl«d te/6rommun/CQI/<NIS urvice accUJ for remote rul"ll cu.tomen is 

7 reuonably comparable to that enjoyed by urban customers, u mandated by the 

1 1996 Act" {Bowman Direct, Exhibit RMB 3, Pg. 9, with italics added for 

9 cmplwil). In thia tcatbnony It hu been shown that the BCPM 3.1 dearly 

10 deSisns copper I~ out to 18 Kft and even beyond. Not only it the conclution 

11 staJc:mcnt above rather questionable, but any undue concan ralJcd by Exhibit 

12 RMB 3 regarding modem sjl:COCI isappliuble to BCPM 3 . 1 

I) 

•• vo. ~~ 

u Q. WOULD YOU PLEASE SUMI\lAIUZ.E YOUR TESTlMON"? 

t6 A. I recommend that the cilinmwlon adopt the HM S.Oa u the most appropriate 

17 model for detetminil>g the local loop colt of buic local cru.hangc aef\llcc in 

11 Florid&. In R.eleue 3. 1, the BCPM modelers have talccn otcps to cwlvc their 

19 model by inclorponlil!a ICvcral of the c:onccpu of the Hatfield Model plus tome 

20 additional ideas to lroprove the accuracy and cot1 elllciency of lbe local loop 

11 model. MOJI of the ~rionary c:hanaet in this particulu releuc of the BCPM 

21 have the initial c:of1CCP~Ual appearance of being cost improvemcnu. Howe..u. 

2J upon invcstiption, I have found that in tho implcnxn1a1ion of thetc ide.u the 

u BCPM 3.1 IIIII fiJb wdl ahor1 of being the lcast~st, most-dlicient, forward-



looldna and I'UIOnable lcx:al loop cost model based on current~} 

002568 
available 

2 technology, particuluty in compariJon to the HAl Model Release S.Oa. 

) 

~ Second, I m:ommend that many of the OSP input valu~ proposed by BellSouth. 

5 GTE and Sprinl be 11!joc:ted, Iince these inputs cons&in INmcrouJ fall.aQcs and are 

6 not the leut-cost, moJt-dlic:ient and forwud..Jooklna sa of input values that are 

1 required in thit prcx:oodina. The HAl Model S.Oa and the input values proposed 

8 by AT&T and MCJ for OSP arc more appropriate to uso in this proceedlns (or 

9 determinins the colt of the lcx:al loop network io Florida in order to size the 

to UnMnal SeMco Fund. 

II 

11 Q. DOES TUJS CONCLUDE YOUR TES IIMONY! 

13 A. Yes. 

, 
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