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I. INTRODUCTION 

- 
Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

A. My name is John C. Donovan. I am President of Telecom Visions, Inc., a 

telecommunications consulting company. My business address is 1 I 

Osborne Road, Garden City, NY 1 1530. 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR BACKGROUND. 

A. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Engineering from the United 

States Military Academy at West Point, N Y ,  and a MBA degree from 

Purdue University. I have also completed the Penn State Executive 

Development Program. I have more than 30 years of telecommunications 

experience. My last employment before forming Telecom Visions, Inc. 

was with the " E X  Corporation, also recently known as Bell Atlantic- 

North, and subsequent to the merger with GTE, as Verizon. -1 retired as a 

General Manager under an early retirement offer from " E X  after 24 

years of experience in a variety of line and staff assignments, primarily in 

outside plant engineering and construction. That experience included 

everything from personally splicing fiber and copper cables to heading an 

organization responsible for the procurement, warehousing, and 

distribution of approximately $1 million per day in telecommunications 

equipment. I have had detailed hands-on experience in rural, suburban, 

2 



1 and high-density urban environments. I spent several years on the 

corporate staff of “ E X  responsible for the development of all Methods 2 

and Procedures for Engineering and Construction within that company, 3 

including methods used to determine material and labor costs associated 

with building outside plant infrastructure. To summarize, I have planned 
- 

4 

5 

outside plant, I have designed outside plant, I have purchased 6 

telecommunications materials and contract labor, I have personally 7 

engineered and constructed outside plant, and I have designed methods for 

those who do such functions. I have also performed other functions, or 
. -  

9 

10 have supervised those who do, in installing, connecting, repairing, and 

maintaining the various parts of the telecommunications network. 11 

12 I have also taught undergraduate students as an Adjunct Professor 

of Telecommunications at New York City Technical College, and have 13 

attended numerous courses in telecommunications technologies, methods 14 

15 and procedures. For the past five years, I have submitted affidavits, 

- - 16 written testimony, and appeared as an expert telecommunications witness 

17 in proceedings before state regulatory commissions in Alabama, h z o n a ,  

18 Califomia, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, 

19 Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Nevada, 

20 New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Texas, Washington, and 

before the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”). 21 

22 Attachment JCD-1 to this testimony provides further detail 

concerning my qualifications and experience. 23 
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1 Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS 

2 COMMISSION? 

3 A. Yes, I previously testified in t h s  proceeding on July 3 1 , 2000 and August 

4 28, 2000, and appeared to present testimony before this Commission on 

5 September 21,2000. 

6 Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

. -  

7 A. I have been asked by AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. 

(AT&T) and MCI WorldCom (“WorldCom”) to review and comment on 
-- 

8 

9 the revised BellSouth Telecommunications Loop Model’ (“BSTLM’) as’ 

10 filed in this proceeding in response to this Commission’s May 25,2001 

11 

12 

Order No. PSC-01-1181-FOF-TP (“FL UNE Order”). I will also respond 

to the direct testimony of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 

13 (“BellSouth”) witness D. Daonne Caldwell. My testimony will primarily 

14 

15 

focus on outside plant input values to the model, the inconsistent “pick 

and choose” methods BellSouth has used to supposedly justify its 
- 

16 unreasonably high outside plant input values, errors in alleged “support 

17 data” calculations that BellSouth claims supports its outside plant input 

18 

19 

values, those areas where BellSouth has ignored this Commission’s order 

to change the methods of determining outside plant input values, how 

20 BellSouth has simply ignored features of the BSTLM that could have been 

21 used to meet this Commission’s Order, and in some cases the ways in 

22 which the internal structure of the BSTLM handles outside plant. 
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Q. HOW IS YOUR TESTIMONY ORGANIZED? 

A. In Section 11, I 

In Section 111, 

dentify the requirements of the FL UNE Order. 

explain how BellSouth's continued use of linear 
- 

Engineering Factors fails to satisfy the Commission's requirements put 

forth in the FL UNE Order. Further, I explain how the factors proposed 

by BellSouth are unreasonably high, are unsupported within its filed 

evidence, and are far beyond generally accepted industry opinion. 

In Section IV, I discuss the inputs used in BSTLM to determine outside 

plant structure costs (aerial poleslanchorslguys, buried 

trenching/plowing/boring, and underground conduit/manholes) as well as 

costing methodologies that have been used by BellSouth in this filing for 

outside plant structure. I explain how BellSouth's proposed inputs 

for outside plant structure are fraught with correctable errors and fail to 

satisfy the requirements set forth in the FL UNE Order. 

In Section V, I discuss the inputs used in BSTLM to determine outside 

plant copper cable costs and the costing methodologies proposed by 

BellSouth in its filing. I explain how BellSouth fails to satisfy the 

requirements set forth in the FL UNE Order and show that inputs 

proposed by BellSouth for outside plant copper cable are unreasonably 

high and unsupported by fact or generally accepted industry opinion. 

5 



1 In Section VI, I discuss the same issues discussed in Section V; however, 

2 in this section I do so in regards to outside plant fiber optic cable. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

In Section VII, I summarize my testimony and explain why the BSTLM 

and the BellSouth Cost Calculator (“BSCC”), with proper modifications, 

can be used to generate bottoms-up UNE results for the outside plant 

portion of the local telephone network. 

7 

8 

A Summary of each input category, identified issues, recommended I 

changes, and general impacts of changes on UNE costs is included as 

Attachment JCD-8 to this testimony. 
-- 

9 

10 11. REOUIREMENTS OF THE COMMISSION’S MAY 25TH ORDER 

11 Q. WHAT DID THE COMMISSION ORDER IN ITS MAY 25TH 

12 DECISION? 

13 

14 

15 

A. - In its May 25‘h Order, the Commission required BellSouth to re-file its 

cost studies. The new cost studies were to “explicitly” model “all cable 

and associated supporting structure engineering and installation 

16 

17 

18 

placements” (FL UNE Order, page 234), as opposed to utilizing ratios to 

develop engineered, furnished and installed costs - as was done in 

BellSouth’s initial application of the BSTLM in this proceeding. 

19 

20 

The Commission gave BellSouth 120 days to refile the model 

using a “bottoms up approach,” including “all BellSouth assumptions used 
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in developing cable placements, the basis and source data for the revised 

input values, and a clear identification and listing of all input values.” 

Regarding my specific areas of outside plant engineering and - 

construction expertise, I find the following excerpts from the FL UNE 

Order most important to this proceeding. 

Upon review, it appears that BellSouth’s use of linear 
loading factors, while easy for BellSouth to apply, can 
generate questionable results, especially in light of 
deaveraged rates . . . no economies of scale for exempt 
material, engineering, or labor, for example, ever occur. It 
seems very unlikely that there are no economies generated 
as cable sizes grow larger. (FL UNE Order at 282). 

, 

[Elspecially recognizing the capability of the model and the 
fact that loops and loop type items are being deaveraged, it 
is disconcerting that BellSouth did not avail itself of the 
model’s flexibility. Additionally, we are concerned that 
BellSouth could not provide any evidence demonstrating 
that installation costs are directly proportional to material 
prices or that the relationships for land and building factors 
or pole and conduit loadings would be representative of the 
future forward-looking study period as its factors imply. 
(FL UNE Order at 283). 

- 

[I]n order to determine the magnitude of discrepancies 
between using a loading factor approach as opposed to a 
“bottoms up” approach for placements of plant directly 
related to the loops and loop type items, we shall require 
BellSouth to refile the BSTLM within 120 days from the 
issuance of this order explicitly modeling all cable and 
associated supporting structure, engineering, and 
installation placements . . . The refiling shall include all 
BellSouth assumptions used in developing cable 
placements, the basis and source data for the revised input 
values, and a clear identification and listing of all input 
values. (FL UNE Order at 284; see also FL UNE Order: 
Loading Factors Summary and Conclusion at 306-307). 
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When questioned if the structure cost results would be 
more accurate and representative if the BSTLM were 
utilized to directly place structures rather than using 
loading factors, [BellSouth] witness Caldwell responded 
that she did not know. While the BSTLM has the ability to 
accurately build and calculate poles and conduit, witness 
Caldwell asserts that BellSouth chose to use pole and 
conduit loading factors because the iriformation was more 
readily available. This choice was made even though 
BellSouth recognizes that we have rejected the use of 
loadings in previous cases. (FL UNE Order at 287-288). 

Upon consideration, we note that we share Sprint’s witness 
Dickerson’s concern that the pole and conduit loading 
factors, because they are based on statewide average 
relationships and applied to unit material prices, will distort 
the costs of wire centers in high density areas and 
understate the costs in low density areas. In a proceeding 
where deaveraging loops and loop typzitems are at issue, 
this is particularly troublesome. In principle, we expect 
that modeling cable and conduit structure costs bottoms-up 
would be preferable and more accurate. (FL UNE Order at 
294). 

Loading Factors Summary  and Conclusion: As set forth 
herein, we find some of the loading factors BellSouth has 
recommended are appropriate for use in setting UNE rates. . 

However, recognizing the capability of the BSTLM to 
model placements and structures, a “bottoms up” approach 
is preferable [andJ it appears that such an approach would 
tend to be more accurate. We are concerned with 
BellSouth’s use of linear in-plant factors and agree with 
AT&T and WorldCom and Sprint that linear loadings are 
particularly disconcerting in a proceeding where rates are 
being deaveraged. We have not lost sight of the fact that 
linear factors will distort the cost relationships between 
rural and urban areas . . . We are also concerned that 
BellSouth did not provide any evidence demonstrating that 
installation costs are directly proportional to material prices 
or that relationships for land and building factors or pole 
and conduit loadings would be representative of the future 
forward-looking study period, as its factors imply. (FL 
UNE Order at 305). 
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I t 

[Rlecognizing that engineering and installation costs should 
vary depending on the specific plant, soil and 
environmental conditions of the installation, we are unable 
to determine based on this record what would be a fair 
adjustment to make to reflect these things. Further, the 
basic problem with BellSouth’s loading factors is that they 
are linear. Therefore, adjusting each factor may not correct 
the problems we have defined. (FL UNE Order at 306). 

9 

10 Q. WHY DID THE COMMISSION ORDER BELLSOUTH TO REFILE 

11 ITS COST MODELS? 

12. A. The Commission ordered the use of a “bottoms up approach” because it 
-L 

13 was ‘‘troubled by BellSouth’suse of linear in-plant factors” which “will 

14 distort the costs of wire centers in high density areas and understate the 

15 costs in low density areas.” (FL UNE Order, page 294) The Commission 

16 also noted that, “BellSouth could not provide any evidence demonstrating 

17 that installation costs are directly proportional to material prices.” (FL 

18 UNE Order, page 283). 
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1 111. BELLSOUTH'S CONTINUED USE OF AN ENGINEERING 

2 

3 UNREASONABLE 

FACTOR VIOLATES THE COMMISSION'S ORDER AND IS 

4 

5 

Q. IN ITS UNE ORDER, WHAT DID THIS COMMISSION DIRECT 

BELLSOUTH TO DO ABOUT ENGINEERING COSTS? 

6 

7 

8 

A. This Commission ordered BellSouth to refile its cost models using a 

bottoms-up approach to engineering costs, rather than using a linear 

Engineer, Furnish & Install ('IEF&I'') factor. Specifically, the FL UNE 

9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

-- 
Order stated, 

Upon review, it appears that BellSouth's use of linear 
loading factors, while easy for BellSouth to apply, can 
generate questionable results, especially in light of 
deaveraged rates . . . no economies of scale for exempt 
material, engineering, or labor, for example, ever occur. It 
seems very unlikely that there are no economies generated 
as cable sizes grow larger. (FL UNE Order at 282, 
Emphasis Added). 

we shall require BellSouth to refile the BSTLM within 120 
days from the issuance of this order explicitly modeling all 
cable and associated supporting structure, engineering, and 
installation placements. (FL W E  Order at 284, Emphasis 
Added), 

It is clear that the Commission recognized that it does not take 42 times as 

long to engineer the placement of one thousand feet of 4200-pair cable as 

it does to engineer the placement of one thousand feet of 1 00-pair cable. 

10 



1 Q. WHAT METHOD HAS BELLSOUTH USED TO CAPTURE 

2 ENGINEERING COSTS IN THE REFILING OF ITS COST 

3 MODEL? - 

4 

5 

6 

7 

A. BellSouth has ignored the Commission's FL UNE Order, and has filed 

costs using a linear Engineering Factor. BellSouth's witness, Ms. 

Caldwell, suggests in her November 8,2001 direct testimony that 

BellSouth has complied with the FL UNE Order because it changed its 

8 

9 

Engineering Factor from being a factor applied to material to a factor 

applied to material plus installation labor. In my opinion, that does not 

10 -- comply with the FL W E  Order. 

11 Q. HOW SHOULD ENGINEERING COSTS BE CALCULATED? 

12 A. In my opinion, based on decades of personal experience in performing 

13 outside plant engineering, teaching others how to engineer, and in writing 

14 corporate methods on how to engineer, engineering costs should ideally be 
- 

15 broken down into three components in order to accurately estimate total 

16 engineering costs. 

17 - First, for sheath feet of cable or structure engineered, a linear engineering 

18 cost is appropriate. An engineer normally performs a records check and 

19 field survey for cable or structure work being engineered, and designs 

20 

21 

appropriate details associated with an engineering work order. Therefore, 

one component is a "feet per day engineered'' cost. 

11 



1 

2 

3 

Second, for cable splicing, a fixed component is appropriate. An engineer 

must review records and dedicate an amount of time to establishing a 

splice location at a fixed point. Therefore, another component is a 

4 

10 

11 

''minutes of engineering time per splice" location. 

- Third, for groups of copper pairs spliced and units of fibers spliced, a 

linear engineering cost is appropriate. Since engineers do not engineer the 

splicing of individual copper pairs or fiber strands, the appropriate cost 

would be based on "minutes of engineering time per 300 pairs spliced," or 

"minutes of engineering time per 12 fibers spliced." 

-- 

BellSouth has not filed costs based on any such approach to engineering 

costs. 

12 Q. CAN BELLSOUTH'S MODEL BE MODIFIED TO CORRECTLY 

13 CALCULATE BOTTOMS-UP ENGINEERING COSTS? 

14 

15 

16 

17 BellSouth's model. 

A. Unfortunately, no. The method I-described above cannot be implemented 

without performing some level of "surgery" on BellSouth's model. Mr. 

Pitkin has not attempted what is expected to be a complex modification to 

12 



1 

2 

Q. IF ONE TYPE OF FACTOR COULD BE USED, WHAT WOULD 

BE THE MOST APPROPRIATE FACTOR? 

3 

4 

5 

6 feet of cable: 

A. Opinions in the industry vary, bGt several knowledgeable parties filed 

comments during the FCC's Inputs Order activities advocating thc 

position that engineering cost probably correlates best with linear sheath 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

-- 

$166. Sprint contends that we should calculate the 
loadings for LEC engineering on a flat dollar basis rather 
than on a fixed percentage of the labor and material costs of 
cable. We find persuasive Sprint's contention that LEC 
engineering costs do not vary with the size of the cable and 
therefore do not vary with the cost of thecable. 
Accordingly, we find it reasonable to apply the loading for 
LEC engineering in the manner that Sprint recommends. 
[FCC Final Inputs Order. Original footnotes omitted]. 

16 Given the fact that one of the most import aspects of detailed engineering 

17 is to instruct construction technicians on how to physically build outside 

18 plant across a piece of geography, I would agree that a factor based on 

19 sheath feet is one appropriate way. - 

20 Q. DID THE FCC EXAMINE USING AN ENGINEERING FACTOR 

21 BASED ON TOTAL OUTSIDE PLANT INVESTMENT? 

22 A. Yes. Many parties filed comments advocating engineering cost as a 

23 percent of total installed outside plant cost. In fact, during the Inputs 

24 Order proceedings at the FCC in the FCC's Universal Service proceeding, 

25 BellSouth appeared before the FCC as a co-sponsor of the BCM2/BCPM 

13 
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model, advocating an engineering component of 5% of outside plant cost. 

AT&T/WorldCom appeared before the FCC sponsoring the HA1 Model. 

Part of the HAI Model used discrete engineering costs that accounted for 

economies of scale, and part of the HAI Model used engineering costs as 
- 

15% of copper cable costs for cables smaller than 400 pairs. The FCC 

concluded that engineering costs at 10% of material and labor cost of 

cable is reasonable. In its Final Inputs Order, the FCC stated: 

$ 164. LEC Engineering. The second adjustment we 
proposed to the regression equations used to estimate cable 
costs was to account for LEC engineering costs, which 
were not included in the RUS data. As we noted, the 
BCM2 default values include a loading of five percent for 
engineering. In contrast, the HAI sponsors claimed that 
engineering constitutes approximately 15 percent of the 
cost of installing outside plant cables. This percentage 
includes both contractor engineering and LEC engineering. 
The cost of contractor engineering already is reflected in 
the RUS cable cost data. In the Inputs Further Notice, we 
tentatively concluded that we should add a loading of 10 
percent to the material and labor costs of cable (net of LEC 
engineering and splicing costs) to approximate the cost of 
LEC engineering. 

$165. We affirm our tentative conclusion to add a loading 
of 10 percent to the material and labor for the cost of cable 
(net of LEC engineering and splicing costs) to approximate 
the cost of LEC engineering. [original footnotes not 
shown], 

14 



1 Q. HAS BELLSOUTH PROVIDED ANY VALID EVIDENCE 

2 SUPPORTING ITS ENGINEEFUNG COSTS? 

3 A. No. BellSouth's witness, Ms. Caldwell, alluides to substantiation of 

4 engineering factors by stating, "Engineering costs were obtained from the - 

5 OSPCM system." (Caldwell November 8,2001 direct testimony at page 

6 16). Elsewhere in her testimony, Ms. Caldwell alludes to the fact that 

7 

8 - -  

OSPCM information is contained in BellSouth's Attachment 4 in 

Appendix B of its November 8,2001 filing. I have reviewed the materials 

9 filed by BellSouth, and find no adequate substantiation of its engineering 

10 

11 

factors Of35.72% for fiber cable and 27.07% for all other outside plant 

items such as copper cable and structures. Based on my experience, those 

12 percentages are so far out of the realm of reality, that they are absurd. 

13 For example, using these inflated factors I calculate the 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

engineering costs generated by BSTLM would represent 73% as much to 

engineer as it takes to place and splice a 24-fiber underground cable, and 
- 

107% as much to engineer as it takes to place and splice a 144-fiber cable 

(Attachment 8-B to Mr. Pitkin's testimony indicates BellSouth's 

engineering cost per foot at Line 21, compared to the sum of placing and 

splicing costs on Lines 18 and 19). This would mean that if placing and 

splicing installation costs were $10,000 on a 144 pair underground fiber 

project, the engineering cost alone would be another $10,700. Incredibly, 

BellSouth is suggesting that it spends much more time and money 

engineering fiber cable than it does actually building it. Engineering fiber 

15 



1 cable is extremely easy - I have taught many engineers to design fiber 

2 cable systems - it is one of the easiest tasks in outside plant engineering. 

3 The cable is lightweight, up to 35,000 feet of cable can be delivered on a - 
4 single placing reel, and its placement is drawn as a long single line on an 

- 

5 Engineering Work Order 

6 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

7 

8 

A. To move forward with this proceeding, this Commission should order- 

BellSouth to refile its cost model using the 10% engineering factor that the 

9 

10 

11 than reasonable here. 

FCC found reasonable. Given that BellSouth in late 1998 supported a 5% 

engineering factor in BCM2/BCPM, a 10% engineering factor is more 

12 IV. BELLSOUTH'S STRUCTURE INPUTS FAIL TO SATISFY THE 

13 COMMISSION'S REOUIREMENTS AND ARE FRAUGHT WITH 

14 CORRECTABLE ERRORS 

15 

16 

17 OUTSIDE PLANT STRUCTURE? 

Q. WHAT IS THE PRIMARY METHOD USED BY BELLSOUTH TO 

JUSTIFY THE INPUT VALUES THAT IT PROPOSES FOR 

18 

19 

A. BellSouth claims that its input values for outside plant structures are 

supported by its outside plant contractor costs for each district in Florida. 

16 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

This claim is based on data submitted in Attachment 3 of Appendix B of 

BellSouth's cost study details (Caldwell direct at pg. 7). Even if one were 

to assume that these data are accurate, the calculations performed by - 

BellSouth on these data are fraught with errors. Although I take issue with 

some of the data, the Commission should accept the BellSouth data for 

now, but should order corrections to how the inputs derived from this data 

are used within BSTLM. I recommend specific input value modifications 

based on my analysis of BellSouth's Attachment 3 data, which I have 

included as Attachment JCD-2 to this testimony. My recommendations 
. -  

are also reflected in the attachments to Brian Pitkin's testimony. 
-- 

11 Q. HOW WOULD YOU CHARACTERIZE MANY OF BELLSOUTH'S 

12 ERRORS IN USING ITS CONTRACTOR DATA? 

13 

14 

15 - 

16 

17 

18 

19 

A. In general, many of BellSouth's errors involve a mismatch between 

numerator and denominator. For example, there is a mismatch between 

the number of manholes and the number of manhole covers and-collars. 

BellSouth disregarded the fact that cost data for manhole covers & collars 

involved many more installations than the data for its number of 

manholes. BellSouth's manhole cost calculations equate to an average of 

30 manhole covers per manhole. This is obviously an absurd result. 

20 

21 

After discussing an overarching issue of spreading miscellaneous 

costs over all structure accounts, I will address each of the structure issues 

17 



I 4 

1 

2 

in the same order as did BellSouth's witness Ms. Caldwell, starting at page 

8 of her November 8, 2001 direct testimony. 

- 

3 Q. . WHAT IS THE MAJOR CAUSE FOR BELLSOUTH FAILING TO 

4 

5 PLANT STRUCTURE COSTS? 

- 

MEET THE COMMISSION'S ORDER REGARDING OUTSIDE 

6 A. For structure costs, BellSouth fails to meet the Commission's order 

7 

8 "Miscellaneous Contractor Charges." 

regarding a bottoms-up approach, primarily because of its treatment of . -  

9 

10 

' BellSouth data includes a potpourri of charges for "stuff' for which 

BellSouth could find no home. Therefore, in an attempt to recoup these 

11 

12 

non-TELRIC embedded base expenditures, BellSouth created a "closing 

factor'' to spread these costs over all structure costs as a 25.43% 

13 

14 
- 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

miscellaneous markup to actual contractor costs for modeled TELRIC 

items. These charges should be disallowed by the Commission and 

removed across the board. The details of BellSouth's data for this 

category are shown at pages 1 and 2 of Attachment JCD-2. This 

miscellaneous loading applies to each category of structure cost; I will not 

bring this up repeatedly although the issue applies to every item discussed 

below, opting instead to ask this Commission to have the charges 

uniformly removed. 

18 
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8 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE IN DETAIL ALL OF THE ERRORS YOU 

HAVE UNCOVERED TO DATE IN BELLSOUTH'S CLAIM OF 

USING CONTRACTOR BILLING DATA. - 

A. I describe below, by category, each of the errors I have uncovered to date 

in BellSouth's use of contractor billing data. My approach is to correct 

BellSouth's errors to allow this proceeding to move forward using 

BellSouth's data, rather than applying any other method, such as arguing 

about unreasonableness. Although I may not agree with BellSouth's data, 

it is important to move forward to achieve a reasonable approximation of 

TELRIC-based UNE rates. -- 

Aerial Structure Contract Labor: 

BellSouth's calculations involving contract labor costs for placing poles 

are flawed. BellSouth includes costs for placing power company poles 

without taking credit for the number of poles placed. Because the 

objective is to determine the installed cost per pole, it is inaccuratelo - 

divide the costs of installing two poles (one telco pole + one power pole) 

by only a single (telco) pole. In similar fashion, BellSouth includes costs 

for placing "Carry-In" poles without taking credit for the number of poles 

placed. These pole placements without pole counts must be excluded to 

balance the numerator and denominator. Details of this correction, using 

BellSouth's data, are included at page 3 of Attachment JCD-2. 

Aerial Structure Material: 

19 
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No issues or recommendations are being presented in this testimony. 

Buried Excavation Contract Labor: 

- 

BellSouth’s witness Caldwell claims that buried excavation contract labor 

costs do not vary by type of excavation because BellSouth’s agreements 
- 

with-its contractors do not vary with terrain type. I believe this to be a 

misleading statement. Although BellSouth contracts with excavators may 

,not list different costs for different soil types with differing levels of 

difficulty, there are differences available in BellSouth’s actual Attachment 

3 data. There are 12 types of buried excavation and restoration available 

in BSTLM as follows: 

Tvpe BellSouth Assumption 

1. Rocky Plow (0% Occurrence) 

2. Rocky Trench (0% Occurrence) 

3. Trench Provide by Developer at no charge (0% Occurrence) 

4. Trench & Backfill (Equal Cost Item) 

5. Backhoe Trench (Equal Cost Item) 

6. Hand Dig Trench (Equal Cost Item) 

7. Cut & Restore Asphalt (Equal Cost Item) 

- 

8. Cut & Restore Concrete 

9. Cut & Restore Sod 

I O .  Plow Cable 

11. Bore Buried Cable 

Item) 

12. Push PipelPull Cable 

(Equal Cost Item) 

(Equal Cost Item) 

(Equal Cost Item) 

(Unique Cost 

(Unique Cost Item 

25 
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Of the seven types of excavation that BellSouth uses in BSTLM (e.g. 

types 4 through 12), BellSouth combines seven of them together as equal 

cost items and only distinguishes higher costs for Bore Buried Cable and 

Push PipePull Cable. I will address errors in calculating the last two later 

- 

in this section of testimony. 

Plowing Cable: 

BellSouth's contractor data simply lists Place [Buried] Cable 12, 18,24, 

30, J6,42, and 48 inches deep. Based on BellSouth testimony and level 

of cost, this cost appears to reflect only trenching operations. As such 

there appears to be a notable category missing from the data. BellSouth 
-- 

has omitted any data for plowing cable even though it assumes such a 

method will be used 78% of the time in the rural density zone, and 15.75% 

of the time in the Suburban density zone. I find it extraordinarily difficult 

to believe that contractors have the right to decide whether they want to 

trench or plow, at their option, without regard to direction from BellSouth 
- 

engineers, or that BellSouth is willing to pay backhoe trenching prices for 

cable plowing operations. During my career, in every instance of which I 

am aware, a contractor hired to install cable was specifically directed to 

install that cable in a particular manner, as directed by the engineer. This 

allows the engineer to specify the exact type of construction, and allows 

the economical use of much less expensive plowing where appropriate. 

The cost difference between low cost cable plowing and much higher 

backhoe trenching for cable placements is so substantial that it is 
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unreasonable to expect a procuring and contracting organization to lump 

those two functions together. 

- Given the soil types in Florida, I am not surprised that there would 

be a significant amount of cable plowing being performed. In fact, Florida 

conditions make for easy plowing, and I find BellSouth's high plowing 

percentage in rural areas to be reasonable. Also, based on my experience 

in negotiating contracts for hundreds of miles of cable placement, plowing 

is a very inexpensive altemative. Although not Florida-specific, my 

experience with plowing cable in the much more difficult Adirondack 

Mountains of New York State cost me only $0.60/ft. to $0.80/ft. The FCC 

examined thousands of Rural Utility Service ("RUS") contracts, and 

concluded that even lower costs than mine are reasonable. In fact, the 

FCC's Synthesis Model generated an overall average cost of buried 

structures of all types (including the higher costs of trenching) in the rural 

density zones of only $0.77 per foot. BellSouth, on the other hand, uses 

its across-the-board buried structure input value of ***BEGIN 

PROPRIETARY $5.18 END PROPRIETARY***per foot for costs of 

plowing in buried cable. This level of cost disparity is beyond reason. 

I recommend this Commission order the cable plowing input be set 

at no more than $0.80 per foot. 

DEGUSSIIF Buried Restoration: 
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BellSouth has taken a conglomeration of costs, declared them restoration 

activities, and has spread them uniformly, on a per foot basis, onto Buried 

Cable (BurCa) and Bore Buried Cable (BORECA) costs. Worthy of note 

is that performing Boring Cable operations is done to avoid the need to cut 

and restore the ground surface; therefore, surface restoration costs are 

inappropriate for Boring Cable. Plowing Cable also requires no 

appreciable surface restoration activities. 

- 

BellSouth's restoration cost allocation is incorrect for several 

additional reasons. First, in BellSouth Attachment 3 there is significant 

contractor data for the costs of Cut & Restore Asphalt, Cut & Restore 

Concrete, and Cut & Restore Sod, even though BellSouth claims that it 

cannot break out those items separately. As I indicate at page 4 of 

Attachment JCD-2, I recommend that buried excavation inputs be revised 

to reflect restoration costs under the proper categories, rather than . 

spreading that cost arbitrarily across all categories as BellSouth has 

proposed. - 

Second, costs such as Fumish & Place 12", 15", 18", 24", and 30" 

diameter Corrugated Pipe should not be included in calculating buried 

cable restoration costs, because, by definition, buried cable involves cable 

in contact with dirt, not in pipe. 
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$65. Outside plant consists of a mix of aerial, 
underground, and buried cable. Aerial cable is strung 
between poles above ground. Underground cable is placed 
underground within conduits for added support and 
protection. Buried cable is placed underground but without 
any conduit. A significant portion of outside plant 
investment consists of the poles, trenches, conduits, and 
other structure that support or house the copper and fiber 
cables. In some cases, electric utilities, cable companies, 
and other telecommunications providers share structure 
with the LEC and, therefore, only a portion of the costs 
associated with that structure are borne by the LEC. 
Outside plant investment also includes the cost of the SAIs 
and DLCs that connect the feeder and distribution plant. 
[FCC Tenth Report and Order, FCC99-304, October 21, 
1999 {"FCC Final Inputs Order"}] 

Third, restoration costs do not apply to cable boring and plowing 

operations. Therefore, it is improper to spread restoration costs to these 

inputs as BellSouth has done. 

I have removed inappropriate buried structure charges, segregated 

the costs for Asphalt, Concrete, and Sod, and have applied them to the 

appropriate categories in the BSTLM inputs. I have performed 

calculations on using my segregation versus BellSouth's arbitrary 

spreading method, and overall contractor buried placing cost increases by 
- 

$1.27/ft. in the Urban density zone, increases by $0.47/ft. in the Suburban 

density zone, and decreases by $0.3 l/ft. in the Rural density zone, as 

opposed to BellSouth's allocations of such costs. I believe this is a fair 

' The phrase "plant mix" refers to the ratio of outside plant that is aerial, underground, or buried 

in a network or particular area. 
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method of cost allocation and will result in costs that more accurately 

reflect geographic differences. 

Buried Splice Pits: 

BellSouth has taken contractor costs for buried splice pits (see Attachment 

JCD-2, page 5 )  and evenly distributed them across buried structure 

categories. Splice pits are not needed for normal buried splicing 

operations because such splices are routinely placed in above ground 

pedestal closures (See Attachment JCD-3 for pictures of typical above- 

ground closures). Since costs for such closures are already cared for with 

the Exempt Material Loading Factor, these costs should be excluded from 

-c 

TELRIC calculations. 

Bore Buried Cable: 

Boring for buried cable involves using a drilling type of device, or a 

mechanical "Mole" that bores a hole in soil under pavement. After the 

hole is bored, a cable is pulled through the hole in the dirt. BellSouth's 

calculations for this contractor activity involve a mismatch of numerator 

and denominator because BellSouth inappropriately adds the cost of steel 

pipe, PVC pipe, and Flex-pipe into the bore buried cable contractor costs 

(see Attachment JCD-2, page 6), and then divides by the feet of contractor 

Boring performed (different footages). Costs for pipe should be excluded, 

because Boring Buried Cable does not normally use pipe. Such pipe is 

best included under the category "Push Pipe/Pull Cable", which is 
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addressed next. I recommend the Commission correct the inputs based on 

my recommendations listed in Attachment JCD-2, 

- 
Push. PipePull Cable: 

- 

BellSouth is completely in error regarding its calculated costs for Push 

Pipe/Pull Cable, because its costs are based on a single line of contractor 

data that has nothing to do with Push Pipe/Pull Cable. I have been able to 

construct what I believe is a fair input value for the Commission's 

consideration, based on more appropriate BellSouth contractor cost data. 

As indicated on page 7 of Attachment JCD-2, BellSouth made a 

mistake in designating "Place Cable or Wire in Conduit" as representing 

"Push PipePull Cable" ("PPPC"). Placing cable or wire in conduit has 

nothing to do with PPPC. 

A more appropriate method for developing such costs is to use the 

cost per foot for Bore Buried Cable discussed above, and add the cost of 

pipe on a per foot basis. This information is available under BellSouth 

data that it incorrectly categorized under Bore Buried Cable. By adding 

those two per foot costs together, I arrived at my recommendation in 

Attachment JCD-2, page 7. 

Buried Cable: 

The primary base number for buried cable (before BellSouth's 

inappropriate spreading of costs) was incorrectly calculated by BellSouth 
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and should be corrected based on BellSouth-supplied contractor data. 

BellSouth's numerator does not match its denominator because it includes 

inappropriate costs and, even if deemed appropriate, it excludes matching 

footages fkom the denominator. (See Attachment JCD-2, page 8). These 

inappropriate "Buried Cable" costs included by BellSouth consist of 

placing of conduit (not a "Buried Cable" item), extra cables in the same 

trench, and other inappropriate costs. Only contractor costs labeled as 

Placing Buried Cable, along with associated footages, should be used to 

calculate buried cable placing costs per foot. I have included those 
. -  

calculations in my recommended input values listed in Attachment JCD-2, -- 

page 8. 

Underground Excavation Contract Labor: 

Similar to Buried Excavation Contract Labor, Ms. Caldwell's testimony 

oversimplifies the methods used by BellSouth, and is not completely 

accurate. There are eight types of underground excavation and restoration 

available in BSTLM as follows: 

TyPe 

1, Rocky Trench 

2. Trench & Backfill 

3. Backhoe Trench 

4. Hand Dig Trench 

5. Cut & Restore Asphalt 

6. Cut & Restore Concrete 

7. Cut & Restore Sod 

Bell South Assu mD ti on 

(0% Occurrence) 

(Equal Cost Item) 

(Equal Cost Item) 

(Equal Cost Item) 

(Equal Cost Item) 

(Equal Cost Item) 

(Equal Cost Item) 
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8. Bore Underground Cable 

Item) 

(Unique Cost 

3 

4 

5 

Of the eight underground conduit placing input categories available in 

BSTLM, BellSouth used the same input for seven of them (oneof the 

6 

7 

8 

seven, Rocky Trench, has zero percent usage). The single non-uniform 

category is Bore Underground Cable. BellSouth's overall combined 

weighted input costs for underground conduit placing per foot vary 

9 significantly between Rural, Suburban, and Urban density zones. One 

10 might ask, if excavation costs are the same regardless of the excavation 

method, then why are the costs by density zone not the same? The answer 

is simple. BellSouth inappropriately used an extremely high Bore 

-- 11 

12 

13 Underground Cable cost, and then applied varying percentages of use by 

14 density zone as a "fudge-factor" to make the cost per density zone vary. 

15 Although boring cable under the surface may be used sparingly for 

16 Buried Cable, it is even more unusual to build duct banks of multiple 4- 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

inch diameter plastic cable ducts between manholes using subsurface 

boring methods - in fact, it is rare, In my experience, such a rare 

occurrence would only take place to cross under an Interstate Highway or 

railroad line where no overpass or underpass is available for several miles. 

BellSouth's own data shows this to be true, in that it only used this type of 

construction for only ***BEGIN PROPRIETARY 160 feet END 

PROPRIETARY*** out of ***BEGIN PROPRIETARY 33,991 feet 

END PROPRIETARY*** of underground construction activity. In fact, 

28 
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the percentage of this type of construction was less than one half of one 

percent, or 0.47% of underground feet of excavation activity (see 

Attachment JCD-2, pages 9 and 10). However, allegedly based on 

- 
BellSouth management opinion, BellSouth allocated BSTLM percentages 

for this rare, and extremely high cost type of construction, as 2.67% in 

Rural, 5.75% in Suburban, and 12.5% in Urban density zones, even 

though BellSouth experiences only 0.47% of this type of underground 

excavation activity in its entirety. I recommend adjusting these BSTLM 

input percentages, based on underground route feet produced by BSTLM, 

to result in an overall average of 0.47%, but varying by density zone based -- 

on sheath feet differences. This method reflects highest use in Urban, less 

in Suburban, and the smallest amount in Rural density zones. 

I also recommend re-allocating restoration costs for Asphalt, 

Concrete, and Sod discretely to appropriate underground excavation 

categories, rather than spreading them inappropriately across all types of 

excavation. Results are the same as for Buried Structure, with increases of 

$1.27/ft. in the Urban density zone, increases of $0.47/ft. in the Suburban 

density zone, and decreases of $0.3 l/R. in the Rural density zone, as 

opposed to BellSouth's allocations of such costs. Once again, I believe 

this is fair treatment to all parties, and results in a more accurate 

calculation of cost by geographic area. 

22 Conduit Material: 
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BellSouth's input value for conduit material is another case of 

mismatching the numerator and denominator. The conduit material input 

should reflect the cost of 4-inch PVC conduit - pipe, and should not contain 

any placing labor. However, BellSouth has included one line of contractor 

cost that inappropriately includes labor. This line of data, which is 

captioned, "This is conduit placed by contractor," should therefore be 

excluded from the average material cost of PVC conduit. In addition, and 

as noted on page 11 of Attachment JCD-2, I was unable to determine how 

- 

BellSouth went from its proposed conduit material cost per foot plus 

25.43% -- miscellaneous loading (***BEGIN PROPRIETARY $1.58/ft. + 

$0.40/ft. = $1.98/ft. END PROPRIETARY***) to its input value of 

(***BEGIN PROPRIETARY $2.77/ft. END PROPRIETARY***), or 

an unexplained additional increase in material cost of another 50% of 

material. I therefore recommend that the Commission order a conduit 

material cost based on my correction to BellSouth data as indicated in 

Attachment JCD-2. This input value is slightly higher than my experience 

of $0.60/ft. and the FCC's decision in its USF proceeding adopting an 

- 

input value of $0.72/ft. 

Manholes: DECUSSIFIE 
BellSouth attempted to use contract data to compute an average manhole 

cost per cubic foot. It then applied that cost to BSTLM manholes 

designated as Type-1, Type-2, Type-3, and Type-5. The BSTLM Input 

Table - Underground Labor describes manhole Type-1, Type-2, and 
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Type-3 as "Contract Labor installation cost of one vault/manhole that 

accomodates [sic] three or four cables. This is the minimum size manhole 

available." (see Attachment JCD-4). Although all three manholes are 

identical, BellSouth uses costs for 72 cubic-foot manholes for Type-1 and 

Type-2, but 224 cubic-foot manholes for Type-3. In addition, for manhole 

Type-5 BellSouth assumes a huge 703 cubic-foot manhole to allow 

capacity for just one more cable, described in the BSTLM Input Table as 

- 

"Contract Labor installation cost of one vault/manhole that accomodates 

[sic] five cables." Because Type-1, Type-2, and Type-3 manholes should 

be identical, with a capacity of 3 to 4 cables, a cost for a 72 cubic-foot 

manhole should suffice. Because Type-5 manholes only need to be 

slightly larger to accommodate 5 cables (such as a 4 ft. wide by 8 ft. long 

by 7 %t. high manhole), a 224 cubic-foot manhole should suffice. This size 

manhole is more reasonable and should be used in the BSTLM inputs. 

For manhole costs, BellSouth once again mismatches numerator 

and denominator by using its contractor costs (see Attachment JCD-2, 

page 12). I believe BellSouth has provided Attachment-3 costs for only 7 

large legacy-sized manholes, such as the classic 20 cable capacity Type-A 

manhole which measures 6 ft. wide by 12 ft. long by 7 ft. high. It is a 504 

cubic foot manhole. BellSouth's contractor data appears to reflect six 

Type-A manholes at a cost that is above normal, based on my experience. 

However, absent additional data, I will accept BellSouth's costs. In 

addition, however, BellSouth has included the cost of one exceptionally 
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high-cost Type-A manhole that is almost 3 times the cost of the other 6 

manholes in its sample. Because the sample size consists of only seven 

manholes, I recommend excluding the cost of the one - extreme case from 

the average as an aberration. Using the average per cubic-foot cost for the 

6 manholes in the sample, and using manhole sizes of 72 cu. ft. for 

BSTLM Type-1, Type-2, and Type-3 manholes, and 224 cubic feet for 

Type-5 manholes, I have calculated recommended costs as shown in 

Attachment JCD-2, page 12. 
. -  

In addition, BellSouth claims that it incurs separate costs for 

manhole covers &<ollars. BellSouth, on the other hand, distributed all of 

the costs for 207 manhole covers & collars to the 7 manholes in its 

sample, creating the equivalence of 5 manhole covers per manhole Type-1 

and Type 2, 16 manhole covers for manhole Type-3, and 52 manhole 

covers for manhole Type-5, or an average of 30 manhole covers per 

average manhole due to the mismatch between numerator and 

denominator. In addition, manhole covers & collars should be assigned on 

a one-per-manhole basis, rather than BellSouth’s method of calculating 

these costs on a per cubic foot basis. T h s  is because manhole covers do 

not get bigger as manholes get bigger, they stay the same standard 30-inch 

diameter size. Contrary to BellSouth, I have used the average cost per 

manhole cover & collar and added that to my basic cost per manhole in 

reaching my recommendations. 
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1 Q. DO YOU HAVE ADDITIONAL CRITICISMS REGARDING 

2 

5 STRUCTURE INPUTS? 

BELLSOUTH'S PROPOSED UNDERGROUND AND BURIED 

4 
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A. Yes. Besides the engineering factor issue addressed in the earlier section 

of this testimony, I believe BellSouth's position regarding forward looking 

opportunities for structure sharing are short-sighted, do not reflect 

emerging competitive realities, and reflect violation of FCC structure 
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sharing rules. 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 and the FCC's 

implementation of that Act make it clear that Competitive Local Exchange 

Carriers ("CLECs") should have unfettered equal access to structure space. 

BellSouth's claim that other parties are leasing only 129,754 feet of 

conduit space, or an average of 0.07% of the space is highly suspect. 

Whereas Verizon claims that more than 30 different companies occupy its 

conduits in Manhattan, it appears that BellSouth is either monopolizing 

access to its own ducts and creating severe barriers to entry, or is mistaken 

in its forward looking structure sharing projections. If competition comes 

to Florida, then either Florida streets will be dug up time and time again, 

as CLECs build their own underground conduit systems, or else 

significant amounts of structure sharing will take place. I recommend a 

forward-looking telco share of 50% in the rural density zone, and 33% in 

the suburban and urban density zones. 
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For buried structures, BellSouth has assumed that it never 

encounters cases where housing development contractors provide free 

trenches for BellSouth. h addition, BellSouth claims that joint buried - 

trenching only occurs 6% of the time. Based on my experience, this is an 

extremely low number. Again, it appears that BellSouth is engaging in 

barrier to entry practices and making no effort to encourage joint 

trenching, or is mistaken about forward looking structure sharing 

opportunities. Once again, if competition takes place in Florida, there will 

either be extensive buried structure sharing, or repeated excavations of 
. -  

-- streets will take place. 

For these reasons, I believe this Commission should reject 

BellSouth's almost non-existent structure sharing percentages, and 

encourage competition by advocating 50% structure sharing between 

power companies and BellSouth in the Rural density zone, and 33% 

structure sharing between power companies, BellSouth, and any number 

of competitors and cable TV companies making up the third 33% in 

Suburban and Urban density zones. 
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1 Q. IN A FORWARD LOOKING ENVIRONMENT, IF FEEDER AND 

2 

- 3 

DISTRIBUTION CABLE WERE PLACED ALONG THE SAME 

ROUTE, WOULD AN ENGINEER DESIGN THE NETWORK TO 

4 SHARE FACILITIES? 
- 

5 

6 

A. Yes. Good planning engineers have been taught that structures are a high 

cost limited resource, and all efforts should be made to share that 

7 

8 

investment not only with other service providers, but to use that resource 

for both feeder and distribution cables. It makes no sense economically, - - 

9 and is environmentally unsound, to build multiple structures along a cable 

10 

11 

route. An engineer in a forward-looking environment would certainly not 

construct duplicate feeder and distribution structures along the same route. 

12 

13 

Instead, an engineer would design the network to take advantage of the 

shared facilities where available, and I am sure that BellSouth engineering 

14 practices encourage this approach. 

15- Q. HAS BELLSOUTH APPROPRIATELY ACCOUNTED FOR 

16 FACILITY SHARING IN ITS MODEL? 

17 A. No. In its model, BellSouth assumes that feeder and distribution cable laid 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

along the route only share the distribution cable structure with the feeder 

cable structure 25% of the time; according to BellSouth's inputs to 

BSTLM feeder would require its own unique structure 75% of the time. 

In a forward-looking environment, such as TELRIC, I would expect 

facility sharing to occur frequently, and recommend changing this input to 

35 



1 4 ,  

1 

2 

reflect the fact that feeder facilities ride on or in structures already built by 

distribution plant 75% of the time. 

- 

3 Q. FOR AERIAL STRUCTURE, HAS BELLSOUTH USED A 

4 REASONABLE AVERAGE DISTANCE BETWEEN POLES? 

5 

6 

A. No. BellSouth claims that it used data it filed with the FCC, as reflected 

in ARMIS reports, to calculate its average span length between poles. 

7 

8 

BellSouth's witness, Ms. Caldwell suggests that if what she deems to be a 

reasonable average of 1.5 cable sheaths per pole line were considered, 
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then a realistic actual average aerial span length between poles in Florida 

would be only 75 feet. BellSouth then claims that it is offering a very 

conservative number at 120 feet between poles for Rural, Suburban, and 

Urban density zones. Although BellSouth purports to support its input 

value with (ARMIS) numbers, it does not appear to pass the "red-face'' 

test. One of the easiest things to observe is the nature of aerial plant 

because it is readily visible to anyone, My observations duringvisits to 

Florida are that span lengths are much longer than 75 feet or even 120 

feet.. This is consistent with other opinions around the country. Even 

BellSouth agreed with BCPM inputs supported by it before the FCC in 

1998. In its Final Inputs Order, the FCC stated: 

8214. . . . We proposed to use the following values for the 
distance between poles: 250 feet for density zones 1 and 2; 
200 feet for zones 3 and 4; 175 feet for zones 5 and 6; and 
150 feet for zones 7, 8, and 9. For the most part, these 
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values are consistent with both the HAI and BCPM 
defaults 

Since there is no FCC, BCPM, or HA1 distance less than 150 feet between 
- 

poles, BellSouth's claim of 75 feet, 112 feet, and even 120 feet average 

span length between polesin far out of line. A simple average of the 

generally accepted span lengths equals 189 feet. Mr. Pitkin performed an 

average based on sheath feet of cable produced by BSTLM, and the 

weighted average came out to be 184 feet. Therefore, I propose 184 feet 

be used in the BSTLM inputs for this case. 

Q. WHAT COMMON TEST CAN BE PERFORMED TO CHECK ON 

SPAN DISTANCES BETWEEN POLES? 

A. An easy observation is to go into one or more areas of Florida that have 

pole lines. Using the odometer in an automobile, one can count the 

number of poles per mile. It is then simple to divide 5,280 feet per mile 

by the number of aerial spans between poles observed. For example, an 
- 

average of 184 feet between poles would equate to observing 

approximately 30 poles in a mile (29 spans). By contrast, Ms. Caldwell's 

claim of 75 feet between poles would mean one would have to observe 71 

poles in a mile (70 spans). 
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1 Q. HAS BELLSOUTH PROPOSED APPROPRIATE INTERVALS 

2 FOR DOWNGUYS AND ANCHORS? 

3 A. No. In order to stabilize pole lines, anchors are sunk into the grouncand 

4 downguys are attached from the-earth anchor to the cable point of 

5 connection at the end of a run of poles (there may also be an infrequent 

6 occasion where a sharp bend in the road requires downguy/anchor 

7 

8 

stabilization). In my experience, downguys and anchors should be 

expected to occur about every 1,000 to 1,200 feet. In fact, developers of 

9 BellSouth’s BSTLM agree with that, and included a default value of 

10 1,200-foot spans. The BSTLM IVEthodology Manual states the following 

11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

at page 72: 

The Investment Process calculates anchors, guys, and poles 
on a per foot basis. Per foot development assumes an 
average span of 1200 feet to determine the number of 
anchors and guys needed. For poles, it is assumed that one 
pole is on each end of the span with poles spaced in 
between based on values in the aerial spacing table. Once 
the investment is determined for an average span, it is 
divided by 1200 to put it on a per foot basis. This per foot 
value is then applied to each foot of aerial distance. 

- 

21 Even in the face of common industry knowledge, BellSouth elected to 

22 change this input value to 500 feet, from a reasonable value of 1,200 feet. 

23 BellSouth does not offer any evidence to support the change. In 

24 testimony, Ms. Caldwell makes the statement (at page 1 9 ,  “Anchor and 

25 guy spacing is estimated to be every 500 feet (roughly every 4 poles) and 

26 manhole spacing is assumed to be every 625 feet based on subject matter 
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2 

3 

expert estimates." BellSouth does not identify the expert, nor does it offer 

the expert up for cross-examination. There is no evidence or validation 

provided by BellSouth for changing this 1200-foot anchor/guy span - - 

4 

5 

6 Q. 

7 

8 A. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

-1 3 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

length, and this Commission - should order BellSouth to return this input to 

1200 feet. 

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR POSITION ON STRUCTURE 

COSTS: 
. -  

In general, I believe this Commission can use most of BellSouth's 

Attachment 3 raw data, exclude inappropriate items, fix BellSouth errors, 

and reach conclusions about reasonable bottoms-up inputs on most 

structure items. BellSouth attempts to recover its non-TELRIC embedded 

costs by spreading inappropriate costs across categories, and by applying 

inappropriate costs within a category (what I have described as a 

mismatch between numerator and denominator). Those costs can be 

readily removed, as I suggest in this testimony. Costs for Aerial 

Structures (Poles) and costs for manholes can also be fixed in that manner. 

In addition, BellSouth claims that it cannot distinguish between types and 

kinds of structure excavation costs for Buried, Underground Conduit, and 

Manhole costs. This is not correct. By including a reasonable cost for the 

plowing of cable, which BellSouth has omitted, and by properly allocating 

individual discrete Cut & Restore costs for Asphalt, Concrete, and Sod, 

different costs can be determined by density zone in a valid logical 

39 



J 1  

I 

1 method. This is in stark contrast to using BellSouth's high cost 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Underground Boring costs as a "fudge factor" to cause differences by 

density zone. There is enough information in this case to justify the - 

Commission adopting my bottoms-up structure input recommendations, 

primarily using BellSouth's own data, as defined by this testimony. 

6 V. BELLSOUTH'S COPPER CABLE INPUTS FAIL TO SATISFY 

7 

8 UNACCEPTABLY POOR PRODUCTIVITY 

THE COMMISSION'S REQUIREMENTS AND REFLECTS 

-- 

9 Q. IN ITS UNE ORDER, WHAT DID THIS COMMISSION DIRECT 

10 BELLSOUTH TO DO ABOUT COPPER CABLE COSTS? 

11 A. This Commission ordered BellSouth to refile a cost model that includes a 

12 bottoms-up approach to copper cable costs, rather than using a linear 

13 EF&I factor. Specifically, the FL UNE Order stated, 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Upon review, it appears that BellSouth's use of linear 
loading factors, while easy for BellSouth to apply, can 
generate questionable results, especially in light of 
deaveraged rates . . . no economies of scale for exempt 
material, engineering, or labor, for example, ever occur. It 
seems very unlikely that there are no economies generated 
as cable sizes grow larger. (FL UNE Order at 282). 

21 
22 
23 
24 

[Elspecially recognizing the capability of the model and the 
fact that loops and loop type items are being deaveraged, it 
is disconcerting that BellSouth did not avail itself of the 
model's flexibility. (FL UNE Order at 283). 
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10 

11 

12 

-- 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

[I]n order to determine the magnitude of discrepancies 
between using a loading factor approach as opposed to a 
“bottoms up” approach for placements of plant directly 
related to the loops and loop type items, we shall require 
- . BellSouth to refile the BSTLM within 120 days from the 
issuance of this order explicitly modeling all cable and 
associated supporting structure, engineering, and 
installation placements (FL UNE Order at 284). 

Q. WHAT METHOD HAS BELLSOUTH USED TO CAPTURE 

COPPER CABLE PLACING COSTS IN THE REFILING OF ITS 

COST MODEL? 

A. BellSouth has ignored the Commission’s FL UNE Order, has failed to 

avail itself of BSTLM’s flexibility, and has filed costs using a linear Cable 

Placing Factor. Although BellSouth filled in a few of the BSTLM placing 

inputs, its failure to populate placing setup times with forward looking (or 

any) values ignores the model’s capability to perform a bottoms-up 

approach, and results in a linear loading factor. 
- 

Q. HOW CAN FAILURE TO POPULATE ONE OF THE COPPER 

CABLE PLACING INPUTS END UP RESULTING IN A LINEAR 

LOADING FACTOR? 

A. I was surprised to see that BellSouth did not follow the typical industry 

standard Fixed Setup Timeplus Cable Feet Placed Per Day method of 

estimating outside plant costs - a method built into BSTLM. In my 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

opinion, it is reasonable to expect BellSouth to encounter 15 minutes of 

travel time, and 30 minutes of setup time for cable placing operations, 

using a 2-technician crew size for underground placing and a 1-technician - 

crew size for buried and aerial placing. I would expect an underground 

placing crew to place approximately 3,000 feet of cable per day, a buried 

crew to place approximately 8,000 feet of cable per day, and an aerial 

crew to place approximately 5,000 feet per day. 

As indicated in Attachment JCD-5, I believe that BellSouth's 

manipulated costs for copper cable placing reflect ***BEGIN 

PROPRIETARY one hour END PROPRIETAXP*** of travel and 

setup, and a placing rate of ***BEGIN PROPRIETARY 2,800 feet 

per day. END PROPRIETARY*** (It may be noted that BellSouth does 

not populate cable placing inputs for buried cable because it contends that 

cable placing is performed as part of the excavation contractors costs). 

Such a productivity figure for placing underground and aerial cables is 

less than I would expect of a competitive, well managed company, but is 

still not totally unreasonable if such setup and feet per day productivity 

inputs were actually used via the pr 

arenot. DEC 
The reason why BellSouth's method fails is simple. The result of 

BellSouth combining setup costs into a Cable Feet Placed per Day 

productivity figure is equivalent to BellSouth assuming that its technicians 

will travel to the work site, place 100 feet of cable, and stop work. The 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 -- 

11 

12 

work crew would then travel to another work site, place 100 feet of cable, 

and stop work. It would then travel to a third work site, place 100 feet of 

cable, and return to - the garage. Alternatively, the result would be that a 

work crew would travel to a work site, perform setup operations, place 

only ***BEGIN PROPRIETARY 640 END PROPRIETARY*** feet 

of cable, and quit for the day. That level represents absurdly poor 

productivity, and equates to placing only***BEGIN PROPRIETARY 

one manhole-to-manhole section END PROPRIETARY*** of 

underground cable, or less than ***BEGIN PROPRIETARY one half of 

one 1200-foot long Suburban block END PROPRIETARY*** of aerial 

cable for the day. This is inconsisfent with TELRIC principles and 

inconsistent with my experience. 

- 

13 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

14 

15 

16 productivity numbers. 

A. This Commission should compel BellSouth to comply with its FL UNE 

Order and file a bottoms-up cable placing inputs with reasonable 
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1 Q. WHAT METHOD HAS BELLSOUTH USED TO CAPTURE 

2 

3 COST MODEL? 

COPPER CABLE SPLICING COSTS IN THE REFILING OF ITS 

- 4  

5 

A. As it did in the copper cable placing portion of the model, BellSouth failed 

to utilize the travel and setup time in its copper cable splicing portion of 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

the model. The result of BellSouth combining setup costs into a Copper 

Cable Pairs Spliced per Hour productivity figure is equivalent to the 

creation of a linear Loading Factor. - 

In the case of any copper cable larger than 100 pairs, such as 
-- 

splicing a 200-pair cable, BellSouth's model creates costs equivalent to 

traveling to the job location, preparing the splice, splicing 100 pairs, 

closing up the splice case, driving around the block, opening up the same 

splice case, splicing 100 more pairs, closing up the splice case, and then 

going home for the day. In the case of a 4200-pair copper cable, the 

example is simply 42 iterations of the 100-pair splice operation. I 

illustrate this issue in Attachment JCD-5. 

17 Q. IS BELLSOUTH'S WIREWORK RATE FOR SPLICING 

18 INDIVIDUAL COPPER PAIRS ADEQUATE? 

19 

20 

A. No. As prescribed by BellSouth, the wire work splicing rate of pairs per 

hour works out to a consistent ***BEGIN PROPRIETARY 76 END 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Q* 

A. 

Q* 

-- 

A. 

PROPRIETARY*** pairs per hour, which is unacceptable because it 

indicates extremely poor productivity. 

WHAT COPPER SPLICING RATE SHOULD BE USED - IN THE 

BSTLM? 

I recommend a conservative rate of 250 pairs per hour be used. 

ARE YOU QUALIFIED TO RENDER AN OPINION ON COPPER 

SPLICING RATES, AND IF SO, WHAT IS YOUR OPINION 

REGARDING AN ACCEPTABLE RA,TE OF PAIRS SPLICED PER 

HOUR, EXCLUSIVE OF TRAVEL, SETUP, AND CLOSURE 

TIMES? 

Yes, I am very qualified to address copper cable splicing rates. The 

technology of performing modular splicing in 25-pair increments has 

existed since approximately 1970, and is a mature technology still being 

used every day. Splicing copper cable involves sorting out color-coded 

wires into a color coded 'Icomb" that separates the wires in a standard 25- 

pair group prior to splicing. When all 25-pairs are sorted by color, then a 

pneumatic press seats the wire pairs into a 25-pair connector and cuts off 

the unnecessary ends of the wires flush with the connector, leaving the 

pairs terminated in a connector. The same function is performed on the 

wires to be matched to the first 25 pairs. The connectors are then snapped 

- 
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1 

2 

3 methods. 

together. I personally can continuously perform wire-splicing operations 

at a rate in excess of 500 pairs per hour using standard modular splicing 

- 

4 Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY DOCUMENTATION TO SUPPORT SUCH 

5 HIGH SPLICING RATES? 

6 A. Yes.' Attachment JCD-6 is a letter from the AMP Corporation - one of the 

7 manufacturers of such modular cable splicing equipment and modules. In 

8 that letter, AMP indicates that a rate of 300 pairs per hour is readily 

9 achievable, and that it is not unusual to observe rates in excess of 5 0 0  

10 pairs' per hour. 

11 Q. WHAT DID THE FCC DECIDE IN ITS FINAL INPUT ORDER? 

12 A. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

During the FCC's USF deliberations, I introduced a retired splicing 

instructor to the FCC Staff. That instructor performed a splicing 

demonstration, taught members of staff to splice, and told them that when 

teaching copper splicing, he would not graduate a student who could not 

demonstrate a sustained splicing rate of at least 300 pairs per hour. The 

FCC found that rate to be reasonable, but in consideration that splicing 

conditions may not always be optimal, decided that a rate of 250 pairs per 

hour was a reasonable input value. The FCC's Final Input Order states: 
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19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

$218. We also conclude that the record demonstrates that 
a splicing rate of 250 pairs is reasonable, and adopt it 
accordingly. As we explained in the Inputs Further Notice, 
the HA1 sponsors proposed a splicing rate of 300 pairs per 
hour, while Sprint argued for a splicing rate of 100 pairs 
per hour. We believed thatHAI's proposed rate was a 
reasonable splicing rate under optimal conditions, and 
therefore, we tentatively concluded that Sprint's proposed 
rate was too low. We noted that the HAI sponsors 
submitted a letter fiom AMP Corporation, a leading 
manufacturer of wire connectors, in support of the HAI 
rate. We recognized, however, that splicing under average 
conditions does not always offer the same achievable level 
of productivity as suggested by the HAI sponsors. For 
example, splicing is not typically accomplished under 
controlled lighting or on a worktable. Having accounted 
for such variables, we proposed a splicing rate of 250 pairs 
per hour. 

- 

- ram prepared to make the same demonstration to this Commission during 

this hearing. 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR OPINION REGARDING BELLSOUTH'S COSTS 

RELATED TO THE USE OF COPPER CABLE STUBS IN 

UNDERGROUND COPPER CABLE CONSTRUCTION? 

- 

A. For underground copper cable, BellSouth doubles the cost of copper cable 

splicing at every splice point to allegedly account for copper cable stubs. 

A copper splice case is limited to four entrance/exit holes. A copper stub 

cable is required only if more than four entrance/exit holes are needed. 

This is a very unusual situation. Please see Attachment JCD-7 to view a 

diagram representing proper use of cable stubs. 
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21 

22 
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Normally, one cable enters a splice case, and if the splice is a 

simple straight-splice (because the length limit for a particular size cable 

on one reel has been reached), then one cable exits the splice case, which 

requires use of two holes. 
- 

If the splice point is a branch point, then one cable enters the splice 

case from the central office, one cable exits the splice case to serve a side- 

leg branch off the main cable path, and one cable exits the splice case to 

continue on down the main cable path, which requires use-of three holes. 

BSTLM never requires more than this 3-way splice configuration, so a 

-- cable stub is never required. BSTLM documentation states the following: 

The model will place a splice at each point at which the 
cable changes size. Splicing can occur at any plant 
locations (DTBT, FDI, and DLC). In addition to these 
plant locations, the model will place a splice at each 
junction point of the network. A junction point typically 
represents a road intersection where the cable splits into 
two directions. This would occur where a road segment 
intersects a perpendicular road segment forming a "T." 
Junction points are noted in the data as JCTN. [BSTLM 
Methodologies Manual, pages 61-62] 

Because no more than 3 cables exist at any splice point in BSTLM, 

therefore copper cable stubs are unnecessary, and the Commission should 

order BellSouth to remove any cable stub costs. 

For information only, the following is provided to explain why a 

cable stub might be required, even though BSTLM does not construct 

outside plant in such a way. 
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10 
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13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

If the splice point is unusual by having a double branch point, then 

one cable enters the splice case, two side-leg branch cables exit the splice 

case, and one cable exits the splice case to continue - on down the main 

cable path. - 

If, for some reason, more than four holes are required, such as, for 

example bridged tapping pairs (which should not be done in a fonvard- 

looking construct), then a method is required to allow more than four 

splice case entrance/exit points. That is accomplished by having one 

splice case contain the entering cable (from the central office), two branch 

cables,-&d the fourth hole contains a short piece of cable called a cable 

stub that contains the remaining unused cable pairs. The other end of that 

short cable stub becomes the entrance cable for another splice case in the 

same manhole, so that up to two more branch cables can sprout from the 

one location, while the final remaining pairs continue straight on. This 

very complex arrangement is seldom used, has no place in a TELRIC 

model, and in fact is completely unnecessary m BSTLM because there are 

never more than three holes used in any one splice case. 

18 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

19 

20 

21 

A. The Commission should re-order BellSouth to file a bottoms-up cable 

splicing model, using reasonable travel, setup and closure inputs for which 

I recommend 2 hours for splice setup and closure. In addition, the 

22 Commission should require BellSouth to use an input representing a 
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splicing rate of 250 pairs per hour, which would be 0.40 hours per 100 

pairs, and to remove all cable stub costs. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

- 14 - 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Q. WHAT-OTHER ISSUES HAVE YOU FOUND WITH 

BELLSOUTH'S COPPER CABLE SPLICING COSTS? 

A. As stated in the Engineering Section of this testimony, BellSouth's inputs 

should be adjusted to reflect a 10% Engineering Loading Factor. In 

addition, there are also several issues involving miscellaneous material 

related costs. 
- 

In his testimony, Mr. Pitkin identifies several model coding errors 

associated with the application of Material Loading Factors. I will address 

several inputs-related issues. BellSouth's Material Loading Factor 

includes the following categories: 

1, Miscellaneous Material Rate 

2. Other - Plant Labor - Indirect Salaries, Benefits, and Other 

3. Other - Interest During Construction Items 

4. Right-of-way Items 

5, Supply Expense Rate 

6. Tax Rate 

7. Inflation 

I will address issues with the first three items. 
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1 Q. WHAT IS THE MISCELLANEOUS MATERIAL RATE AND HOW 

2 IS IT NORMALLY HANDLED BY MAJOR TELEPHONE 

3 COMPANIES? - 

4 

5 

6 

7 

A. The Miscellaneous Material Rate represents what is normally called 

Exempt Material. The FCC System of Accounts requires major telephone 

companies to do "cradle to grave" tracking of certain investments, such as 

telephone poles, feet of cable, and manholes. Other less expensive items 

8 - - are tracked in a less detailed manner. These "nuts & bolts" items are 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

known as Exempt Material, because they are exempt from being tracked 

individually in teTemone company's Continuing Property Records. For 

decades, major telephone companies, with the FCC's approval, have found 

it most appropriate to track exempt material as a component of the 

technician's fully loaded labor rate. The exempt material load on labor is 

normally computed by conducting an audit of technician Exempt Material 

15 

16 

usage every two years. During the study period, a sample group of 

technicians keeps track of every single item of material that they use over - 

17 

18 

the course of one to two weeks - down to the nut and bolt level in many 

companies. That data is then related to the hours expended, and an 

19 exempt material clearing rate is established. As a major telephone 

20 

21 

22 

company purchases minor items of material, the cost is kept in a holding 

account. Dollars are cleared out of the holding account, and into Final 

Plant Accounts, such as Aerial Copper Cable, on the basis of the number 
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of hours charged to each particular Final Plant Account. In that manner, 

costs for minor materials are cleared to the final books of account. 

- 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

I have observed the exempt material component of fully loaded 

labor rates for many years in my work, and among a variety of major 

telephone companies. That labor load component normally varies 

between ***BEGIN PROPRIETARY $6.00 and $10.00 END 

PROPRIETARY*** per hour for cable splicing technicians and cable 

8 placing technicians. . -  

9 Q. ~ HOW HAS BELLSOUTH INCLUDED EXEMPT MATERIAL IN 

10 ITS COST MODEL? 

11 A. BellSouth has included Exempt Material/Miscellaneous Material as a 

12 

13 

14 

percentage loading on Non-Exempt Material. This is not the manner in 

which major telephone companies handle this cost. In fact, the testimony 

of BellSouth's witness, Ms. Caldwell, indicates that this is not the method 
- 

15 used to account for Exempt Material by BellSouth (Mr. Pitkin explicitly 

16 cites Ms. Caldwell's Reply Affidavit before the FCC in the Georgia 271 

17 proceeding as providing substantial evidence in this regard). 

18 

19 

20 

In addition, on its surface, the Miscellaneous Material Rate filed by 

BellSouth in this proceeding appears to be unreasonably high. However, I 

have not been able to do a direct analysis against a labor loading rate 

21 method, because by improperly treating Exempt Material as a load on 
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Non-Exempt Material, BellSouth has created an "apples to oranges" 

problem. In addition, BellSouth has failed to comply with this 

Commission's order to create a bottoms-up approach to address - the 

Commission's concern that BellSouth's use of linear loading factors 

reflects no economies of scale for exempt material. 

I believe that Exempt Material is already included in the fully 

loaded labor rate proposed by BellSouth, and that the Miscellaneous 

Material Rate proposed by BellSouth should be disallowed as double 

counting. 
-- 

In the alternative, if Exempt Material can be proven by BellSouth 

to have been excluded from its proposed fully loaded labor rate with 

adequate supporting evidence, then I recommend that this Commission 

adopt a reasonable Exempt Material load on labor not to exceed 20% of 

direct labor costs (***BEGIN PROPRIETARY Use of 20% represents 

the high end of the $6.00 and $10.00 per hour when added to BellSouth's 

fully loaded labor rate as used in its filed costs. END 

PROPRIETARY ** *). 
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1 Q. WHAT CONCERNS DO YOU HAVE WITH BELLSOUTH'S USE 

2 OF A FACTOR FOR "OTHER - PLANT LABOR - INDIRECT 

3 - SALARIES, BENEFITS, AND OTHER"? 

4 

5 

6 

7 

A. It is unacceptable to include other plant labor, indirect salaries, benefits, 

and other expenses as a load on Non-Exempt Material. First, direct 

supervision and other indirect expenses are already components of 

BellSouth's fully loaded labor rate, and including them as another loading 

8 on Non-Exempt Material results in double counting and over-recovery. . -  

9 Second, these costs are not part of the material procurement organization, 

10 

11 

because large telephone companies book those costs as part of Supply 

Expense, which is already an uncontested loading being applied by 

12 

13 

BellSouth as a separate component. Therefore, I conclude that any 

application by BellSouth of Other-Plant Labor-Indirect Salaries, Benefits, 

. 14 and Other is a double count of expenses that would result in over- 

15 recovery, and this Commission should disallow this loading. 

16 Q. WHAT CONCERNS DO YOU HAVE ABOUT BELLSOUTH'S 

17 PROPOSED LOADING OF "INTEREST DURING 

18 CONSTRUCTION" ONTO NON-EXEMPT MATERIAL? 

19 A. As Mr. Pitkin indicates in his testimony, we have elected to not alter some 

20 

21 

22 

of BellSouth's proposed Material Loading Factor items. In particular, I 

believe that BellSouth has included Interest During Construction in an 

improper manner. Interest During Construction has unique application to 
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large regulated telecommunications companies under FCC Uniform 

System of Accounts practices. I believe that BellSouth inputs have 

misapplied such a charge in this case. I urge this Commission to require - 

BellSouth to produce all necessary information to determine exactly what 

items are included in its Interest During Construction Factor, including the 

source of this cost, how interest during construction is calculated, and 

what it is applied to, on a detailed basis. 

8 VI. BELLSOUTH'S FIBER CABLE INPUTS FAIL TO SATISFY THE 

9 COMMISSION'S REQUIREMENTS 

10 Q. PLEASE IDENTIFY YOUR CRITICISMS REGARDING 

11 BELLSOUTH'S FIBER CABLE INPUTS IN GENERAL. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A. BellSouth's inputs for fiber optic cable generally suffer from the same 

problems as BellSouth's copper cable inputs. Specifically, BellSouth does 

not have separate cable placing setup and cable placing productivity 

parameters; there are no separate splicing setup and fiber splicing 

productivity parameters; the Miscellaneous Material loading on Non- 

Exempt Material is inappropriate; Other-Plant Labor-Indirect Salary, 

Benefits, and Other loading on Non-Exempt Material is inappropriate, 

Interest During Construction is inappropriate, and BellSouth's 35.72% 

Engineering linear loading factor absurdly high. 

- 
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1 Q. WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 

2 A. I recommend the following: 

- 
3 1) Reduce the Engineering Linear Loading Factor to 10%; 

- 

4 2) Remove Miscellaneous Material loading on Non-Exempt Material. 

5 If BellSouth adequately demonstrates, with hard evidence, that Exempt 

6 Material is not included in its fully loaded labor rate, it should be ordered 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

to provide a rate not to exceed 20% of direct labor hour costs. 

3) 

loading on Non;Exempt material, and order BellSouth to produce all 

necessary information to determine exactly what items are included in its 

Interest During Construction Factor, including the source of this cost, how 

interest during construction is calculated, and what it is applied to, on a 

detailed basis. 

Disallow Other-Plant Labor-Indirect Salary, Benefits, and Other 

4) 

cable placing, splicing and productivity minutes. BellSouth should be 

directed to utilize the inputs available in BSTLM to populate separate 

costs for setup under fiber cable placing and under fiber cable splicing, as 

well as productivity costs based on Minutes per Fiber Spliced (Le., Hours 

per Fiber Strand Spliced). Absent BellSouth data, I recommend Fiber 

Cable Placing values of 45 minutes for Travel and Setup; a Fiber Cable 

Placing rate equivalent to 3,000 feet per day for Underground, 8,000 feet 

. Direct BellSouth to use the appropriate BSTLM inputs for fiber 
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per day for Buried, and 5,000 feet per day for Aerial; a Fiber Travel and 

Setup of 2 hours, and a Fiber Splicing productivity rate of 5 minutes per 

fiber strand spliced. - 

Interestingly, my recommendation for fiber splicing results in a 

higher cost per fiber splice than recommended by BellSouth. However, 

my estimate of 2 hours plus 6 minutes per fiber is a fair representation of 

industry norms regarding the splicing of fiber optic cables. 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER UNIQUE FIBER OPTIC CABLE 

RELATED CONCERNS WITH BELLSOUTH'S SUBMISSION? 

A. Yes. A few days ago, BellSouth provided AT&T/WorldCom with a 

method, via discovery in the current Georgia UNE case, on how to 

determine the average distance between copper splices and the average 

distance between fiber cable splices produced by BSTLM. Mr. Pitkin has 

applied that method to the BSTLM filed in Florida, and results indicate an 

absurdly short distance between fiber cable splices. Because the outcome 

is so unusual, we will be going back to BellSouth to question the 

methodology that it has provided to determine distance between splices. I 

believe it would be more equitable to give BellSouth a chance to re- 

examine this method, and I would like to reserve the opportunity to 

address average distance between fiber splices, at a later date, if it is truly 

a significant issue. 
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Q. DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes. 
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Note: Line ilems with zero cost and zero uanlity have 
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Pole Labor 

8 PllOA - PL ~ POLElPOWER __ - 1 Poles - ~ _ _ _ _ _  PoleLab ~ ~- $39,385.27 ~ ~ _ _  0 'B%~~tl?,"l,~~k~~Aole installation costs of $1 37.927.86 without pole 

t) r u u m  rwLtruLt 
4- ~ PO02Ap~PL;ACE POLE ~ 

F P002EP[IACE POLE ~- 1 Poles -~PoELab ~ Potelzib -- 
3-- POOTEPCACEPOLE 
-2 ~ POOlA PLACE POLE 

counts into the total calcuLtion of Pole Labor. 
9 IP112A PL CARRY-IN POLE 1 Poles PoleLab I $98.542.59 0 

__ 

~ ~- 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and Worid(Eom for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 
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Restoration 

Note: Line ilems with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and World%om for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary DOCKET NO. 990649-A-TP 
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Buried Splice Pits 

HORING SPLICE PIT ~ 

XEWlTADDC CUFT 
PLlCEPrrPROTECTrON 
BBl’lTAcJDL CUFT ~- ~ ices are routinely placed in 

splice pits are not needed for 

urying them in the mud. Splice 
building infrastructure. These 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and World%om for clarity. 

I ’  
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I Bore Buried Cable ’ 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and Worldtom for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary DOCKET NO. 990649-A-TP 

EXHIBIT NO. - (JCD-2) 
WITNESS: DONOVAN 

PAGE 6 OF 21 



Push Pipe-Pull Cable 

ung 
Urder - 

1 / Y  

- 

t-L ____- __ - - N o t e s ~  __ -- -- - r-. F L  -- ~ ?%@!me rnce ~ - - ~  L m P D A I A U  --- 
SfaTe7 -__~- -Sfate 

r - c  WI-  Descipfion See Title ~ Coxcode (3iiiXniode-- FLTofal--FtUszgK FtPiice 
GZlZA I'lJll - 3 Bur C Y  1 PPYL $U.bb -e..,ou... lncorrec..y -esi na es IS .unc ion o ace 'a e or ire In 

zdzui;ls repres:ngg "busfh &:e iuI I  &able' ~'bPPC"'')?.vhicI% 
completely incorrect. A more ap ro riate cost for.PPPC en be made b 
using the cost er foot for Bore $bk (not "Directtonal Bonng") of$l4.l8/fi. 
plus the cost oPPipe at $2.87/ft. = $17.06. 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and World%om for clarity. 
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Buried Cable 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT1245 PM and Worldeom for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 
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Underground Conduit I '  

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and Worldzom for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 
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Underground Boring 

I I I I I I I I I I 1  I i  I I I 1bV In. I I 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
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Conduit Material 

e of data includes both contractor 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and World%om for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 
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Manholes 

I 
H ~U6 e d u  noes ese ineiemswi " se isasacos per ' IC 001" @&hole  mho& - &!holes - - L W % ~ ~ U Z ~ - ~ *  WE _ _ _ _ _ - - - - ~ -  

?i%el,kn,dtthaEhis m?:e r2sents l$c% z o n e  Class Man%e 

standard 6'x 12' x 7' manhole = 504 cu fl , with a capacity up to 20 copper 
-_ cables and 20 splices ) BellSoulh incorrect1 includes one exlraordinarity 

p - ~ ~ + ~ ~ ~  expensbe manhole in with six others, and a& the total cost for 207 
manhole covers and collars inlo the total 

anhole m o l e s  M h o l e ~ - ~ $ 5 T f 5  68- - 3 , 0 2 4 3 6 9 0  $24,320 28 and SIX Class A %anholes @ $8.519 28 (a Class A Manhole IS a MOL1 B - ~ F Z P ? I E - C A ~ H - p ~ - ~  6~ 
-- $246 48 3 6 1 ~  ~- 

-____ .- ~- ~- ~- _ _  
._-i-= - 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT1 245 PM and WorldEom for clarity Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth lo be Proprietary 

DOCKET NO. 990649-A-TP 
WITNESS: DONOVAN 
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Pole Material 

OLE MATERIAL-- -~ ~ ~~ 

OLE MATERIA- - -~ ~ 

OLE-MATERIAC - - 
OCE MATERIAL- 
OLE MATERIAL- 
O L E T A I E R I A r  -~ 

OLE MATERlAL ~---___- 
OLE MATERIAL------- 

POLE M A T E R I A L -  

Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 
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Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and World8om for clanty. 
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Anchors 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and Worldtom for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 

I '  

I '  

DOCKET NO. 990649-A-TP 
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DTBT 
I 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and WorldEom for clarity. 
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Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and World%om for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 
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Clearance (not used by BST) 

ROW 10-50-- 
R O W 1 0  - 5 r -  

ROW-57-50D' -- ~ 

T T R E E T  TU 30" 

OTTREE 31"TO 40" 
C ROW OVER 500'- 
L ROW-OVER 500'- 
CRDWUVERSOO'--- 

L R O W 1 0 - 5 T 7 p  

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and WorldEom for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 
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Misc Items Not Used 

Note: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and World%om for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 
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Misc Items Not Used I '  

Nole: Line items with zero cost and zero uantity have 
been removed by AT12:45 PM and Worldtom for clarity. Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 

DOCKET NO. 990649-A-TP 

EXHIBIT NO. (JCD-2) 
WITNESS: DONOVAN 

PAGE 21 OF 2 1  



. 

___-- - - ___I- 

_ _ _ -  

Contract Labor Installation cost of one vaultlmanhole that accomodates three 

Contract Labor installation cost of one vaulffmanhole that accomodates five 

or four cables. This is the minimum size manhole available. 

or four cables. This is the minimum size manhole available. 
'Manholes 

Contains Information Alleged by BellSouth to be Proprietary 

I '  

- -- --- 
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- . ~~ Copper Cable Placinq 

- ~ -~ _.~ ;rew Size 
Setup Clock Hours -~ 

jetuo Timesheet Hours 

~~ 

rime for placing cable sheath_-_ -- 

.. ~ ~- 

'lacing Rate (sheath ft./day) -~ 
~ 

- .  

Copper Cable _ _  Placing 

__ ~ 

3ew Size 
Setup Clock Hours 
Setup Timesheet Hours 

~~ ~~ 

~ 

- - ~ -  

BellSouth Placing Labor per 100 ft. 

Time for placing cable sheath 

~- ~ ~~~ 

Copper Cable Placing 
~~ 

Crew Size -~ ~ 

Setup Clock Hours .~ 

Setup - Timesheet Hours -~ 

-~ ~ 

BellSouth - Placing Labor ~- per 100 ft. 

Time for placing cable sheath 
_ _ _ _ _ _ ~ _  

-. .~ - 

Placing Rate (sheath ft./day) 

Analysis of BellSouth Copper Cable Splicing Rates 
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