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I.  BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

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

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

The principal point of contention between the parties was
which cost proxy model should we select for the three major
incumbent local exchange companies (LECs) : BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc. (BellSouth), GTE Florida, Inc. (GTEFL).
and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated (Sprint). BellSouth, GTEFL, and
Sprint either sponsored or supported the BCPM 3.1 cost proxy model.
AT4T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. (AT&T) and MCI
Telecommunications Corp. (MCI) sponsored the HAI 5.0a cost proxy
model. Both models contain highly complex algorithms and require
thousands of discrete input values. FProponents of both models
argued that while neither model was perfect, their model was
superior and best met the requirements of Section 364.025(a),

-11-
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Florida Statutes. In Section III of this Order we provide a
detailed discussion of both models and a full explanation of our
decision to adopt the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1. We also
discuss ocur decision te require the BCPM sponsors tc make certain
model revisions and submit a revised version of the model no later
than January 12, 1999. In Section IV of this Order, we explain our
decision to require the aggregating of costs at the wire center
level.

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

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

As we explain in Section VII, we support the use of the
embedded cost methodology proposed by the small LECs with several
required adjustments. The embedded cost methodology produces a
lower cost for basic local service than the outputs of the models,
and we believe that it is appropriate to use the lower costs. In
addition, we also provide forward-locking cost daza so that the
Legislature has the entirety of the information available for the
small LECs. The seven small LECs advocated an embedded cost study
methodology for determining their costs. HNo party opposed the
small LEC cost methodology. One commissioner dissented on this
issue, He does not believe that the Commission should endorse and
submit to the Legislature embedded cost data for the small LECs.
Instead, he believes that forward-looking data resulting from a
cost proxy model should be used consistently for small and large
LECs in any effort to facilitate competition through the creation
of a permanent, intrastate universal service mechanism.

Set forth below is our Order in compliance with the statutory
mandate of Section 364.025(4) (b) and (c), Flerida Statutes.

2=
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IT REEINITION OF BASIC LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE
A. Introduction

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

B. Discussion

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

The FCCA also argues that, as a practical matter, a cost study
for basic local telecommunications service will necessarily include
other services and cannot be simply limited to dial tone service.
The FCCA contends that a large portion of the facilities used in
providing basic local telecommunications services are used to
provide various other services, including switched access, vertical
services and other intralATA services. As a result, the FCCA
believes, this Commission cannot determine the cost of dial tone
service without including in that cost the functionality which
underlies numercus other services. If we were to do otherwise, the
FCCA believes, the Legislature might end up comparing the full cost
of the loop and the switch to only the price of dial tone service.
Such an inappropriate comparison may result in an erroneous
conclusion that a government subsidy is needed. The FCCA does not
believe that it would be wise to attempt to allocate a portion of
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the cost of the loop and the switch to dial tone service, as it
contends that this not easily accomplished and is an inherently
arbitrary approach. According to the FCCA, such an allocation runs
counter to the realities of the telecommunications marketplace. A
customer cannot order basic dial tone service from one carrier and
vertical services from another carrier. These services must all be
ordered from a single carrier, whether it be the incumbent or a new
entrant. Further, the revenues from all of these services are the
revenues any company serving an individual residential customer
would expect to receive to offset the cost of serving that customer
and therefore represent the true revenues that a carrier expects to
receive from a customer for basic local service. The FCCA argues
that a subsidy is necessary only when the total revenues a company
expects to receive from customers for a service are inadequate to
recover the costs of the service. The FCCA then reaches the FCC's
conclusion that “failure to include all revenues received by the
carrier could result in substantial overpayment of the carrier.”
See FCC Report and Order on uUniversal Service, CC Docket No. 96-43,
FCC 97-157, 9200 (Universal Service Order).

The FCCA further supports its position through an analysis of
the distribution of BellSouth’s residential local revenues. The
FCCA claims that 91% of BellSouth’s residential customers purchase
more than dial tone local service from BellSouth. The FCCA argues
that this figure provides a truer picture of the actual costs and
revenues and thereby the need or lack therecf for a government
subsidy (state universal service funding). The FCCA also contends
that BellSouth’s argument that only the cost of dial tone service
should be included since a customer can order the local loop by
itself through BellSouth is a theoretical argument not based on the
reality that the 91% figure above demonstrates. The FCCA believes
it completely unnecessary to subsidize BellSouth and GTEFL's very
profitable residential service because cof their “distorted ‘dial
tone’ analysis.”

The FCCA contends that we have adegquate statutory authority to
employ the definition that the FCCA advocatas. The FCCA argues
that Section 364.025(4) (b), Florida Statutes, does not limit us to
consideration of only *“dial tone” service in our cost
determination. Instead, the FCCA believes that this statutory
provision requires us to prepare a cost study to assist the
Legislature in establishing a permanent universal service
mechanism. The FCCA notes that Section 364.025(1), Florida
Statutes, defines universal service as an “evolving level of access
to telecommunications services . . .” The FCCA then argues that it

-14-
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is clear the Legislature intended that we are to determine the cost
of universal service in this proceeding. Accordingly, the FCCA
believes that this specific definition of universal service in the
statute gives us adequate opportunity and discretion to adopt the
FCCA's typical family of exchange services definition. The FCCA
argues that it would be inconsistent with the legislative intent of
the statute in this universal service proceeding to limit the scope
of the definition of basic local telecommunications service to that
found in Section 364.02(2), Florida Statutes. The FCCA contends
that this more limited definition was intended to govern the rates
an LEC must freeze when choosing price cap regulation, not to
govern a universal service proceeding.

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

On a similar note, the Attorney General argues that if the
cost proxy model selected includes the entire cost of the loop and
non-traffic=-sensitive central office equipment (NTS=COE)
facilities, the applicable revenues to be used as a comparison
{benchmark) to those costs must be the revenues from all services
which use, share and benefit from the use of the loop and NTS-COE
facilities. The Attorney General notes that the FCCT-5tate Joint
Board and the FCC agree with this position. See FCC 97-157, 1200.
The OPC makes a similar argument with regard to the benchmark
comparison.

In contrast to the FCCA, BellSouth believes that the answer tO
what constitutes “basic local telecommunications service” in
Section 364.025(4)(b), Florida Statutes, is clearly provided by
Section 364.02(2), Florida Statutes. BellSouth essentially argues
that the same term found in one section of Chapter 1364 1is
specifically defined in another part of the same statute. As a
result, the interpretation is simple and requires only a reading of
the term as it is defined by the plain language of the statute.
ALLTEL, the Attorney General, Northeast, the OPC, and Vista make a
similar argument for use of the definition of basic local
telecommunications service found in Section 364.02(2), Florida
Statutes.

-15-
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The FCTA also makes an argument similar to BellSouth’s, but
with two additional points. First, the FCTA stresses that the
appropriate definition of “universal service” is a separate issue
not specifically addressed in this proceeding. Second, the FCTA
argues that universal service support should not apply to business
line services but only the first residential line. Time Warner
adopts the FCTA’s position on this and all other issues before us
in this proceeding.

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

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

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

In addition, BellSouth argues that the FCCA and AT&T's

proposal would move the Commission beyond the relatively narrow
legislative mandate for this proceeding, which is to determine the
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cost of basic local telecommunications service. BellSouth believes
that it is inappropriate to consider larger policy decisions
involved with setting the size of a universal service fund in the
context of this proceeding.

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

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

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

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

Sprint supports this conclusion with the statutory
construction maxim found in Vocelle v, Knight Bros. Paper Co,, 116
So.2d 664 (Fla. 1st DCA 1960), where the Court stated that when a
statute contains a definition of a word or phrase, that meaning
must be ascribed to the word or phrase whenever repeated in the
same statute unless a contrary intent clearly appears. Sprint
contends that a contrary intent does not appear; moreover, the
other wvertical services that the IXCs wish to include in their
proposal are expressly included within the definition of the term
“non-basic service” in Section 364.02(B), Florida Statutes, and
“network access services” in Section 364.163, Florida Statutes.
With regard to the federal definition, Sprint simply argues that
like Florida’s definition of basic local telecommunications
service, the FCC’'s definition does not include the IXCs’ “family of
services” such as toll, vertical features or access service.

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

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

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

c. Conclusion

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

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

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

The parties note two principles of statutory construction that
provide guidance in our interpretation of the term “basic local
telecommunications service” in this statutory provision. The first
principle, as cited by Sprint in the Vocelle decision and
previously discussed, is that when a statute contains a definition
of a term, that mean'ng must be ascribed to the term whenever it
is repeated in the same statute unless a contrary intent clearly
appears. The other useful principle, as argued by GTEFL, is the
maxim that statutory provisions must be read in relation to cne
another.

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

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

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

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

We disagree with the FCCA’s interpretation of Chapter 364,
Florida Statutes, in this instance. As BellSouth and many of the
parties argue, Section 364.02(Z), Florida Statutes, specifically
defines “basic local telecommunications services”™ as follows:

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

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

A. Introduction and Overview

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

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

While the concept of a cost proxy model is relatively
straightforward, evaluating what constitutes an “appropriate” model
is not, due to the complexity inherent in any such model. We have
divided our discussion of this issue into several sections. After
this initial section, Section B provides a brief discussion and
summary of the FCC’s 10 cost model criteria contained in its May 7,
1997, Universal Service Order. Section C ccnsists of an overview
of each model’s approach to customer location and network design.
Section D focuses on key modeling issues where HAI and BCPM have
different approaches, and this section in turn consists of
subsections dealing with specific topics. Section D-1 concerns
whether a cost proxy model should build plant to households or to
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housing units. Section D-2 pertains to whether either model’s
network design reflects the deployment of forward-looking
technology. Section D=3 deals with grid versus clustering methods.
Section D-3 discusses the internal model consistency tests as
represented by minimum spanning tree analyses submitted by parties
to this proceeding. Section D-5 asszsses various differences in
methodology that affect the size of carrier serving areas to which,
and in which, outside plant facilities are built. Differences
include analog copper loop length, size of digital loop carrier
units deployed, whether the provision of advanced services is
impeded, and other assumptions regarding distribution plant design
(including 1nt shape, drop lengths, etc.). Sections D-6 and D-7
evaluate each model’s treatment of switching costs, and transport
and signaling, respectively. Finally, our conclusion regarding
the selection of a cost proxy model is contained in Section D-8.

B. FCC Criteria for Forward-Looking Cost Studies

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

FCC 97-157, %250
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G Customer Location and Network Design
Hal: Customer Location

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

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

HAI: Network Design

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

The HAI distribution module performs a test to ensure that the
longest combined backbone and distribution cable run does not
exceed a user-adjustable maximum copper distance. The default
value of this cable run is 18,000 feet.

Main clusters with total areas of less than 0.03 square miles
and lire densities greater than 30,000 lines per square mile
consist of high-rise buildings. When these criteria are met and
the model assumes a high-rise, the model further assumes the
distribution cable is riser cable and that the SAI is located in
the basement of the building.

Outlier clusters are served by the nearest main cluster. A
main cluster and any subtending outlier clusters together
constitute a serving arez. Outlier clusters are connected to main
clusters by copper road cables extending from the centroid of the
main cluster to the centroid of the outlier. No matter whether a
customer is located in a main or outlier cluster, the distribution
arrangement at the customer’s premises is similar. At a point
close to the customer’s location, a splice and block terminal 1is
installed to connect a drop cable. Drop lengths are predetermined
and range from 50-150 feet.

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

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

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

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

BCPM: Customer Location

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

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

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

According to the BCPM Model Methodology, the engineering
protocol most central to the BCPM n-twork design is limiting the
maximum copper loop length within each CS5A to less than 12,000
feet. To maximize attainment of this standard, the maximum CSA
(equivalently, ultimate grid) size is typically constrained to
1/25th of a degree latitude and longitude (approximately 12,000
feet by 14,000 feet).

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

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

Any time the model logic indicates that the main feeder should
be redirected, or split, at the point 10,000 feet from the central
office, a test is run to determine if the design produces the least
cost network. Total feeder cable length (including feeder,
subfeeder and subfeeder part two) for the redirected or split
feeder system is compared with the total feeder cable length for a
design where the main feeder is continued in the original cardinal
direction, 4i.e., due north, south, east or west, and with
subfeeders at right angles to the main feeder. The design with the
shortest total feeder cable length is selected. Like the HAI
Model, the BCPM can also tilt or steer feeder toward customer
locations.
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From the main feeder, subfeeders branch out toward the
individual ultimate grids. Subfeeder is potentially shared by more
than one ultimate grid. A digital loop carrier (DLC) site is
established (where loop lengths exceed the copper/fiber breakpoint)
within each CSA at the road centroid of the ultimate grid. If a
CSA is served by copper feeder, the cross connect where copper
feeder facilities are connected with copper distribution facilities
(the feeder/distribution interface (FDI) site) is established at
the rcad centroid for that ultimate grid.

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

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

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

in determining the number of FDIs to install in an ultimate
grid, the BCPM reviews the cable sizing used in the grid. When the

‘distribution cable sizing exceeds 1,200 pairs, the BCPM places an

FDOI at the road centroid within each populated distribution
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quadrant. Thus, the FDI is placed at the center of the road-
reduced area.

If there are no reoads, and therefore no population located
within a particular distribution quadrant, no distribution plant is
placed in that distribution quadrant. Horizontal and vertical
connecting cable links the DLC to the FDI within occupied
guadrants. The final piece of distribution cable, the drop,
extends from the branch cable to the middle of the customer's lot
and is capped at 500 feet.

Regarding switches, according to Sprint witness Staihr, the
BCPM can estimate the cost for host, remote, and standalone
switches. BCFM makes use of the Local Exchange Routing Guide's
(LERG) identification of switches. The LERG specifies the location
of all switches and identifies each switch as a remote, standalone,
or host.

D. Key Modeling Issues

In this section, we discuss key methodological differences
that distinguish the HAI model from the BCPM. The models have major
differences, for example, in how they identify locations to which
outside plant will be built, and how such plant should be
constructed. To arrive ultimately at the selection of a cost proxy
model, it is essential to analyze and evaluate the assumptions
reflected and techniques employed in the respective models., Given
the complexity of these subjects, each topic is addressed in a
separate subsection.

1. Housing Units v. Households

A cost proxy model must deploy telecommunications plant and
facilities sufficient to provide basic local telecommunications
service to all customer locations. What constitutes a customer
location to which plant should be constructed? The two models
provide different answers to this gquestion.

The HAI Model builds to all occupied households, any place
that constitutes a household, whether it has a telephone or not.
In contrast, the BCPM builds plant to all housing units. Sprint
witness Staihr states that housing units include unocccupied
households; for example, a vacation home in Carrabelle. As another
example, he states that if you have an apartment complex with 10
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units, and six are filled and four are empty, there are six
households but 10 housing units.

According to BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno, by locating and
building to an area that encompasses housing units rather than
households, BCPM would build more plant than if it simply built to
areas based on households. W.itness Duffy-Deno also observed that
although the BCPM default is building to housing units, the user
can change the module so that it builds instead to households. The
user does not have to go to the pre-processing stage to effect this
change.

Sponsors of HAI support their claim that plant should be built
to households by a very strict reading of Paragraph 250 of the
FCC’s May 7, 1997 Universal Service Order. Criterion 6 states:

The cost study or model must estimate the cost

of providing service to all businesses and

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

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

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

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

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

On balance, we believe that a cost proxy model for intrastate
purposes should build plant to housing units, not just occupiled
households or households with telephone service. Our conclusion 1is
based on two reasons. First, as alluded to by BellSouth witness
Duffy-Deno, Florida imposes on incumbent LECs an affirmative
carrier of last resort responsibility to provide service to those
who request it, subject to our mandated timetables. (While a CLEC
is not subject to the same requirements, it is conceivable that
something similar might be imposed in the area in which the CLEC
chose to serve -- if the CLEC wished to be designateu an eligible
telecommunications carrier.) Consequently, an LEC would of
necessity be constructing plant to serve some (presently) unserved
locations prior to demand materializing.

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

2. Forward-Looking Technology

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

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

According to GTEFL witness Murphy, the HAI model uses obsolete
technology, and 4its use of a few large DLC terminals is
inappropriate for many reasons. First, HAI does not adhere to the
12,000 foot customer serving area standard. Second, the HAI model
deploys outdated T-1 on copper-based DLC. With regard to T-1 on
copper, witness Murphy states “that is a 25 year old technology
that essential ~ nobody in this country is deploying at this time.”
In support of his scatement, witness Murphy refers to the comments
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filed by the Rural Utility Services with the FCC. In a filing made
on September 24, 1997, on page 3, the Rural Utility Services
states, “"More important, no one is installing new copper T-1
systems in rural America today except in a few cases on existing
plant.”

Sprint witness Laemmli echoed the comments of other LEC
witnesses and pointed out that deploving T-1 on copper facilities
significantly restricts the bandwidth that can be delivered to a
customer. The total bandwidth which must be shared to serve a
maximum of 24 customers over a T-l1 carrier is only 1.544 mb/s,
rather than the entire 1.544 mb/s which each customer may receive
fror a network using fiber optics and DLCs.

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

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

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

The FCC criteria - - the technology assumed in
the cost study or model must be least cost,
most efficient and reasonable technology for
providing the supported services that is
currently being deployed. Providing broad
band services is not a requirement of the
model. A requirement of the model is least
cost, most efficient, currently available
technology and is designed to provide specific
services such as plain, old telephone service

34

| .




ORDER NO. PSC-35-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 33

(POTS) and not to provide, you know, any kind
of iorward-looking service.

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

3. Grids v. Clustering Methods

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

As described in Section C, the two competing models take very
different approaches to customer locations. The BCPM starts with
Census Bureau data on the number of households at the census block
level and information on the location of the road network within
each census block (CB), and overlays each CB with a matrix of
microgrids. Based on an assumption that most customers reside near
roads, BCPM estimates a probable physical distribution of customers
within a census block by allocating the number of housing units
within a census block according to the percentage of the CB's road
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network that exists within each of the microgrids. The BCPM “grid”
approach thus first disaggregates available data to microgrias, and
then designs its network facilities by reaggregating the microgrids
into “ultimate grids,” which is its surrogate for a carrier serving
area (CSA). For both models, the CSA represents the area served by
a single digital loop carrier (DLC) facility.

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

In the next section, we evaluate the various arguments for and
against gridding versus clustering approcaches tTt0o customer
locations.

ECPM Grids

Accerding to Sprint witness Staihr, a grid in the BCPM is just
an area of land that represents a carrier serving area. Telephcne
engineers build plant to certain groups of pecple they decide are
going tc be served together. There are about 23,000 grids in
Florida. All grids must fit within a wire center boundary, because
the network will be built based on the wire center. After
reviewing where the roads are in a CB, the entire CB is overlaid
with micro-grids. Each microgrid is about 1500 feet on a side. On
average a microgrid is approximately 58.5 acres.

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

The BCPM overlays the entire state with microgrids. Customers
are assigned to microgrids, and then they are aggregated into
serving areas. BCPM aggregates microgrids to form what is called an
ultimate grid. In a rural area in the interior of a wire center,
an ultimate grid will have 64 microgrids in it. An ultimate grid is
sirply a collection of microgrids. Not all microgrids are
populated., The model also divides the area into quadrants based on
the road centroid of the ultimate grid. By doing so, it identifies
whether each of these quadrants is populated.

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

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

Sprint witness Staihr admitted that when microgrids are

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

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

AT&T/MCI witnesses Wood and Pitkin also believe that there 1is
a serious problem with BCPM’s definition of a grid. Because they
are defined by degrees of longitude and latitude, the grids are
different sizes in different parts of the country due teo the
curvature of the earth. The BCPM creates CS5As cthat are
substantially larger in the south than they are in the north.
According to Wood and Pitkin, BCPM ultimate grids in Florida vary
by more than 6%.

HAL Clustering

During the input development process HAI identifies all
customer locations within a wire center’s boundaries that are close
encugh to be efficiently engineered as a single telephone plant
serving area. This process is called clustering. Customer
locations must meet certain criteria in order to be considered
members of a particular cluster. No point in a cluster may be more
than 18,000 feet in distance (based on right angle routing) from
the cluster’s centroid. No cluster may exceed 1,800 lines in size.
No peint in a cluster may be further than two miles from its
nearest neighbor in the cluster.

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

Unlike BCPM's grids, clusters can cross census block
boundaries. In earlier versions of the HAI model census blocks

.(CBs)and census block groups (groups of census blocks; CBGs) were

used as boundaries. According to AT&T/MCI witness Wood, customer
clusters were found acrtually to exist on both sides of those
boundaries. For that reason, he believes that CBs and CBGs should
not be used as boundaries for designing plant and identifying
customers. The HAI model no longer uses these type boundaries.

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

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

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

Sprint witness Staihr observed that a local serving area in
the Hatfield Model is a cluster, while the local serving area in

to one another. Often the HAI clusters are significantly larger.
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Accordingly, there will be more BCPM ultimate grids than there will
be HAI clusters.

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

The HAI customer location methodology involves the use of an
algorithm to cluster customers. Once customers are clustered into
main and outlier clusters, PNR constructs a convex hull around the
set of address-geocoded and surrogate points associated with that
cluster. The PNR polygon cluster is transformed into a rectangle
that may have little resemblance to the original underlying PNR
pelygon. Since the HAI rectangle is used as the basis for modeling
distribution plant, distortions between the shape and orientation
of the PNR polygon cluster and the resulting HAI rectangle can
result in an understatement of the dispersion of customers in the
locations identified by HAI wvia the PNR polygon clusters. This
can, 4in turn, result in a substantial underestimaticn of
distribution plant.

Conclusion

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

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

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

In principle, use of geoccoded data on actual customer
locations should enhance the accuracy of a cost proxy model. At a
minimum we would suggest that a cost proxy model should use
available geocoded data as a “sanity check” on the model”s
dispersion of customer locations (and thus route mileage of plant
constructed). Since neither model designs and constructs plant to
actual, known customer locations, we conclude that there is no
clear basis to endorse one approach over the other. Each model
distributes locations throughout its surrogate for a CSA, and then
constructs plant to these assumed locations. What is more telling
is which model does a better job building plant to where it
estimates customers reside.

g, Internal Consistency of the Models: MST Analyses

In April 1998, Sprint representatives met with members of the
FCC’s Universal Service Branch (now part of the Accounting Policy
Division) to convey certain information that they had obtained
during a proceeding before the Nevada commission. The substance of
this meeting was subsequently made public in an ex parte filing in
CC Docket No. 96-45 and provided on this proceeding as an exhibit
BKS-2 by Sprint witness Staihr. Specifically, Sprint had gained
access to Nevada data that had been geocoded by PNR Associates for
the HAI sponsors for certain HAI main clusters. Sprint conducted
minimum spanning tree (MST) analyses on a sample of these clusters.
A minimum spanning tree, a concept from graph theory, represents
the shortest possible path to connect a set of points. The
results of Sprint’s review of the Nevada PNR data led Sprint to
conclude that the amount of distriburion cable built to serve
certain clusters was significantly less than the MST to connect the
original geocoded customer locations.
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According to Sprint’s ex parte filing, this result, which
would likely be more prevalent in low density, rural areas, has
three causes. First, once a main cluster is defined, a polygon is
logically constructed -- referred to as a convex hull -- that
surrounds and contains the points of the cluster, and the area of
this polygon calculated. Second, HAI logically constructs around
the polygon a “minimum bounding rectangle” oriented north-
south/east-west, and computes this rectangle’s aspect ratio (ratic
of its height to width). Third, the data from the first two steps,
by clust:r, is actually input into the HAI model, where a rectangle
with an aspect ratio equal to step 2 and area equal to the polygon
in step 1, is computed. Where the initial convex hull that was
constructed is irregular in shape, the HAI process causes the
modeled rectangle to understate the dispersion tnat was present in
the original underlying customer locations. The ex parte filing
indicates that this phenomenon is exacerbated by two HAI modeling
assumptions: (a) that drops are a fixed length, with a maximum of
150 feet in length, and (b) that the backbone and branch cable to
which the drops connect only extends to within one lot depth and
width in the areas modeled.

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

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

BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno testified that the Minimum

Spanning Tree Analysis simply estimates the minimum amount of cable
needed to connect customers in their assumed serving areas and
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compares that minimum connecting distance, as the crow flies, w:.=h
the amount of cable estimated by the model. The key gquestic: .5
whether the model estimates enough cable to connect customs:s in
the locations identified by the model, not in their . tual
locations. When the test is applied to the BCPM it was snort in
24% of BellSouth's serving areas. When the test was appliec to
HAI, it was short in 68% of BellSouth’s serving areas. Witness
Duffy-Deno thus concluded that BCPM is much more internally
consistent.

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

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

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

Witness Duffy-Deno acknowledged that the results of the BCPM
MST analysis shown in his rebuttal testimony did not treat the road
centroid in BCPM's ultimate grids as a node to which plant must be
built. In addition, he noted that his MST for the HAI model did
not treat the centroid of the main cluster as a node. When these
adjustments to include the respective centroids as nodes are made,
the HAI would be short in B8% of its main clusters in the lowest
density zone, while BCPM is short in 43% of its grids in the lowest
density zone.

Sprint witness Staihr presented in his rebuttal testimony the
results of MST analyses conducted on BCPM and HAI for Sprint’s
serving territories in Florida. His MST analysis indicated that in
the 0=5 lines per square mile zone, 90.8% of HAI’s main clusters in
Sprint-United’s territory had insufficient plant, while the
analogous result for Sprint-Centel was 94.2%. Although he did not
have results separated between the (forme:s) United and Centel
territories, witness Staihr’s rebuttal testimony shows that in the
0-5 lines per square mile zone, 28.8% of BCPM's ultimate grids had
insufficient plant.

During cross-examination witness Staihr admitted that his M5T
analyses for the BCPM did not include a point representing the
location of the digital loop carrier site within the ultimate grid.
When this adjustment is made, 39.9% of Sprint-Florida’s ultimate
grids are under built in the 0-5 lines per square mile zone.

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

Witness Pitkin further contends that the MST 1s an
inappropriate benchmarking tool because the distance based on
surrogate locations is exaggerated. He believes that spacing
customers as far apart from one another on a road network as
possible maximizes the dispersion of those customers; since the M3T
is a measure of dispersion, this spacing will exaggerate the MST
distance. Witness Pitkin believes this was established In his
rebuttal testimony, that by substituting a percentage of surrogate
locations with actual locations, the MST distance demonstrates
proving that actual customers are not spaced as far apart from one
another as possible. Furthermore, witneass Pitkin believes, an
exhibit filed by BellSouth witness Duffy-Deno (an MST analysis on
satellite location data using only surrogate points) shows that the
MST distance using the surrogate points is 26\ greater than the MST
distance using actual or observed locations.

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

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

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

Conclusion

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

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

What the models are doing is -- and what this
test is doing is determining whether the model
estimates enough cable to serve customers in
the locations identified by the model. . . .IC
has no bearing on whatsoever, or it has no ~-
it 4is not related in any way to where
customers are actually located. We don’t have
a comprehensive database on that. This is an
internal model consistency test. Does the
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model estimate enough cable to serve customers
in the locations identified by the model?

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

Fourth, while the record is somewhat inconclusive, we find
that neither model adequately satisfies a minimum spanning tree
test. We believe that certain modifications should be made to the
cost proxy model selected. Sprint witness S5taihr enumeratec
certain modifications that could be made to the BCPM model. The
BCPM has a constraint that restricts the amount of distribution
cable built in a guadrant to less than or equal to the road mileage
in the quadrant. It is conceivable that relaxing this constraint,
especially in the low-density zones, would reduce any shortfall.
We will require that the sponsors relax this constraint in order
for BCPM’'s modeled route miles to equal those of the MST analysis.

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

5. Size of Carrier Serving Area

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

12 v, 18 Kilofoot Coppar Lcop Length

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

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

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

To ensure quality voice-grade service for its long loops,
those between 11,100 feet and 13,600 feet, the BCPM uses 24-gauge
cable instead of 26 gauge. If a loop is greiter than 13,600 feet,
BCPM also uses extended range line cards instead of less expensive
standard POTS line cards. The Hatfield model does not use extended
range line cards on loops beyond 13,600 feet. According to witness
Bowman, HAI installs extended range line cards on loops in excess
of 17,600 feet for the large DLC systems., For the smaller systems,
HAI uses extended range line cards on all of the lines in the
system.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Conclusion

We agree in large part with AT&T that the dispute between the
parties is about the cost of the extended range line cards required
for certain long loops. The AT&T/Lucent Handbook referred to above
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indicates that the norm for copper lcops is 12 Kft. On the other
hand, it then proceeds to specify how to engineer copper loops
extending from a DLC remote terminal greater cthan 12 Kft.
Similarly, BellSouth witness Bowman‘s Rebuttal Exhibit RMB-3, an
excerpt from an engineering and planning document pertaining to the
DSC Litespan DLC terminal, describes the basic CSA design for this
remote terminal, as well as an extended CSA design for serving
longer copper loops.

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

Maximum Size of DLC Units Deploved
HAL

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

According to BellSouth witness Bowman, if the ultimate grid or
CSA exceeds the limit of 999 housing units, the algorithm
determines whether that ultimate grid should be broken down 1into
additional carrier serving areas. The 999 housing unit criterion
is an engineering criterion. The factor used for CSA development
in the BCPM is a ratio of about 1.2 (approximately 1,200 lines for
every 1,000 housing units). The maximum size of the BCPM DLC
equipment that can serve a CSA is 1,344 lines. With a fill factor
of 50% on that eguipment, that brings the 1,344-line capacity down
to approximately 1,200.

Witness Staihr testified that 599 housing units is not the
maximum number of housing units that BCPM allows to be served per
CSA. He explained: “When an ultimate grid is created, and there's
a little bit of another ultimate grid left over in a wire center
with less than 100 lines, which would be something less than 100
housing units as well, that will be added into that ultimate grade
[sic), so they're all served off of the same electronics. It's
more efficient to do it that way. So you certainly could end up
with more.”™
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ECPM models two sizes of DLCs, one large and cne small: 1,344
lines maximum on the large and 240 lines on the small. BCPFM places
18,897 DLCs statewide, while HAI installs 10,785. According to the
testimony of AT&T/MCI witihesses Wood and Pitkin, BCPM places 223
DLCs that serve only a single househcld.

According to the HAI model documentation, when fiber feeder is
used one of two types of DLC equipment i1s selected. The first is
“high density” DLC. The second is “low density.” The choice
between these two types is determined for each serving area. If
tte number of lines is below the user-adjustable threshold default
value, the “low density” DLC is used; above that threshold the
“high density” DLC is used. Both DLCs are equipped by the model
with line cards to provide the “appropriate” grade of service cn
the analog and digital T-1 pairs fed from the DLC.

AT&T/MCI witnesses Wood and Pitkin argue that BCFM places too
many small DLC remote terminals. They assert that this is due to
two assumptions in the BCPM: a 12 Kft copper loop length extending
from a DLC RT, and a maximum sized DLC sufficient to serve
approximately 1000 households. As a result of these assumptions,
they assert, in Florida BCPM's average serving area contains only
493 lines. Wood and Pitkin argue that it is possible to avoid
placing so many small, expensive DLC RTs if the maximum copper loop
length is increased to 18,000 feet (thus allowing more loops to be
served by a single DLC, all things equal) and assuming a “large”
DLC capable of serving 1800 lines (2016 at a 908 fill factor).

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

This subissue hinges on which configuration yields the least-
cost choice: a greater number of smaller DLCs coupled with less
distribution plant and regular POTS line cards, versus fewer but
larger DLCs, more distribution cable plant, and extended range line
cards. The only record information on this issue, provided as a
late-filed hearing exhibit, consists of the results of two BCPM
runs -- one at 12 Kft, one at 18 Kft -- originally prepared as part
of a five-state analysis requested by the FCC in its Universal
Service docket. The results filed in this proceeding are summed
for all Florida LECs. As noted by BellSouth witness Bowman, the
BCPM results yield a total investment per line of $1,263 at 18 Kft
versus 51,248 per line at 12 Kft. Witness Bowman observes that the
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“apparent savings from having larger extended carrier serving areas
in the Hatfield network is more than offset by the extra cost of
needing extended range line cards and larger size and length
cable.” We note that the specific input values used in these two
model runs are unknown; it is quite likely that they differ from
those filed in this proceeding. Absent any contrary data, we find
that constraining the copper loop length to 12 kilofeet yields the
least-cost choice. Moreover, as discussed in the next section, a
12 Kft limit on copper loops ensures that advanced services will
not be impeded.

Provision of Advanced Services

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

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

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

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

According to BellSouth witness Bowman, the Telecommunications

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

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

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

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

Witness Murphy testified that one would have to add additional
investment to the BCPM network in order to actually provide
advanced services, but BCPM has positioned the network so that it
could accept and be compatible with that additional equipment.
According to witness Murphy, the 12,000 foot standard should be
adhered to if “you want your consumers here in Florida to be able
to use their modems effectively and to have a network that will be
able to offer the advanced services that the FCC says the network
should not impede the provision of.”
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Sprint rebuttal witness Laemmli contends that the HAI model
designs a network based on maximum copper loop lengths of 16,000
feet. This design will deny customers with copper loops of that
length from accessing advanced services. He believes that forward-
looking design standards call for the use of fiber feeder for loop
lengths in excess of 12,000 feet.

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

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

For advanced services, the HAI 5.0a network
would have to be overlaid with additional
copper cable and repeaters, as well as DLC
electronics. This would require digging
trenches again, possibly in existing
neighborhoods, which is not only expensive,
but also very disruptive to existing homes and
landscaping. The BCPM 3.1's choice of fiber
DLC technology requires only that additional
electronics be added at the DLC site.

Conclusion

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

Lot Shape and Deplovment of Backbone and Branch Cable

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

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

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

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

Conclusion

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

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

Consistent with the FCC’'s switching guidelines on cost models
(DA 97-1912, Guidance to Proponents of Cost Models in Universal
Service Proceeding: switching, Interoffice Trunking, Signaling, and
Local Tandem Investment), the HAI is capable of explicitly modeling
combinations of host, remote, and standalone switches. In
addition, where such detailed switchinc =ost data is unavailable,
the HAI switching module can compute switching using a defsult
“plended” average per line investment that represents an efficient
composite mixture of host, remote and standalone switches. The
blended cost curve, which has a fixed and a per line component, was
developed based on cost data from a Northern Business Information
publication, “U.S. Central Office Equipment Market: 1995 Database.”
The HAI model runs submitted by AT&T and MCI in this proceeding
were based on the default blended cost curves.

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

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

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

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

The second approach is the ALSM (Audited LEC Switching Model)
method. Where available, this method employs LEC-specific, switch-
specific data derived using LEC cost models (such as SCIS or SCM)
which is inserted into the BCPM. The third option allows for using
within BCPM switch investments from other sources, as long as the
data is presented in a compatible format (e.g., separated between
host, remote, and standalone). The BCPM uses the information in the
LERG to identify which switch is a host, a remote, or a standalone.
Given a choice of approach, the unit investments are applied to the
respective cost drivers (such as lines or busy hour CCS), to yield
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total functional investments. Finally, the per unit switching
investments for universal service are derived, and the total
investment per switch that is attributable to universal service is
determined, which is later combined with investments for transport
and signaling. 1In this proceeding GTEFL filed the BCPM using some
ALSM inputs, while BellSouth and Sprint used the BCPM method (i.e.,
the default BCPM switch curves).

Accordirg to AT&T witness Petzinger, there are “"serious flaws”
in the BCPM switch module and modeling errors. BCPM has multiple
ways of entering switch price data; they all, however, rely upon
data that has been extracted from the proprietary models (SCIS or
SCM). The witness noted a few modeling errors in BCPM that she
restified should be corrected. First, she stated that the formula
that computed the reguired number of trunks incorrectly used
engineered lines, rather than working lines. Second, she observed
that there was an apparent incorrect formula associated with how
engineering and installation costs for switching are developed in
BCPM. Third, witness Petzinger asserted that there was a
discrepancy between the cost per line and the amount of usage
assigned on a per line basis to universal service, and the total
amount of universal service-related switching investment in another
place in the model. Upon consideration, we believe that these
revisions are reasonable and appropriate, and thus we shall require
that the BCPM sponsors make the necessary corrections associated
with witness Petzinger’s recommendations.

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

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

The {AI model alsoc computes the costs associated with 557
traffic by call type. User inputs may be made to speclify the
number and length of ISDN User Part (ISUP) messages. The Model
defaults assume six ISUP messages per interoffice call for set-up,
and 25 octets per message. The user may also indicate the number
and length of Transaction Capabilities Application Part (TCAP)
messages needed for database gqueries, as well as the percent of
calls that require generatiny TCAP messages. Additional signaling
links are added based on message traffic load.

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

In contrast to the HAI model, the BCPM has a highly uimplified
calculation. According to the model documentation, the model has
a user modifiable input table that reflects the cost of
constructing a 557 network. This table has values per residence
and business lines, for small, medium and large companies. The
default values were derived by running a beta version of the BCPM
Signaling Cost Proxy Model (SCPM) using information from US WEST.

ATET/MCI witnesses Wood/Pitkin criticize the BCPM transport
and signaling modules as being based on embedded network
configurations. They state in their testimony: “While the BCPM
signaling module uses the existing SS7 signaling network as the
basis for the SCPM network (based on embedded data), review of the
BCPM signaling calculations indicates that no explicit modeling of
signaling cost is performed at this time, which conflicts with one
of the FCC’'s requirements for cost proxy models and F.S. 364.025
(4} (b) .~
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While we agree that the BCPM currently does not explicitly
model an SS7 signaling network and that the HAI model does a
superior job here, we believe a few clarifications are in order.
First, witnesses Wood and Pitkin assert that the SCPM somehow uses
“embedded data,” where “embedded data” is implied to have a
negative connotation. While the BCPM documentation is not clear,
it appears that the BCPM may have developed the SCPM module,
populated it with unit cost data on SS7 network components, and run
the module based on the “embedded” characteristics reflecting US
WEST': SS7 network. Notwithstanding whether US WEST's data 1is
representative of Florida operations, if our description is
correct, it would net be accurate to refer to the cost result as
“embedded.” Second, witnesses Wood and Pitkin allege that because
the BCPM does not explicitly model a signaling network, it is in
conflict with the FCC's criteria for proxy models. We believe that
this allegation is without merit. The FCC’'s criterion no. 2 from
Paragraph 250 of the May 7, 1997, Universal Service Order actually
states: “Any network function or element, such as loop, switching,
transport, or signaling, necessary to produce supported services
must have an associated cost.” Both models produce an “associated
cost” for signaling; they differ in the details. Third, the BCPM
documentation indicates that signaling comprises less than cne-half
of one percent of the total investment per line.

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

Similarly, the HAI model also assumes all interoffice
transport facilities are provisioned on SONET rings. HAI's
interoffice network consists of rings for two classes: host-remote
and tandem/host/standalone. The model includes an optimiz:ztion
algorithm, whereby a given central office (C0O) is placed on a
particular SCNET ring based on the difference between serving the
CO as a node on the ring, as opposed to direct investment.

We note that there is very little information available in

'this proceeding regarding the modeling of interoffice transport,

other than that contained in the respective models’ documentation.
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Based on our review, we did not discern any glaring flaw in either
model’s treatment of transport, and thus conclude that either

appears reasonable.
E. Conclusion

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

Nevertheless, we are required to choose between the HAI 5.0a
and the BCPM 3.1, in order to comply with Section 364.025(4) (b),
Florida Statutes. We believe that, on balance, a model that
incorporates a clustering approach in conjunction with geccoded
data can better reflect the actual customer groupings to which a
network engineer would design outside plant facilities. The BCPM's
gridding approach can artificially split up natural clusters of
customers, and may in some cases result in an inefficlent layout of
local distribution facilities. Moreover, the BCPM's grid, while
representing a standardized unit of analysis, varies in size
according to latitude. While it yields an estimate of the probable
distribution of customers, the BCPM does not take advantage of
available geocoded data on actual customer locations; it thus
builds plant to likely customer locations, not actual locations.

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

We wish to emphasize that the BCPM also has its defects. As
discussed in prior sections of this Order, the BCPM alsc has
shortfalls in the route miles of plant built, relative to a MST
analysis, albeit much less then the HAI model. Witnesses Staihr
and Duffy-Deno, however, provided diagnoses of probable causes of
these gaps between the BCPM and the MSTs, and offered wvarious
remadies.

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

Upon consideration of the two models submitted in this
proceeding, we hereby adopt the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1. We
shall require that the BCPM sponsors make the model revisions
discussed in prio:r sections of this Order as a means to correct MST
shortfalls. The BCPM sponsors shall submit a revised version of
the model (on CD-ROM and results in hard copy) with associated
minimum spanning trees analyses (with all supporting documentation)
in conjunction with the compliance filing discussed in Section VI

63-




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 62

later in this Order, to be filed no later than January 12, 1939,
By way of clarification, these revisions shall be applied to the
version of BCPM 3.1 referred to by witness Staihr as the
September 24, 1998, version, which corrected the model so that the
overall cost derived by the model is identical under both a wire
center and density zone run.

Iv. GEOGRAPHIC BASIS FOR COST PROXY MODEL RESULTS
A. Introduction and Overview

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

At this time, all of the parties agree that the wire center 1s
the appropriate geographic level to determine costs, although
differences exist regarding the time period over which this level
of aggregation will be appropriate. AT&T, FCCA, FCTA, MCI, Time
Warner, and WorldCom have fully endorsed a wire center aggregation
for estimating costs. Similarly, BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint
propose that a wire center level of aggregation would be acceptable
initially, due to existing operational and administrative
constraints. They recommend that this level of aggregation be used
on an interim basis only, and advocate that the goal should be to
move towards a smaller geographic area, such as a census block
group (CBG).

B. Discussion

AT&T witness Guepe states that “the total forward-looking cost
of universal service should be determined on a wire center basis.”
ATET contends that costs should be aggregated to a smaller
geographic area, such as a CBG, only if retail rates are deaveraged
and the application of the test for funding (i.e., benchmark, were
both at the CBG level. Both MCI and WorldCom adopt AT&T's
position.
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BellScuth witness Martin comes to a similar conclusion, but
for a different reason. Witness Martin notes that LECs currently
gather data at the wire center level. Therefore, the wire center
level of aggregation approach would be less burdensome than
estimating costs at a level smaller than a wire center, such as the
CBG. Witness Martin clarifies BellSouth’s position that the wire
center level of aggregation should only be an interim policy,
noting two reasons. First, costs can vary significantly within a
wire center. By estimating costs at smaller gecgraphic areas, such
as CBGs, high cost areas can be more accurately targeted. Second,
the use of smaller geographic areas to estimate cosnts, designate
ser.ice areas, and provide support are conducive to competition.
It allows competitors to enter a market without having to serve an
extended service area, such as a wire center.

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

Taking a somewhat unique position, GTEFL witness Seaman stated
that costs should be determined on a basis smaller than a wire
center. His specific concern was that averaging costs at a wire
center level would disregard the variances that exist within a
particular wire center. Witness Seaman clarifies that the
appropriate ™... demarcation for the base rate area 1is
approximately 12,000 feet from the wire center.” The 12,000 feet
boundary that witness Seaman refers to, however, is not available
as a reporting option within BCPM. BCPM can report costs at the
level of a grid, census block group, wire center, or density zone,
Furthermore, this 12,000 feet boundary is not based on empirical
data. Both GTEFL witnesses Seaman and Tucek were unable to specify
a geographic level that BCPM does report consistent with their
proposed 12,000 feet boundary position. Of the methods for which
BCPM can report costs, it appears that GTEFL prefers the grid
level. GTEFL does state in its post-hearing brief that it .. coes
not oppose calculation of costs at a wire center level, but the
Commission should resolve to move toward a smaller unit of
calculation.”
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Sprint witness Sichter states that a CBG is the appropriate
long-term basis to estimate costs. His reasoning is that cosats
within the geographic level selected should not vary significantly.
Costs estimated at the wire center level, however, do not display
these characteristics within Sprint’s service territory in Florida.
Witness Sichter offers an example using BCPM with Sprint-specific
inputs that show that the average cost in the Tallahassee wire
center is $28.45. When this same model is processed at the CBG
level, the costs in the Tallahassee wire center range from 517.99
to $144.

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

. Conclusion

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

V.  COST PROXY MODEL INPUTS

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

A. Depreciation
1. Introduction

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

2. Discussion

AT&T/MCI witness Majoros recommends that the lives and salvage
values used in the cost proxy model should be those projection
lives and future net salvage values underlying the depreciation
rates prescribed in 1995 by the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) for BellSouth and GTEFL. For Sprint, witness Majoros
recommends lives and net salvage values from the low end of the FCC
prescribed ranges. He asserts that his racommendations are
appropriate for use in high cost funding calculations since they
are consistent with the FCC's May 7, 1997, Universal Service Order
which states:

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

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

Regarding trends in the reserve, AT&T/MCI‘s witness Majoros

points to the fact that the reserve level for all local exchange
carriers reporting to the FCC has grown from 18.7% in 1980 to 48.8\%
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in 1997 while the 1997 retirement rate was 4.0%. BellSouth’'s 1997
reserve is 51.2% and GTEFL's is 43.5%. Witness Majoros explains
that an increasing reserve is generally a sign that c=preciation
rates anticipate increasing retirement levels and the expected life
of the plant is decreasing. Without indications of & decreasing
life, witness Majoros asserts that an increasing reserve might be
a sign that depreciation rates are too high.

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

BellSouth recommends that the appropriate depreciation
parameters to use in this proceeding are those resulting from its
1998 BellSouth Florida Depreciation Study (Study). BellSouth
witness Cunningham asserts that the recommended lives are forward-
looking economic lives in that they represent how long the related
assets will have revenue-producing capabilicies. According to
witness Cunningham, the Study provides explanations of methodology,
data, and analysis that support BellSouth’s recommendations. As
further support for the reasonableness of BellSoulh’s recommended
lives and salvage values, witness Cunningham asserts that these
values are consistent with the depreciation lives and salvage
values BellSouth uses for intrastate reporting purposes and for
external reporting purposes. Lastly, witness Cunningham claims
that BellSouth’s recommended lives are comparable to the lives last
prescribed by the FCC for AT&T in 1994.

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

In contrast to AT&T/MCI’'s witness Majoros's testimony,

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

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

The lives GTEFL recommends for use in the cost proxy model to
calculate the cost of providing basic local service are those that
it has been booking on a financial reporting basis since 1996.
Many of these lives, witness Sovereign asserts, are the same as or
similar to those approved by the Commission in 1392, Further,
GTEFL's recommended lives are similar to those used by the Regional
Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs) for financial reporting purposes.

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

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

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

Regarding the TFI studies GTEFL has used as a benchmark,
witness Sovereign states that they are not Florida-specific but
relate to all GTE cperations. Additionally, the studies only
address lives for the technology-sensitive accounts (digital
switching, copper and fiber cables, and circuit equipment) and
GTEFL provided no analysis or ogupport for the lives it is
recommending for the remaining accounts. According to witness
Sovereign, recommended salvage values for all accounts were based
on judgement. Further, we believe thit to the extent Florida
operations, environment, and other factors vary from the industry
or other GTE companies, so will resultant lives.
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Sprint did not offer a specific depreciation witness.
However, witness Dickerson’s testimony addresses the determination
of Florida-specific model inputs, of which depreciation is
included. Sprint’s recomrendations for the technology-sensitive
accounts are based on the results of an industry study performed by
TFI. Neither Sprint Corporation nor Sprint-Florida, however,
conducted a similar analysis specifically for Florida properties.
Witness Dickerson explained that Sprint hired a depreciation
consultant, Mr. Weinert, in several proceedings in other states to
review and present testimony regarding the appropriateness of the
TF1 study results for those states. While witness Dickerson could
not provide any information as to what Mr. Weinert’'s review
entailed, a copy of Mr. Weinert’'s testimony filed in Nevada and
North Carolina was provided through discovery. According to
witness Dickerson, Sprint did not believe depreciation would be an
area of extreme interest in this proceeding since it considered its
recommended depreciation lives and salvage values to be
conservative.

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

As for Sprint’s recommended salvage values for the technology-
sensitive accounts, witness Dickerson could not provide any
information relating to the determination of Sprint's
recommendations except to say that the values were provided by
internal experts. The support for Sprint's recommended lives and
salvage values not addressed by the TFI study was provided.
According to this response, Sprint’s recommendea lives are
generally consistent with those used for external reporting
purposes for the general support asset accounts. Expectations for
appropriate lives come from analogous tax lives used across the

‘corporation and consensus decisions of management.
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For Poles and Conduit, Sprint considered the last approved
service lives in Florida, the lives wutilized in other Sprin*
companies and adjustments needed to reflect forward looking live:-.
Sprint’s recommended 14 year life for Poles is comparable with th
life assigned to aerial copper cable. For conduit, Sprint
recommends a 39.7 year life.

3. Conclusion

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

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

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

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

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

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

As discussed earlier, AT&T/MCI’'s depreciation parameter
recommendations reflect what was prescribed by the FCC for
BellSouth and GTEFL in 1995. For Sprint, lives and net salvage
values from the low erd of the FCC prescribed ranges are
recommended. BellSouth’s recommendations are the result of its 1998
Depreciation Study. GTEFL's recommendations reflect what it has
been booking on a financial reporting basis since 1996. Sprint’s
recommendations for the technology-sensitive accounts are based on
the results of a TFI industry study. For the general support asset
accounts, Sprint generally utilized depreciation lives consistent
with those used for external reporting purposes. For Poles and
Ccaduit, Sprint considered the last approved service lives in
Florida, the lives wutilized in other Sprint companies and
adjustments needed to reflect forward locking lives.

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

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

Regarding the technology substitution model, we agree with
AT&T/MCI witness Majoros that an inherent flaw with the model is
that it assumes the new technology will completely replace, not
supplement, the old technology. For exarple, Asynchronous Tra.afer
Mode (ATM) switching will be deployed as a supplement to digital
switches, not as a replacement. Further, the use of digital
subscriber line technologies, may permit the copper cable plant to
fulfill ics life expectancy rather than shorten it.

-74-




ORDER NO. P5C-995-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9t€0696-TP
PAGE 73

Additionally, AT&T/MCI witness Majoros points out that the
substitution model is based on several input assumptions that are
under the control of the person performing the analysis. Different
assumptions could therefcre yield different results with the same
model. We believe that this makes the ocutputs of the model very
subjective.

In this proceeding, BellSouth witness Cunningham presented a
publication by James R. Bright relating to the accuracy of
predictions resulting from the substitution model. Mr. Bright
states that the accuracy of predictions based on the first 5 to 10
percent of displacement data may be very poor, while forecasts
based on 20% to z5% displacement data seem to be quite accurate.
While witness Cunningham agreed with Mr. Bright’s statement, he
pointed out that he also believed accurate predictions with less
than 20% to 25% displacement data could be made. BellSouth
represents that it began deploying fiber feeder cable in 1990 with
annuals that had displacement rates ranging from 2.08% to 4.25%
with the highest taking place in 1998. Displacement rates were not
available from GTEFL or Sprint since they simply relied on the
results of the substitution analyses TFI performed. GTEFL did not
provide any information regarding the substitution model when
requested. While Sprint did answer fundamental gquestions regarding
the model, it was unable to provide annual displacement rates.

Further, AT&T/MCI witness Majoros provides compelling evidence
that illustrates that BellSouth’s retirement forecasts, as a result
of the substitution model, have tended to be much more aggressive
than actual results. He provides a comparison of BellSouth’s
forecasted metallic cable retirements for the 1992-19%97 periocd to
actual retirements booked for the same period. The results
indicate that BellSouth’s forecast overestimated retirements by
about 400% or $934 millien.

Another illustration of the overestimation of the substitution
model’s forecasts can be shown for GTEFL. (Table V-A(l) GTEFL
provided a comparison of its forecasts of copper cable retirements
to actual retirements for the 1993-1997 pericd.
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Table V-A(l): 1992 and 1994 GTEFL Retirement
Forecast for Metallic Cable Accounts
($000)
1992-1994 Actual 1993-1997
Forecast Retirements
Aerial $27,723 $17,978
Underground 32,213 11,560
| Buried 65,510 59,278

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

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

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

Table V-A(2): BallSouth Ratiremant Rates

Hatallic Cables 1873-1977 1993-1997
Asrial 1.6% 1.2%
Buried 1. 1.0%
Underground 1.0% 1.5%

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

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

For digite' switching, we believe a 13-year 1life 1is
appropriate. The life for digital switching recognizes increased
interim retirements and a shorter overall life span as evidenced by
BellScuth's subuauitted information. For a digital circuit, we
believe an eight-year life is appropriate. The recommended life
for digital circuit recognizes a shorter life for optical equipment
as asynchronous equipment is phased out and replaced with
Synchronous Optical Network (SONET) equipment. While other digital
circuit equipment can be expected to continue providing viable
functions in a SONET environment, slower growth can be expacted.

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

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

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

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

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

The last three accounts to address in the General Support
Asset function are General Purpose Computers and Office Support
Equipment. For Other Work Equipment, we find a life of 12 years is
consistent with the AT&T/MCI recommendations for GTEFL and Sprint
and is appropriate. We also find a five-year life for computers 1s
appropriate and is consistent with the life recommended by
BellSouth and GTEFL. We find a 10-year life for office equipment
is consistent with the life recommended by AT4T/MCI for GTELL and
Sprint and reasonable to use in this proceeding.

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

Analog circuit equipment will be phased out as analog switches
are replaced with digital switches. Additionally, the conversion
devices that perform analog-to-digital and digital-to-analog
translations will also be phased out as digital switches continue
to be deployed and with deployment of integrated digital loop
carrier (IDLC), digital cross-connect systems, and fiber cabling.
for these reasons, we find that the recommendations made by
BellSouth and GTEFL are reasonable and appropriate for this

-78-




ORDER NO. PSC-95-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696~-TP
PAGE 77

proceeding. The recommended eight-year life represents BellSouth's
life (rounded).

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

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

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

Intrabuilding cable consists of cables and wires on the
company’s side of the demarcation point, or standard network
interface, which are placed inside customers’ buildings or between
buildings on the same customer’'s premises. BellSouth’s recommended
20-year life is based on an analysis of historical data and life
expectations for this equipment. While we believe that retirements
in this account have been insufficient to perform meaningful
analyses, we do find that BellSouth’s recommended life 1is

reasonable for the purpose of this proceeding.
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Submarine cable is flanked on either side of the splice of
runs of aerial, buried, or underground cable. According to
BellSouth’s Study, retirement of this cable will occur concurrent
with the retirement of the flanking metallic cable. Accordingly,
we believe a similar life to that recommended for aerial and buried
metallic cable is appropriate.

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

In this section, we will address the various salvage values
that form inputs to the cost proxy model. As discussed earlier,
AT&T/MCI’'s depreciation parameter recommendations reflect what was
prescribed by the FCC for BellSouth and GTEFL in 1995. For Sprint,
AT&T/MC1 recommends net salvage values from the low end of the FCC
prescribed range. BellSouth’s recommendations are the result of
its 1998 Depreciation Study. GTEFL’'s recommendations are based on
judgement. Sprint’s recommendations are based on internal company
experts. Upon consideration, we hereby adopt values based on a
review of the historical data submitted and future salvage
expectations. Qur adopted salvage values are rounded to the
nearest 5%, which we believe is reasonable.

Next, we will address the salvage values of technology
specific accounts. We hereby adopt values for digital switching
and digital circuit investments that reflect a general consensus of
the positions of AT&T/MCI, BellSouth, and GTEFL. With the increase
of digital technology, we believe the reuse potential for this
equipment will be minimal. ' Any removal costs should offset the
attendant salvage. We therefore find that a 0% future net salvage
value is reasonable and appropriate.

Historically, net salvage for metallic aerial cable for
BellSouth has averaged about negative 7%, while GTEFL has averaged
negative 27%. Retirements have been minimal indicating that
reliance on the results of statistical analyses is not meaningful.
Upon consideration, we adopt a salvage value for metallic aerial
cable that reflects the labor-intensive nature of removal of this
plant consistent with AT&T/MCI’s recommendations for GTEFL and
Sprint of negative 35%.

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

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

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

For Motor Vehicles, net salvage for BellSouth has averaged
about 13% for the 1990-1997 period with the most recent three years
averaging about 22%. Net salvage for GTEFL has averaged about 1l6%
for the 1990-1997 period with the most recent three years averaging
about 11%. Upon consideration, we believe that future salvage
projections for motor vehicles will be similar to what has been
realized in the past. Accordingly, we find that a net salvage
value of 15% is appropriate.

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

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

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

BallSouth.

Next, we must determine the salvage values for central office
assets. AT&T/MCI did not provide net salvage recommendations for
radic, DDS circuit, or analog circuit investments. Sprint did not
provide recommendations for operator systems, radio, DDS circuit,
or analog circuit investments. GTEFL did not provide a recommended
net salvage for DDS circuit investments.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical net salvage for the Intrabuilding Network Cable
account for BellSouth has ranged from about negative 3% to negative
§%. For GTEFL, historical net salvage has ranged from about
negative 2% to O0%. Sprint provided no information for this
account. We agree with BellSouth’s assumption that the cost of
removing this type of cable will continue to be greater than any
realized salvage. We therefore adopt BellSouth’s and GTEFL's
recommended negative 10% net salvage as reasonable for this
proceeding.

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

BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint recommend a negative 10% net
salvage for wunderground conduit facilities, AT&T/MCI also
recommends negative 10% net salvage for GTEFL and Sprint with a
recommendation of negative 7% for BellSouth. Upon consideration,
we therefore adopt a negative 10% salvage value, which 1is
consistent with the parties’ positions and recognizes that removal
costs will be incurred with the rebuilding and moving of handholes
and manholes.
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Table V-A(3): Commission-Ordered Lives
and BallSouth, GTEFL, and O?t:l.nt Racommanded Lives

Commission- | BellSouth GTErL Sprint
Ordered
Account (Yrs.} iYrs.l (Yes.l (Yen.l
Motor Vehicles 7.3 8.0 8.0 6.2
Aizcraft 5.0 5.0
Special Purpose Vehicls 7.0 7.0 10.0 8.0
Garage Work Equipmant 12.0 12.0 10.0 7.0
Other Work Equipmant 12,0 1.0 10.0 1.0
Buildings 40.0 40.0 30.0 1.0
Furniture 11.0 1.0 10.0 10.0
Office Support Equipmant 10.0 11.0 10.0 0.0
Company Comm. Equipmant 7.0 7.0 10.0
Genl Purposs Computers 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.0
Digital Switching 13.0 10.0 10.0 11.0
Operator Systems 10.0 10.0 10.0
Radioc Systems 9.0 $.0 10.0
Circuit=-DDS 8.0 8.0 8.0 11.0
Circuit-Digital 8.0 $.0 8.0 11.0
Circult=Analog 8.0 7.8 8.0 11.0
Station Appacatus €.0 6.0 1.0
Large PRX 6.0 6.0
Other Terminal Equipmant 6.0 .0
Poles 30.0 3.0 20.0 14.0
Merial Cable-Hetallic 18.0 14.0 14.0 1.0
Asrial Cable-Fibar 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Undergrd Cable-Metallic 23.0 12.0 12.0 1.0
Undargrd Cable-Fiber 20.0 0.0 0.0 20.0
Buried Cable-Metallic 18.0 14.0 14.0 i8.0
Burisd Cable-Fibar 20.0 20.0 10.0 20.0
Submarine Cable-Metallic 18.0 14.0 1.0
Submarine Cable-Fiber 20.0 20.0
Intra-Bldg Netwk Cable-Met. 20.0 1.0
Intra-Bldg Netwk Cable-Fibar 20.0 20.0 20.0
Condult 50.0 50.0 10.0 31%.7
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Table V-A(3): AT&T/MCI Recommended Lives

BallSouth GTEFL Sprint Cantel

Account (Yrs.) (Yrs.) (Yrs.) {Yrs.)

Motor Vehicles 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Alireraft

Special Purpose Veh.

Garage Work Equipment 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Other Work Equipment 1.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Buildings 40.0 40.0

Furniture 11.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Office Support Equipmant 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0

Company Comm. Egquipmant 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Gen' Purpose Computers 6.4 6.0 6.0 6.0

Digital Switching 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0

Cperator Systems 10.0 8.0 8.0 g.0

Radio Systems

Clrcuit-DDS&

Circuic-Digital 10.0 8.0 11.0 11.0

Circuie-Analeg

Station Apparatus

Large PBX

Other Terminal Equipment 7.0 7.0 1.0 7.0
Foles 30.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Asrial Cable-Hetallic 18.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Aerial Cable-Fiber 20.0 2.0 2.0
Undergrd Cable=Matallic 23.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Undergrd Cable-Fiber 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Buried Cable-Metallic 18.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Buried Cable-Fiber 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Submarine Cable-Matallic

Subsarine Cable=Fibar

Intra-Bldg Netwk Cable- 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Hat.

Intra-Bldg Metwk Cable- 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

Fibar

Condult 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
-85.



ORDER NO.

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO. 9B0696-TP

PAGE 84

Table V-A(3):

Commission-Ordered Salvage Values
and BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint Recommended Salvage Values

Commission- | BellSouth i GTIFL Sprint
Ordered
Account N Ly (4} L })
Motor Vehicles 1.0 16.0 10.0 20.0
Alrcraft 0.0 0.0
Special Purpose Veh. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Garage Work Equipsant 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0
Othar Work Equipmant 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Buildings Q.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Furniture 10.0 10.9 0.0 0.0
Cffice Support Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Company Comm. Equipment 10.0 10.0 0.0
Ganl Purposs Computers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Digital Switching 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0
Operator Systems 0.0 0.0 0.0
Radio Systems 0.0 0.0 2.0
Circult-D0S 0.0 i.0
Circuit-Digital 0.0 2.0 Q.0 (1.0
Circuit-Analog 0.0 13.0)
Station Apparatus 0.0 0.0 0.0
Large FHX 0.0 0.0
Other Terminal Equipmant 0.0 0.0 0.0
Poles (75.0) (60.0) 110.01 (43.01
Aarial Cable-Metallic (35.01 i1a.00 110.0) (18.0}
Asrial Cable-Fibar (35.00 (14.00 110.0) (20.0)
Undergrd Cable-Metallic 10.0) 19.0) 110.0) (12.0)
Undergrd Cable-Fiber 110.0) (8.0} (10.0) {14.0)
Buried Ca! es-Metallic {10.%) (7.6 110.0) 9.0}
Buried Cable-Fiber (10.m (7.0} {10.0) {10.0)
Submarine Cable-Metallic (3.9) 0.0 {10.0)
Submarine Cabls-Fibar (5.0} (10.0)
Intra-Bldg Metwk Cable-Mat. {10.0) (10.0)
Intra-Bldg Hetwk Cable-Fiber {10.0) {10.0) (10.0)
Conduit (10.0) (10.0) (10.0) (10.0)
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Table V-A(3): AT&T/MCI Recommended Salvage Values

BallSouth GIEFL Sprint Centel
Account 11 Y] v N
Hotar Vahiclas 10.0 18.0 10.0 10.0
Arcraft
Speclial Purpose Veh.
Garage Work Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Work Equipmsent 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Buildings 4.0 0.0
Furniture 14.0 .0 0.0 0.6
Office Support Equipment 10.0 8.0 0.0 0.0
Company Comm, Equipment 10.0 a.0 0.0 0.0
Genl Purposs Computers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Digital Switching 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Operator Systems 0.0 0.0 0.0 g.0
Radio Systama
Clirculc-DD3
Circuit-Digital 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0
Circult-Analog
Station Apparatus
Large PEX
Other Terminal Equipmant 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Foles (1.0 (7.0} 1.0) (7.0}
Asrial Cable-Metallic f1l.0% (3.0) (3.9) {3.0)
Aarial Cable-Fiber (11.00 (2.0) {2.0) (25.0)
Undergrd Cable-Metalllic {7.0) (17.01 (30.0) (30.0)
Undergrd Cable-Fiber 16.0) (%.0) 120.0) 120.0)
Buried Cable-Matallic (8.0) (10.0} (10.01 {10.0)
Burisd Cable-Fibar 0.0 (10.00 {10.0) {10.0}
Sutmarine Cable-Metallic
Sphmarine Cable-Fibar
Intra-Bldg Metwk Cable-Het. 112.0) (10.00 {10.0) 130.01)
Intra-Rldg Netwk Cable-Fibar {12.0) {10.0) (1%.01 (15.0)
Conduit (7.0) (10.00 (10.01 (10.0})
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e



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 66

B. Cost of Money
1. Overview

The cost of money is one of the required inputs into the cost
proxy model. Three witnesses filed direct and rebuttal testimony
in this proceeding regarding the appropriate forward-looking
economic cost of capital of the three large LECs for the provision
of basic local service. BellSouth/Sprint witness Billingsley did
not recommend a specific cost of capital figure but instead
testified that the use of an 11.25% cost of capital by BellSouth
and Sprint in their respective cost studies was reasonable and
conservative. GTEFL witness Vander Weide recommended that an
average cost of capital of 12.65% be used in the forward-looking
studies of the cost of providing basic local service. AT&T/MCI
witness Hirshleifer testified that the midpoints of his cost of
capital ranges of B.50% fcr BellSouth, 8.55% for Sprint, and 8.74%
for GTEFL are the appropriate forward-looking costs of capital that
should be used in this proceeding.

2. Discussion and Conclusions

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

Capital Structure

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

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

AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer considered the average capital
structure ratios for his index of comparable companies to determine
the appropriate capital structure for the large LECs. His index
included the Regional Bell Holding Companies (RBHCs) and the larger
independent telephone companies. On a book value basis, he found
the average capitalization for his index to be 43% equity and 57%
debt as of Decimber 31, 1997. On a market value basis, he found
the average to be B0% equity and 20% debt for the same period.
Witness Hirshleifer testified that the market value debt weights at
the holding company level probably understate long-run target
weights in the capital structure for the provision of basic local
service, Consequently, he contended that it would be inappropriate
to rely solely on current market value capital structure weights of
the telephone holding companies when calculating the weighted
average cost of capital. In employing both the book value and
market value averages to establish his respective ranges for the
weighted average cost of capital for each of the large LECs,
witness Hirshleifer’s analysis assumed an average capital structure
of €1.5% equity and 38.5% debt.

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

We not believe GTEFL has provided adequate support for its
recommended 77% equity ratio. We have not found any state
commission that has approved a cost of capital rased upon an
average market-based capital structure as proposed by witness
Vander Weide in this proceeding. In orders from other states
regarding GTE companies, the equity ratio approved by the
respective commissions has ranged from a low of 52.0% (Hawaii,
Order No. 15345, 4issued January 31, 1997) to a high of 61.7%
{hlaska, Docket No. U97-87, Order No. 2, issued November 14, 1997.)

GTEFL witness Vander Weide testified that the market-based
capital structure of 77.6% equity and 22.4% debt “is a conservative
estimate of the target capital structure GTE would employ in the
competitive local exchange environment assumed by a forward-looking
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economic cost study.” AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer testified,
however, that it is critical the target capital structure used to
determine the cost of capital in this proceeding be related to the
business of providing universal service. He said, “this is a
distinctly different, and fa: less risky business than the overall
combined businesses of the publicly-traded GTE holding company, or
of the S&P Industrials.” Moreover, although it is questionable
whether GTEFL would actually raise capital cn a going-forward basis
by issuing a mix of 77% equity and 23% debt, GTE Corporatieon (GTE),
in fact, did not propose to raise capital in this manner in its
failed attempt to acquire MCI. Although the transaction was never
consummated, when GTE announced its unsolicited offering to acquire
MCI in October 1997, GTE's plan was to fund the $28 billion
acquisition with debt and assume MCI's $5.2 billion in ocutstanding
debt obligations. Duff & FPhelps Credit Rating Company, press
release dated October 16, 1997, '

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

Cost of Debt

Witness Billingsley testified that the forward-locking cost of
debt for BellSouth is 6.57%. He arrived at this rate by adding the
average spread between the yields on triple A-rated public utility
bonds and 30-year Treasury bonds from October 1987 through July
1998 of .80% to the average yield on 30-year Treasury bonds for the
period May 1998 to July 1998 of 5.77%. Witness Billingsley used a
similar analysis to arrive at his recommended forward-looking cost
of debt for Sprint of 6.92%. The average spread between single A-
rated public utility bonds and 30-year Treasury bonds over the same
period was 1.158. BellSouth’s debt is rated triple A and Sprint’s
debt is rated single A by StP’s Rating Service.
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Witness Vander Weide testified that the forward-looking cost
of debt for GTEFL is 6.70%. This rate is the yield to maturity
(YTM) on Moody’'s single A-rated industrial bonds for September
1998. He testified that the industrial companies are a good proxy
for the risks of investing in the facilities required to provide
local exchange services on a forward-looking basis. Both witnesses
Billingsley and Vander Weide testified that their estimates of the
market cost of debt are conservative because they do not include
the flotation costs that must be paid to issue debt securities.

In his recommendation, AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer assumed a
cost of debt of 6.42% for BellSouth, 6.03% for Sprint, and 6.46%
for GTEFL. He arrived at these rates by calculating the YTM as of
August 31, 1958, of all of BellSouth’s, Sprint’s, and GTEFL's
outstanding debt 4issues, including the debt of the holding
companies and any subsidiaries as reported in the SiP Bond Guide.
He testified that the YTM is a forward-looking cost of debt that
measures the rate these companies would have to pay if the bonds
were issued at the measurement date, and reflects investors’
expectations regarding the future returns on these publicly-traded
bonds.

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

Witness Hirshleifer testified that the best estimate of the
cost of debt is the weighted average cost over all of the subject
company’'s outstanding issues, including the debt of the holding
company and any subsidiaries. He said that he included the holding
companies and all the subsidiaries in his analysis of the cost of
debt to be consistent with his estimate of the cost of equity.
Witness Hirshleifer testified that since the estimate of the cost
of equity must be performed at the holding company level, to be
consistent he wanted to estimate the cost of debt at the holding
company level. 1In addition, tc the extent that the provision of
universal service is of relatively low risk compared to many of the
risky businesses being pursued by the holding companies, witneas
Hirshleifer noted that his estimate of the cost of debt at the
holding company level would be conservatively high.
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Although he did his analysis at the holding company level,
witness Hirshleifer agreed that it would also be appropriate to
consider only the debt of BellSscuth, Sprint, and GTEFL for purposes
of estimating the cost of deblL in this proceeding and provided the
information necessary to make that determination. The cost of debt
estimates for BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL as of August 31, 1958,
recognizing only the debt issues of each LEC are 6.42%, 6.07%, and
6.57%, respectively.

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

Using the methodology employed by witncss Billingsley for
estimating the forward-looking cost of debt but updating the inputs
through September 30, 1998, BellSouth’s indicated cost of debt is
6.29%. This rate was determined by adding the three month (July -
September 1598) average yield on 30-year Treasury bonds of 5.48B%
and a risk premium of .Bl% to account for the average difference
between the yields on triple A-rated public utility bonds and 30-
year Treasury bonds (October 1987 - September 1998). The rate for
Sprint 4is 6.63% (5.48% plus 1.16%). Since GTEFL’s debt is also
rated single A, it would have approximately the same cost of debt
as Sprint based upon this analysis.

Upon consideration, we find that 6.5V is a reascnable estimate
of the true forward-looking cost of debt for purposes of this
proceeding. This rate falls between the current yields to maturity
for BellSouth and GTEFL as of August 31, 1998, of 6.42% and 6.57%,
respectively, as calculated by AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer,
excluding the securities not directly related to BellScuth and
GTEFL. The 6.5% rate exceeds the average yield on 30-year Treasury
bonds for September 1998 of 5.19% by 131 basis points. Finally,
while the average yield for the index of AAA-rated public utility
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bonds exceeded the yield on 30-year Treasury bonds on average by
approximately 81 basis points over the last 10 years, over the last
4 years BellSouth’s actual experience has been a spread of only 4l
basis points on average over the yield on 30-year Treasury bonds.
In addition, while the average yield for the index of A-rated
public utility bonds exceeded the yield on 30-year Treasury bonds
on average by approximately 116 basis points over the last 10
years, over the last 4 years Sprint’s and GTEFL's actual experience
has been a spread of only 64 and 66 basis points, respectively, on
average over the yleld on 30-year Treasury bonds. Based on this
information, one could argue that BellSouth’s, Sprint’s, and
GTEFL’s actual experience indicates their true forward-looking cost
of debt is something less than 6.0%. However, based upon the
results of witness Billingsley’s yield-spread analysis and witness
Hirshleifer’s YTM analysis, we beleive the 6.5% cost rate is the
most appropriate estimation of the forward-looking cost of debt for
purposes of this proceeding.

Cost of Equity

Witness Billingsley used three models to estimate the cost of
equity of BellSouth and Sprint. Since BellSouth is a subsidiary of
BellSouth Corporation and Sprint-Florida is a subsidiary of Sprint
Corporation, neither company has equity traded in the market.
Thus, there is no direct market information upon which to estimate
BellSouth’s and Sprint’s cost of equity capital. Therefore, it was
necessary for witness Billingsley to infer BellSouth’s and Sprint’s
cost of equity by evaluating the available market data for publicly
traded companies that are demonstrated to be comparable in risk
with BellSouth and Sprint. In his first approach, witness
Billingsley applied the discounted cash flow (DCF) model to two
groups of firms he identified as comparable in risk to BellSouth
and Sprint, respectively. In his second approach, he used the
capital asset pricing model (CAPM). Finally, he conducted a risk
premium analysis. From these analyses, he concluded that the
current cost of equity capital for BellSouth is within the range of
14.20% to 14.46% and the current cost of equity capital for Sprint
is within the range of 14.30% to 14.53%.

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

ATET/MCI witness Hirshleifer relied upon two models for
estimating the cost of equity for BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL.
For the same reasons cited by witnesses Billingsley and Vander
Weid. , witness Hirshleifer had to rely on market data of publicly
traded companies to estimate the cost of equity capital of the
three large LECs. In his first approach, witness Hirshleifer
applied the DCF model to a group of companies he identified as
comparable in risk to BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL. The second
method he used was the CAPM model. These two models produced a
range of estimates of the cost of equity capital for BellSouth of
9,35% to 9.968, for Sprint of 9.41% to 10.08%, and for GTEFL of
9.50% to 10.35%. He assumed the midpoint of each of these ranges
of 9.65%, 9.74%, and 9.92% as the appropriate costs of equity for
BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL, respectively.

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

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

AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer used the variable growth or three
stage form of the DCF model, which distinguishes between short and
long-term growth rate projections. He assumed the first stage
lasts five years because that is the longest horizon over which
analysts’ forecasts of growth are available. For this period, he
used the 5-year earnings growth rates forecasted by IBES. He
assumed the second stage lasts 15 years during which the growth
rate falls from the high level of the first five yearz to the
growth rate of the U.S. economy by the end of year 20. From the
twentieth year onward, the growth rate is set equal to the growth
rate of the economy because he believes rates greater than that
cannot be sustained into perpetuity. The long-term growth forecast
used after year 20 was derived by averaging the long-term Gross
National Product (GNP) growth forecasts obtained from the Wharton
Econometric Forecasting Associates and from Ibbotscon Associates.
Witness Hirshleifer used the annual form of the DCF model. His
model did not include an adjustment for flotacion costs. He
applied this form of the DCF model to an index of companies he
identified as comparable in risk to the three large LECs. Witness
Hirshleifer selected the RBHCs and larger independent telephone
companies from the list of telephone operating companies in the S&F
Industry Survey. Based upon this analysis, he concluded that his
DCF analysis indicated a cost of equity for BellSouth of 9.35%, for
Sprint of 9.41%, and for GTEFL of 9.50%.

We have reviewed the DCF analyses conducted by each of the
witnesses. Regarding which DCF model is more appropriate for
estimating the cost of equity capital of the three large LECs, we
find that the multi-stage DCF model employed by AT&T/MCI witness
Hirshleifer is superior to the single stage DCF model used by
BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingsley and GTEFL witness Vander
Weide. Witness Hirshleifer testified that the form of the DCF
model he used is well supported in the financial community. He
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noted that prominent economists familiar with cost of capital
research have recognized that the simple perpetual growth DCF model
using short-term forecasts is inappropriate to use if a company’s
short-term growth rate is expected to exceed the long-term growth
of the economy. He noted that Stewart Myers and Lynda Borucki
state that:

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

Stewart C. Myers and Linda S. Borucki, “Discounted Cash Flow
Estimates of the Cost of Equity Capital--A Case Study,” Financial
Markets, Institutions & Instruments, Vol. 3, No. 3, New York
University Salomon Center, 1994.

In addition, he noted that Ibbotson Associates state that:

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

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

Stocks, Bonds, Bills and Inflation, 1996 Yearbook, Ibbotson

Associates, Chicago, pp. 158-159. Finally, he referenced the
finance text book, JInveatments, 4in which the authors William

Sharpe, Gordon Alexander, and Jeffery Bailey state:
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Over the last 30 years, dividend discount
models (DDMs) have achieved broad acceptance
among professional common stock investors. :
Valuing common stock with a DDM technically
requires an estimate of future dividends over
an infinite time horizon. Given that
accurately forecasting dividends three years
from today, let alone 20 years in the future,
is a difficult proposition, how do investment
firms actually go about implementing DDMs?
One approach is to use constant or two-stage
dividend growth models as described in the
text. However, although such models are
relatively weasy to apply, institutional
investors typically view the assumed dividend
growth assumptions as overly simplistic.
Instead, these investors generally prefer
three-stace models, believing that they
provide the best combination of realism and
-@ease of application.

William F. Sharpe, Gordon J. Alexander and Jeffery V. Bailey,
Investments, Fifth Ed., Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey, 1995, pp. 590-591. Witness Hirshleifer testified that
neither witness Billingsley nor witness Vander Weide cited any
credible support for the application of the perpetual growth DCF
model using short-run growth forecasts in the current environment.
Moreover, it appears far more reasonable that the true estimates of
BellSouth’s, Sprint’s, and GTEFL’s cost of equity would be produced
by a DCF analysis that assumes a growth rate of 9.5% for the first
5 years and linearly decreases to a long-run sustainable rate of
5.5% by year 20, than the estimates produced by DCF analyses that
assume growth rates will remain constant at 12.1% to 13.4% forever.
This is particularly true in light of BellSouth’s and GTEFL's
forecasted growth rates over the next 5 years of B.1% and 8.9%,
respectively.

We considered the arguments raised by each witness regarding
the debate over whether the quarterly or annual form of the DCF
model is more appropriate. However, because the difference between
BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingsley’s DCF results using the
quarterly model versus the annual model was negligible, it was not
necessary to make a determination on this point.
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Regarding the debate over whether flotation costs should be
recognized in the estimation of the cost of equity, we believe an
adjustment should be made to allow for the recovery of these costs,
Based upon GTEFL witness Vander Weide’s testimony, the inclusion of
flotation costs would iincrease the cost of capital by 20 to 30
basis points.

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

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

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

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

BellSouth and Sprint witness Billingsley next employed the
common form of the CAPM model. To use this model, he had to make
assumptions regarding the appropriate beta, market return, and
risk-free rate. He used a prospective measure of beta supplied by
BARRA. The beta coefficient measures the systematic risk of
investing. in a security. The systematic risk is the risk that
cannot be eliminated through diversification. Generally speaking,
the higher the beta, the greater the risk and vice versa. The
average beta for the BellSouth index was .83, and for the Sprint
index was .84. To estimate the market return, witness Billingsley
applied the same form of the DCF model discussed marlier to the S&P
500 index of companies. Using market data for the month of July
1998, he estimated an expected return on the S&P 500 of between
15.85% and 16.09%. Finally, for the risk-free rate he used the
average expected yileld implied by the prices of 20-year Treasury
bond futures contracts quoted during July 1998 of 6.14%. Based
upon this analysis, he concluded that his CAPM analysis indicated
a cost of equity for BellSouth in the range of 14.2% to 14.4% and
for Sprint in the range of 14.3% to 14.5%.

In his other analysis, AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer used the
market risk premium form of the CAPM model. To employ this model,
he had to make assumptions regarding the appropriate beta, market
risk premium, and risk-free rate. He considered two measures of
beta. The first measure, based on historical stock returns, was
provided by Dow Jones Beta Analytics. The indicated beta from this
source was .72 for BellSouth and .78 for GTE. io confirm the
reasonableness of this approach, he also considered the prospective
measure of beta supplied by BARRA. The beta for BellSouth as of
the same period was .76 and for GTE was .75. He defined the market
risk premium as the added expected return that investors require to
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hold a broad portfolio of common stocks instead of risk-free
Treasury securities. Based on a DCF analysis of the S&P 500 using
the same DCF model discussed earlier, he determined a marketr risk
premium over one-month Treasury bills of 5.3% and a market risk
premium over long-term Treasury bonds of 3.8%., He also considered
the historical spread between total stock returns and treasury
returns as calculated by Ibbotson Associates. The arithmetic
average spreads (indicated market risk premiums) over one-month
Treasury bills ranged from 5.49% to 9.15%. The average spreads
over long-ter. Treasury bonds ranged from 4,54% to 7.69%. Based on
these analyses, he concluded that reasonable estimates of the
market risk premium are 7.5V over cne-month Treasury bills and 5.5%
over 20 year Treasury bonds. Finally, for the risk-free rate, he
used the average yields on one-month Treasury bills and 20-year
Treasury bonds. For cone-month Treasury bills he used a leng-run
average yield of 4.53% and for 20-year Treasury bonds he vsed the
average yield for December 1)97 of 6.02%. Based upon this
analysis, he concluded that his CAPM analysis indicated a cost of
equity for BellSouth of 9.96% and for GTEFL of 10.35%. To estimate
the CAPM cost of equity capital for Sprint, he assumed the average
of the entire sample of 10.08%.

We believe BellSouth witness Billingsley’s CAPM analysis
overstates the true cost of equity of BellSouth. AT&T/MCI witness
Hirshleifer testified that had witness Billingsley properly taken
into account the fact that the growth rates used in his analysis
would eventually slow, he would have arrived at market risk
premiums more consistent with what is supported in the current
financial literature. Witness Hirshleifer noted several current
articles which discuss the forward-looking market premium over
Treasury bonds in the 2.0% to 6.0% range. In witness Billingsley’s
analysis, the difference between his indicated market return
through July 1998 of 15.85% to 16.09% and the YTM on Z20-year
Treasury bond futures contracts through July 1998 of 6.14%
indicates a market premium of 9.71% to 9.95%, well in excess of the
level supported by independent sources.

In discussing his CAPM analysis, AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer
conceded that' for purposes of estimating the long-term cost of
capital there is a preference for using the long-term Treasury
interast rate, He also agreed that it would be reasonable to use
the predicted BARRA beta instead of a historical measure of beta in
the CAPM analysis. The BARRA betas for BellSouth, Sprint Corp.,
and GTE Corporation are .76, .79, and.75, respectively. Using
these measures of beta, the YTM on 20-year Treasury bond futures
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contracts through September 1998 of 5.72%, and the range of
forward-looking market risk premiums of 5.5% to 7.5% from witness
Hirshleifer’s analysis, the indicated CAPM cost of equity estimates
for BellSouth and GTEFL are in the range of 9.9% to 11.4%. The
indicated estimate for Sprint is in the range of 10.3% to 11.7%,

In his final approach, BellSouth and Sprint witness
Billingsley applied a market risk premium analysis. He defined the
equity market risk premium as the difference between the return on
a broad basket of equity securities (the market) and the return on
a low=-risk or riskless benchmark security. In this analysis, he
calculated the risk premium as the difference between the expected
return on the S&P 500 and the current market yields on public
utility bonds from the period October, 1987, through June. 1998.
To estimate the market return, he applied the same form of the DCF
model discussed earlier to the S&P 500 index of companies. For
BellSouth, he used the yield on triple A-rated public utility
bonds. For Sprint, he used the yield on single A-rated bonds. His
analysis showed _Lhat the average risk premium from late-1987 to
mid-1998 was 6.74% over triple A-rated bonds and 6.57% over single
A-rated bonds. Adding the first premium to the three month (April
- June 1998) average return on AAA-rated public utility bonds of
6.89% produced a cost of equity for the S&P 500 of 13.63%. Adding
the second premium to the three month (April - June 1998) average
return on A-rated public utility bonds of 7.12% produced a cost of
equity for the S&P 500 of 13.65%.

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

We believe witness Billingsley’s risk premium analysis
overstates the true cost of equity of BellSouth and Sprint. In
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reviewing witness Billingsley’'s market risk premium analysis, we
note that the market premium is not constant but instead increases
and decreases over time. Schedules RSB-5 and RSB-6 show that the
risk premium over the period covered by witness Billingsley’'s
analysis varied from as little as 3.90% to as great as B.86% when
measured against triple A-rated bond yields and from 3.48% to B.77%
when measured against single A-rated bond yields. For this reason,
it appears the average risk premium calculated by this analysis
already accounts for changes in the risk premium due to changes in
the level of interest rates. We believe it would be double
counting to include the additional 2.71% premium (9.18-6.47=2.71)
witneis Billingsley included in his risk premium estimates of
BellSouth’s and Sprint’s cost of equity. Removing this 2.71%
premium, the indicated return for the S&P 500 is 12.2%, without
accounting for the fact that the average yield on 30-year Treasury
bonds continued to decline from July, 1998, through September,
1998, Moreover, this number is conservatively high because it
reflects the cost of equity for the S&P 500. The S&P 500, with an
assumed beta of 1.00, is generally considered more risky than
individual companies with betas significantly less than 1.00, such
as BellSouth with a beta of .76 and GTEFL with a beta of .75.

Upon consideration, we have determined that the cost of equity
for BellSouth falls within the range of 9.9% to 12.5% and for
Sprint and GTEFL within the range of 10.2% to 12.5%. These ranges
include an allowance of 30 basis points for the recovery of
flotation costs. Since a point estimate of the cost of equity must
be used to establish the overall cost of capital, we hereby adopt
11.56 for this proceeding. This return is conservatively high
considering the fact that it represents a 6.3% market premium over
the average yield on 30-year Treasury bonds for September, 1998, of
5.19% and a 5% market premium over the forward-looking cost of debt
of 6.5%.

Overall Cost of Capital

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

risk, they overlooked two very fundamental points. First,
witnesses Billingsley and Vander Weide misstate the risk that is
relevant to this proceeding. ATELT/MCI witness Hirshieifer

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

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

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

Upon consideration, we hereby adopt an overall cost of capital
of 9.5% for purposes of this proceeding. This is the fall-out of
a capital structure of 60% equity and 40% debt, a forward-looking
cost of debt of 6.5%, and a cost of equity of 11.5%. For the
reasons discussed earlier, we believe the 9.5% is a reasonable
estimate of the large LEC's true forward-looking cost of capital
and represents an appropriate cost of money for an efficient
provider of universal service. AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer
testified that “the 11.25% cost of capital advocated by BellSouth
and Sprint, and the 12.65% cost of capital advocated by GTE are far
in excess of the forward-looking cost of capital for the provisionh
of network elements or universal service, and are inconsistent with
publicly-available cost of capital estimates by parties outside the
context of this proceeding.” He noted that the 11.25% was
determined by the FCC in September 1990. Since that time, 30-year
Treasury bond rates have fallen 380 basis points from an average of
B.%9% in September 1950 to an average of 5.19% in September 1998.
Witness Hirshleifer concluded that given the significant decline in
capital costs as indicated by the drop in yields on 30-year
Treasury bonds and ™“the real-world, investor-priented evidence”
discussed in his testimony, there is no evidence to support witness
Billingsley’'s and witness Vander Weide's estimates as the true
costs of capital of BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL for the provision
of universal service. We believe the 9.5% cost of capital is
reasonable for BellSouth, Sprint, and GTEFL in light of the
evidence presented.

c. Taxes

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

During deposition ATET/MCI witness Wood indicated that the HAI
model employed in this proceeding does not address the effect of
either deferred state or federal income taxes. He alsoc said that
separate spreadsheets would have to be developed, independently of
the model, for each class of depreciable property, so that those
calculations could be entered into the model. Witness Wood did
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acknowledge that if deferred taxes were included in the model, the
costs would be lower. He also said the inclusion of deferred taxes
would be a change he would suggest to the model.

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

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

At the hearing, we took Official Recognition of Order No. PSC-
98~-0604~FOF~TP, Docket No. 960833-TP, issued April 29, 1938. The
information relied on in that order still appears to be reasonable.
There have been no significant changes that would affect the rates
since our Order was issued. We find, therefore, the rates approved
in that docket are appropriate for this proceeding: 1.53 per cent
for gross receipts and 1.20 per cent for ad valorem and other
taxes.

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

Type of Tax | ATGT/MCI | BellSouth | GTE-FL Sprint | Commission
Income:

Federal 35.00% 35.00% 35.00% 35.00% 35.00%
State 05.50% 05.50% 05.50% 05.50% 05.50%
Combined 39,25% 38.57% 38.57% 38.57% 3B8.57%
Taxes Other

Than

Income:

Ad valorem NA 00.50% 01.20% 00.90% 00.%0%
Ad val. &

other MNA MNA NA NA 01.20%
Gross NA

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

Because this proceeding is intended to gauge the cost of
basic local service in Florida on a forward-looking basis, as
mandated by the Legislature, we believe Florida-specific rates are
appropriate. We hereby regquire the use of Florida-specific tax
rates and the inclusion of the effect of state and federal deferred
income taxes in order to determine the cost of basic local service
in Florida. The Florida-specific state income tax rate shall be
5.5 per cent. The federal income tax rate shall be 35 per cent.
The combined federal and state income tax rate shall be 38.57 per
cent. The factor for gross receipts shall be 1.53 per cent. A 1.2
per cent factor shall be used for ad valorem and other taxes.

QVERVIEW: SECTIONS V-D through V-T

The following sections, Sections V-D through V-T, address the
remainder of the inputs required for the cost proxy model. Of the
total cost of providing service, the loop components constitute the
majority of the cost, approximately 73 percent, according to GTEFL.
Switching costs are the next largest category, representing about
14 percent of the total coat, according to GTEFL.

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

During this proceeding, our staff asked BellSouth, GTEFL, and
Sprint to recommend inputs if the HAI Model were recommended.
BellSouth recommended the HAI 5.0a inputs proposed by witnesses
Jamshed K. Maden, Michael D. Dirmeier and David C. Newton
tGaarqetnun Consulting Group). In its response GTEFL stated that it

“objects to this request as it is vague, ambiguous, overly broad
and unduly burdensome.” As part of its response, Sprint provided
documents detailing the difference between the BCPM and HAI inputs
and “approximations” of the calculations necessary to convert BCPM
inputs to HAI inputs, but “reserves the riqht to develop rlurida—
specific inputs for use in HAI, if chosen.

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

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

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

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

For each input not specifically discussed, we consider each

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

Differences Among the LECs’ Inputs Methodologies and Documentation

As different as many of BCPM’s and HAI's inputs are, there are
also differenres in the methodology the LECs used to calculate
their BCPM inputs. For example, GTEFL excluded nonrecurring
expenses from its expense calculation, while BellSouth and Sprint
did not. (Section V-S). Regarding outside plant mix (Section V-L),
BellSouth proposed using the BCPM defaults, while GTEFL and Sprint
provided inputs specific to each’s territory.

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

As implied in the above discussion, the LECs’ methodologies
for input development are not necessarily comparable on an “apples
to apples” basis. In fact, for several inputs, i* is unclear
whether all the LECs included the same costs, let alone determined
the costs the same way.

GTE Florida witness Tucek discussed this at the hearing:

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

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

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

BellSouth’s Use of Projected 1998-2000 Data

While GTEFL and Sprint used 1997 data as the basis for many
inputs, BellSouth used projected 1598-2000 data. BellSouth arrived

at its projected data by using Telephone Plant Indices

In our particular study, we used three years,
so each one of them is year over year. We use
-- {f you look at a ‘98, *$9, 2000, you would
have a TPI that would show the price change
from ‘97 to ‘98, ‘98 to ‘99, and ‘99 to 2000.
And what we’ve done in our study is, instead
of using all three of them, we tried to hit a
midpoint of the time frame, and we took the
three numbers and straight averaged them. 5So
you had one TPI that would bring it to a
representative midyear of that period. And it
is applied toc material. That’s the cne we
used,

BellSouth witness Caldwell contends that the use of
dat. is appropriate:

In terms of looking at the study, we felt that
we had budgeted data that would rsflec. any
cost changes that were relevant to the next
three years, and it would just give us & more
forward-looking view than just using a simple
flash cut in time for material prices.
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BellSouth did, however, index more than material prices. It also
indexed expenses.

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

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

Our staff requested that BellSouth rerun BCPM 3.1 without
indexing material, labor, and contractor costs to 3see if a
significant change in the cost of basic local service resulted.
BellSouth found that without indexing for inflation or deflation,
the average monthly cost of basic local servirce decreased by $0.36
on an uncapped investment basis, and $0.35 on a capped investment
basis.

This proceeding is to determine the cost of basic local
service using a proxy cost model. We find Sprint’s arguments
against indexing persuasive. We believe that indexing may be
appropriate, for example, in a contract arbitration, but not in
this proceeding. Therefore, throughout the remainder of Section V,
we will 4include, where appropriate, our determination on
BellSouth’'s indexing.

Types of Input Values: National Default, State-Specific, LEC-
Specific and Geographic-Spacific

Both BCPM 3.1 and HAI 5.0a provide default input values that
are, by their very nature, national. However, these national
default inputs may be changed. Inputs may be specific to a
particular company or geographical area, or they may be specific to
a state. In general, the LECs believe that, where possible, inputs
should be specific to their service territories,
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BellSouth believes that the inputs “must be as specific as
possible. . . .should be company-specific by territory.” When
“possible,” BellSouth recommends “Florida-specific cost inputs
which reflect the forward-lookiny cost of providing service in
BellSouth territery in Florida.” However, BellSouth also used some
of the BCPM 3,1 defaults: " [D]efaults which were found to be
representative of BellSouth’s Florida costs, were used when
BellSouth-specific data was not available in the format, or at the
level of detail, required by the BCPM 3.1."

GTEFL proposed company-specific inputs rather than BCPM
defaults “based on: (1) the materiality with which the inputs
affect costs, and (2) GTE's ability to develop the company-specific
inputs in the format required by BCPM in the time allowed.”

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

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

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

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

GTEFL essentially agrees with BellSouth:

State or averaged inputs do not reflect the
production technologies, input prices, and
other company-specific circumstances of any
ILEC.

" =
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1 [GTEFL witness Tucek] would suggest that if
this Commission wants the cost model and the
cost model inputs to result in meaningful
estimates of forward-looking cost, it is
important that we estimate the forward-looking
cost of providing local service on each
carrier’s own network. The reason for this is
that the supported services are likely to be
provided primarily out of the incumbent’s
network for the foreseeable future, if not

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

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

Upon consideration, we conclude that this proceeding is to
develop the cost of an efficient provider in Florida, not
necessarily an LEC’s cost in its service territory. We do belleve
it 4is important to remember that any hypothetical efficient
provider may or may not operate only in historic LEC territories.
A provider could operate in Tampa and Jacksonville. If this is the
case, would the provider’s general and administrative expenses in
Tampa differ from those it incurs in Jacksonville? Would Sprint’s
plant mix remain the same if it competed with BellSouth in Miamli?
Or would it more likely resemble BellSouth’s plant mix? We believe
that whether an input should be specific to a particular gecgraphy,
LEC, or the state as a whole, needs toc be analyzed on an input-by-
input basis, which we have done with each of tne inputs discussed
in this Order.

D. Support Structures
The category of supporting structures includes the costs of
pcles, anchors and guys, the placement of feeder and distribution

conduit, and the placement of buried feeder and distribution cable.
We will address each of the support structure inputs separately.
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Poles, Anchors, and Guys

AT4T supports the value found in the HAI model documentation.
According to the HAI model documentation, the HAI places a 40-foot,
class 4 treated southern pine utility pole. The total installed
investment is $417.00. This includes the anchors and guys.
BellSouth's base cost for an installed pole is §391.70, which is
for a 40-foot, class 4 pole. The base ccst for installed anchors
and guys is §5100.46. The pole cost input used by GTEFL is a
weighted average of a 30-foot, class 5 pole and a 40-foot, class {
po.e. The weights are based on the mix of poles which are solely-
occupied by GTEFL. GTEFL’s base cost for an installed pole in soft
rock and normal terrain is $786.81. In hard rock, GTEFL's base
cost for an installed pole is §1,057.26. The base cost for
installed anchores and guys is $143.05 in all terrain types.
Finally, Sprint models a 45 foot, class 5 pole. Sprint’s base cost
for an installed pole is $545.00, 1Its base cost for installed
anchors and guys is $314.27.

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

According to witness Dickerson, Sprint modeled a 45 foot pole
in order to support its level of structure sharing (30% assigned to
telephone for Sprint). He states that in order to have span
clearance between a power facility, a telephone company, and a
cable company, a 45 foot pole is required. Furthermore, based on
witness Dickerson’s discussions with various construction and
planning managers, in order to enjoy the level of sharing that is
depicted on every single pole by virtue of only putting one input
into the model, which says on every single pocle 70% of the costs 1is
shared away, it would be necessary to assume a 45-foot pole.

BellSouth models a 40-foot pole because BellSouth's network
subject matter experts concluded that joint use agreements with
major power companies were based on a standard pole height of 40
feet. GTEFL assumes solely-occupied poles are 30 feet and jointly-
occupied poles are 40-foot poles. The HAI Inputs Portfolio (HIP)
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used by AT&T does not specify why a 40-foot pole was specifically
chosen.

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

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

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

‘'sharing, we believe spacing issues are best determined by those

most familiar with their territory, the LECs themselves.
Furthermore, we reiterate that this is a model, and every spacing
scenario cannot be duplicated. We find that territory-specific
pole spacing, guy spacing, and relative pole units are apprcrriate
and recommend accepting the values as submitted by GTEFL and
BellSouth.

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

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

Placement Costa for Feeder and Distribution Conduit, and Buried
Feeder and Distribution Cable

AT&T estimated the costs for various excavation methods
through a team of experienced outside plant experts. According to
witness Czldwell, BellSouth structure placement costs for placing
conduit, trenching/plowing buried cables and placing poles are
based on an average of the 10 existing BellSouth contracts with OSP
contractors in Florida. BellSouth does not have data that
identifies the percentage of time associated with each activity in
the structure tables. Therefore, BellSouth Network experts
reviewed the BCPM defaults. Since these experts found these
default values to be reasonable and representative of BellSouth's
operations in Florida, the defaults were used. GTEFL used the BCPM
defaults., Sprint’s BCFM inputs for these functions were based on
the specific conditions encountered in Sprint’s Florida service
area. Costs for buried and underground structures were developed
based on the contractor prices in effect for 1998 within Sprint’s
Florida serving area. The construction activity percentages, also
contained in the structure tables, were based upon an analysis of
the actual 1997 contractor jobs for construction of feeder and
distribution routes within Sprint’s Florida servirg area.

The costs for placing underground conduit and buried cable
vary widely among the parties, especially between the LECs and the
HAI sponsors. BellSouth’s buried cable structure costs do not vary
by type. This is also true of Sprint’s costs. According to
ATET/MCI witness Wells, this is "simply wrong.” He believes it
costs much less per foot to plow cable than it does to trench and
backfill. When Sprint’s witness Dickerson was questioned regarding
witness Wells’ assertion, he stated "this is a perfect illustration
why an attempt to use national generalizations doesn’t arrive at
the correct and best information to calculate specific average
costs.” Witness Dickerson went on to expiain that Sprint-Florida
has negotiated a master contract for contractor work which has a
rate for placing cable which covers all installation techniques
(e.g., trench and backfill, rocky trench, backhoe, etc.).
BellSouth's witness Caldwell’s response to witness Wells was almost
identical to that of witness Dickerson. According to witness
Caldwell, in BellSouth’s contracts, the prices for such activities
as plowing, backfilling, or trenching do not vary on a per foot
basis.
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AT4T/MCI witness Wells was also critical of GTEFL for its use
of the BCPM default values rather than its Florida-specific costs.
Witne=s Tucek explained that GTEFL was unclear how it would develop
the analogous inputs for this category so it chose to use the BCPM
3.1 default inputs. Witness Wells questioned why BellSouth’s costs
for . "acing underground structure are four times that of Sprint,
since the LECs have access to the same pool of contractors in
Florida. According to BellSouth witness Caldwell, BellSouth’'s
numbers are taken as an average of all the contracts it has with
placing vendors. Witness Caldwell also states that those contracts
are b.d by geographic area. She believes one thing that may drive
the cost difference between BellSouth and Sprint is that they serve
different geograph.c areas. As an example, in some cases BellSouth
may do more burying in a particular geographic area, so its
contractor may develop the contract by figuring in a lower price
for burying than for placing conduit.

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

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

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

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

According to AT&T/MCI witness Wells, as with other inputs,
HAI’‘s structure sharing inputs are “derived directly from the
judgement of the OSP Engineering Team.” BellSouth's proposed
structure sharing inputs, according to BellSouth witness Caldwell,
“are BellSouth-specific wvalues representative of BellSouth's
sharing arrangements in Florida.” In addition, BellSouth asserts
that because it "is a large efficient provider of
telecommunications services in Florida. . . . structure sharing
arrangements reflect economies of scale that an efficient provider
would be able to expect to achieve on a going-forward basis.”
GTEFL witness Tucek argued that GTEFL's proposed structure sharing
inputs are “based upon GTEFL's actual experience in Florida.”
GTEFL describes their structure sharing inputs:

GTE’s pole sharing input for normal and soft
rock placement is 53.58 percent; for hard rock
placement, the sharing input is 54.52 percent.
These percentages are based on the number of
poles to which GTE attaches, and on whether or
not GTE is the only utility using the pole.
The sharing and price inputs for poles
represent a composite of 30 foot non-shared
poles and 40 foot shared-use poles. There is
no distinction between normal and soft rock
placement because GTE’s existing vendor
contracts for pole placement do not make this
distinction. Likewise, the sharing inputs of
100 percent for buried placement and 97.18
percent for conduit and manholes reflect GTE's
current experience in Florida and the
assessment of GTE operating personnel in
Florida.

On a “going-forward basis,” GTEFL witness Tucek does not
“think that there will be enough opportunities to share that 1is
going to change these numbers for the network as a whole,
these inputs are the most — are representative of the most
efficient levels.” In terms of a new entrant, witness Tucek agreed
that “seeking out opportunities to share the cost of burying cable”
“may be efficient,” but he pointed out that “([Flor the opportunity
to exist for the new entrant, there has to be someone there willing
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and able at that point in time and at that particular location who
wants to bury the plant.”

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

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

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

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

Tables V-E(1) through V-E(8) provide a side-by-side comparison
of the structure sharing inputs proposed by AT&T/MCI, BellSouth,
GTEFL, and Sprint. The percentages represent the percent of the
structure costs assigned to telephone operations. Most of tables
have identical inputs for Normal, Soft Rock, and Hard Rock terrain.

Table V-E(l): Feedar Conduit

Density AT&T/HCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

D=5 508 994 97.18% 100w
6-100 500 994 97.18% 97.5% /984
101-200 40V 994 97.18% 5%

'Grids whose density is between 0 and 100 households per
square mile is set at greater than 95% to “reflect that the
opportunity for structure sharing is even more limited in areas
of very low density.” (EXH 35, p. 244)
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Dansity ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
201-650 an 994 97.18% 3514
651~-850 n 99 97.18% 554
851-2550 Lk L 994 97T.18% 95\
2551-5000 an 29% 97.18% a54
3001-10000 n 994 97.18% 23N
>10001 Kkl 994 97.18% 954
*38% for Hard Rock
Table V-E(2): Distribution Conduit
Denaity ATET/HCI BellScuth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 1000 99% 97.18% 1008
6-100 50 a9 97.18% G54
101-200 S0W 9% 97.18% 0%
201-650 S0W 99 97.18% 90%
651-850 408 994 97.180 0%
851-2550 338 99 97.18% 90N
2551-5000 in 99% 97.16% 90%
5001-10000 In 99% 97.18% 908
>10001 EkELY 9% 97.184 G0N
Table V-E(3): Buried Feeder Cabla
Density AT&T/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint*
0-5 40N 9% 100% 100%
6-100 40% 9% 100% 1008/97.50"
101-200 408 998 100% 1008 /954"
201-650 408 9% 100% 1008/95%¢
651-850 400 a9 100% 1008 /954"
851-2550 408 994 100% 1008 /95"
2551-5000 408 99k 100% 1008/95%*
5001-10000 40N 9% 100% 1008 /954"
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Density ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint*
>10001 404 a9 100% 1008 /95%

*100% for Plow and Rocky Plow, 97.5% and 95% for Other Activities, depending on
density zone.

Table V-E(4): Buried Distribution Cable

Density ATET/HCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 In 968 100% 100%
6-100 k] 96% 100W 1008 /950"
101-200 in 96N 100% 100% /500"
201-650 an 968 100% 1008 /500"
651-B50 in 968 1008 1008 /900",
BES1-255%0 In 96N 100% 1008 /500"
£551-5000 an 968 100% 1008 /908"
5001-10000 in 11 100% 100% /900"
>10001 In 6% 100% 1008 /900"

*1000 for Flow and Rocky Plow, 958 and 900 for OUher Activities, depending on
density zone.

Table V-E(5): MAerial Feeder Cable

Dansity ATET/MCI* BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 508 39.88% | 53.56%/35.000"" J0%
6-100 3n 39,880 | 53.580/55,000"" 0%
101-200 254 39.88% | 53.580/55.000" o
201-650 25% 39.88% | 53.580/55.000" aow
651-850 254 39,680 | 53.584/55.000*" J0N
851-2550 254 39.68% | 53.560/55.000 o
2551-5000 25\ 39.88% | S3.5B0/55.000%" 30w
5001-10000 254 39.80% | 53.58%/55.000=" o
>10001 254 39.80% | 53.584/55.000*" 0w

*Includes anchors and guys
#+55.00% for Hard Rock
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Table V-E(6): Aerial Feeder Cable — Anchors and Guys

Density ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 NA 1004 100% 100%
6-100 NA 1004 1004 100%
101-200 NA 1008 1004 1008
201-650 NA 1008 1004 1008
651-850 NA 1000 100% 1004
851-2550 NA 1008 1004 100%
2551-5000 NA 1000 1004 1000
5001-10000 NA 100% 1000 1004
>10001 NA 100% 1004 1008
Table V-E(7): Aerial Distribution Cable

Density ATGT/MCI® BellSouth GTEFL sprint

0-5 500 39.880 | 53.584/55.00%%¢ 104
6-100 an 39.88% | 53.584/55.00%"" 104
101-200 254 39.880 | $3.584/55.00%"¢ 304
201650 250 39.88% | 53.580/55.000%* 304
651-850 254 39.880 | 53.584/55.004¢¢ 108
851-2550 254 39.88% | 53.584/55.008°" 308
2551-5000 254 39,880 | 53.584/55.0084%* 308
5001-10000 254 39.88% | 53.580/55.000%" 108
>10001 254 39.880 | 53.580/55.000%* 108

*Includes anchors and guys
**55,.00% for Hard Rock

Table V-E(8): Aarial Distribution — Anchors and Guys

Density ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 NA 100W 100W 100W

6-100 MA 100W 100W 1008

101-200 HA 100W 100W 100W

201=-650 A 1008 100% 100%
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Density ATET/HCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
651~-850 NA 1004 100% 1004
851-2550 MR, 1004 100% 1004
2551-5000 NA 100% 100% 100%
5001-10000 HA 100% 100% 100%
>10001 MA 100% 1008 100%

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

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

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

the case:

PSC-99-0068-FOF~TP
980696-TP

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

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

The net result is that Florida Power
Corpcration is 81% [footnote omitted] aerial
while Sprint is 78% buried. Sprint is 17%
underground and Florida Power has no
underground facilities. Structure sharing does
not overcome the economics driving this mix

-125-




ORDER NO. PSC-59-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 124

and it is not expected to change significantly
in the future.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The final step i= to determine what, if any, adjustments are
required to the sharing percentages proposed by the LECs. We are
persuaded by the LECs’ arguments that the sharing percentages are
best determined by those most familiar with current levels of
sharing, that is, the LECs themselves. While we are encouraged by
Sprint’s trend analysis to determine if any changes needed to be
made, we are even more encouraged that Sprint’s adjustments were
relatively minor. This provides more support for the sharing
percentages because it is likely that if BellSouth had completed a
similar analysis, its adjustments would be relatively minor as

-127-




ORDER NJ. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980656~TP
PAGE 126

well., We note that GTEFL did at least consider whether its numbers
would change in the future.

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

F. Fill Factors

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

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

Ristribution £4l11 fagctor

The BCFM default cable sizing factor is 100 percent., BellSouth
and Sprint propose a cable sizing factor for all density zones of
100 percent, while GTEFL proposes a cable sizing facter of 98
percent across all density zones. HAI’s distribution cable sizing
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factors range from 50 percent in the lowest density zone to 75
percent in the three highest density zones.

The BCPM 3.1 defaults are 2 pairs per housing unit and 6 pairs
per business. BellSouth and Sprint propose 2 pairs per housing
unit and € pairs per business. GTEFL also proposes 6 pairs per
business, but 2.5 pairs per housing unit. AT&T/MCI witness Wells
proposes 1.5 pairs per household and 3 pairs per business. Witness
Wells asserted that, "[Tlhere is excessive cost in oversizing
copper distribution cables based on historically low utilization
rates that can no longer be justified.” Witness Wells believes
that because "“the actual number of lines are modeled for large
businesses,” the number of pairs per business should be reduced
from the LECs’ proposed 6, to 3 pairs, Overall, MCI witness Wells
estimated that HAI’s computation results in a distribution fill
factor of approximately 60 percent.

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

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

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

their inputs.

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

8ellSouth argues that even though it places approximately 1.4
to 1.5 pairs per housing unit, two pairs must be used as an input
in order that the resulting fill factor arproximates BellSouth's
current fill factor. Sprint, on the other hand, places two pairs
per housing unit. It ir unclear whether GTEFL .s actually placing
2.5 pairs in its territory.

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

We again emphasize that this proceeding is to develop the
forward-looking economic cost of basic service in Florida, which is
defined as flat rate residence and single-line flat rate business.
We agree that spare capacity is essential in the construction of
every network, even a hypothetical network. Nevertheless, we
disagree that simply because BellSouth’s actual distribution fill
factor is 41.3 percent, for example, that the effective fill factor
in a forward-looking economic cost proxy model should also be 41.3
percent. Furthermore, BellSouth itself is not placing two pairs
per housing unit, rather it is placing 1.4 to 1.5 pairy. We also
disagree with Sprint’s contention that a 15-20 percent second line
penetration rate translates today into a two pairs per housing unit
assumption. GTE Florida’s 2.5 pairs per housing unit assumption
creates even more spare capacity than either of the two other LECs.

Although GTEFL’'s second line penetration has Dbeen given
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confidential treatment, we are not persuaded that 2.5 pairs per
housing unit remotely resembles a reasonable assumption. Rather,
it appears to be designed to produce a maximum of spare capacity in
a network, to be paid for by current customers.

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

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

Upon consideration, concomitant with our determination of 1.5
pairs per housing unit and three pairs per business location, we
hereby adopt a cable sizing factor of 90 percent, providing a 10
percent allowance for administrative spare capacity. This will
produce an effective maximum fill of 60 percent, which we believe
to be an appropriate upper limit for the distribution fill factor.

Feeder fill factor

BellSouth proposes a single feeder cable sizing factor of 71.1
percent for each density zone. GTEFL proposes a single feeder
cable sizing factor of €5 percent for each density zone. Sprint’s
proposed feeder cable sizing factor ranges from 53.48 percent in
the lowest density zone to 59.30 percent in the highest density
zone. Sprint witness Dickerson increased each factor by
approximately 10 percent at the hearing in this proceeding. This
increases the range from approximately 58.8 in the lowest density
zone to approximately 65.2 percent in the highest density zone.

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

As with the distribution cable sizing factor, use of the
feeder cable sizing factor results in a fill somewhat less than the
factor. The actual factor will vary based on, again, the “real
world” constraint that feeder cables only are sold in certain
sizes; thus in some routes, a provider might need to go to the next
largest size cable. This constraint increases spare capacity.
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Again, BellSouth proposes a feeder cable sizing factor that
“is designed to produce a fill for feeder cable representative of
the projection of actual fill of copper feeder plant experienced in
Florida over time.” BellSouth’s actual feeder f£ill is 65.4
percent. GTEFL found that its 65 percent value resulted in an
“effective average” copper feeder fill of 53.5 percent. Sprint
asserts that its ™“data reflects a real world balance between
inventory carrying costs (non-working cable pairs) against the cost
of construction for adding additional cable pairs at a later date.”

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

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

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

G. Manholes and Handholes

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

AT&T/MCI's manhole costs include the cost of a prefabricated

concrete manhole, including backfill and restoration. BellSouth’s
manhole and handhole inputs are based on an average of the 10
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existing BellSouth contracts with outside plant contractors in
Florida. GTEFL’s BCPM manhole inputs are based on GTE-specific
prices. Sprint adopted the BCPM default input values for the
manhole inputs. According to Sprint witness Dickerson, the
decision to use the BCPM default was based on recent manhole
installation in Sprint’s Nevada serving area. He went on toc state
that the defaults were accepted in absence of better information.

As with many of the inputs, the cost of the manhole is made up
primarily of labor and materials. The BCPM model inputs for
manholes are based on the manhole (or handhole) size and the
various soil types (i.e., normal, hard rock, and soft rock). The
manhole inputs in the HAI are not presented in this manner; they
were presented by density with no distinction in soil type. In the
exhibit identified as JWW-4, there is a BCPM/HAI input comparison
provided by witness Wells which includes the HAI manhole inputs by
size. We received no explanation as to how the manhole inputs
reported by density zone in the HIP were converted into the various
manhole sizes.

Since there are different components which make up the entire
manhole input category, we will discuss each separately. We will
begin with the actual manholes, handholes, and the adder. As noted
above, the manhole is the physical encasement where cables are
brought underground. BellSouth witness Caldwell 2states that a
handhole is used when it is not necessary to get into the manhole,
but there is a need to reach an underground cable to do a splice.
The adder is the additional ducts placed when building a manhole.

Table V-G(l) 4illustrates the total costs for manholes and
handholes by size and soil type presented in this proceeding.

Table V-G(1): Total Costs for Manholes and Eandholes
Size and Soil Type

HAI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint*
Handhole - 3*5 or 4%
-Normal -5500 -51,393.29 -35,205.02 -$1,008
=Soft Rock - 1,3983.29% - 5,205.02 - 1,158
-Hard Rock = 1,796.48 - 6,256, 31 - 1,308
Manhole = 4*6*7
-Normal =$3,140 -$6,404,01 -§9,036.9] -$3,404.9)
=S50ft Rock = 6,404.01 - 9,036.93 - 3,764.9)
-Hard Rock - 9,645,.50 = 11,139.52 - §,124.93
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HAI BeallScuth GTEFL Sprint*
Manhole = 12°6*7
-Normal =5 5,640 =-59,509.95 =-510,971.33 =54,512
-S5oft Rock - 9,509.95 - 10,971.33 - 4,832
-Hard Rock - 18,018.86 = 16,227.8B0 - 5,152

*Sprint adcopted the BCPM default values.

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

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

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

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

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

Table V-G(2)
HAT BasllSouth GTEFL Sprint#*
Adder -12*6*7
=Normal =n/a =n/a -§3,206.94 -52,640
-Soft Rock - 3,401.30 - 2,000
-Hard Rock - 3,595.66 - 2,960
*Sprint adopted the BCPM defaults.

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

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

Conduit Costa

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

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

We find no evidence in this proceeding regarding how per foot
costs for conduit should be calculated or what sharing factor
should apply. After reviewing the limited data, we believe
BellSouth’s input of $2.24 per foot is clearly an ocutlier, when
compared to GTEFL’s input of $1.39, Sprint’s input of 5.73 and the
AT&T/MCI input of §.60. Although the specific numbers are
proprietary, we have reviewed GTEFL-specific materials input and
found that an engineering and a materials loading is appliea. (We
do not have similar data for ATE&T/MCI or Sprint.) GTEFL's
materials costs before loadings are comparable to the total cost
proposed by Sprint and AT&T/MCI. We believe an average of the
inputs proposed by AT&T/MCI, GTEFL, and Sprint will provide an
appropriate estimate of costs an efficient provider could incur
statewide. Therefore, we adopt a conduit cost of §.91 per duct
foot.

With regard to conduit sharing, we have no information on the
AT&T/MCI recommended sharing percentage for conduit. BellSouth's
percent assigned to the telco account is 99%, GTE’s is 97%, and
Sprint’s is 100%. Upon review, we find that the appropriate
sharing factor is 98%. This number was derived by averaging the
data provided by GTEFL and BellSouth. We believe this data is
representative of conduit sharing characteristic in Florida and is
a reasonable surrogate for an efficient provider statewide.

Manhole Sharing

With regard to manhole sharing, the GTEFL and BellSouth
percentage assigned to the telco account for their manholes is the
same as for their conduit. The BCPM default values adopted by
Sprint range from 75% for the handhole to 90% for the 4*6*7
manhole. (We were wunable to locate HAI’s manhole sharing
percentages in the model documentation.) As with conduit sharing,
we find that the appropriate sharing factor would be 98%. This
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number was derived by averaging the data provided by GTEFL and
BellSouth. We believe this data is representative of conduit
sharing characteristic in Florida and is a reascnable surrogate for
an efficient provider statewide.

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

Fiber and copper cable are utilized as underground, buried,
and aerial cable. The BCPM 3.1 input sheets include costs for
matevial, as well as other components necessary so that the cost is
provided for engineered, furnished, and installed (EF&I) cable.
The HAI inputs are for a total, EF&l cost.

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

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

For copper cable, the HAI documentation states that:

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

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

Placing Engineering and Direct Labor are
estimated at 52.00 per foot, consisting of
$0.50 in engineering per foot, plus 51.50
direct labor per foot. These estimates ware
provided by a team of Outside Plant
Engineering and Constructicn experts.

BellSouth witness Caldwell described how BellSouth
its cable cost inputs:

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

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

for material that will be anticipated.”

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

and 2000.
the 1998,

1999, and 2000 material costs.
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The TPI is the first of several factors BellSouth applied to
each of its cable material costs. In addition to the TPI, other in-
plant loading factors were applied to the inflation-adjusted
material costs. They include factors for exempt, tax, telco,
contract, and engineering. Exempt is defined as expensed material
costs. Exempt includes, for example, terminals less than 100 pair
and splicing enclosures. Tax is simply the sales tax.
Telecommunications represents the cost of BellSouth’s labor.
Contract refers to contract labor, while Engineering reflects the
costs of BellSouth’'s engineers.

These factors are developed as percentages, and then applied
to the material costs adjusted for inflation. For example, for
underground fiber cable, the TPIL indicates a 3 percent deflation.
Once the underground fiber cable material cost has been adjusted
for the deflation, then the other factors are applied. For
underground fiber cable, the exempt factor is 22.14 percent, the
tax is 6 percent, the telco factor is 45.56 percent, the contract
factor is 8.85 percent, and the engineering factor is 9.13 percent.
An identical percentage for each of the in-plant loadings is
applied to each size of cable. For example, the factors are the
same for underground fiber cable whether it is 24 pair cable or 288
pair cable.

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

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

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

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

Sprint applied four factors to their material costs. These
include a tax rate of 6£.59 percent, labor overhead factors for
placing and splicing, and an engineecring factor. Sprint did not
provide the actual factors used in developing the cost of its
material. These factors, though, unlike BellSouth’s factors,
apparer-ly differ by cable pair size. Our analysis demonstrates
that actual cable material cost as a percent of total cost for 26
gauge buried copper cable ranged from less than 9 percent for 12
pairs, to almost 64 percent for 4200 pair cable. As the proportian
of actual material cost increases, then, of course, the proportion
of loading factors decreases. This implies that some economies of
scale for non-material costs exist as the size of cable increases.

In contrast to BellSouth, Sprint did not use any type of index
to calculate potential inflationary effects.

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

Table V-H(l) : und-:iruund.lih-: Cablae Total Coat :n-puxi:nn

Bize ATET/HCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
({Fesdar)

288 HA §15.82 §$11.80 $15.01
216 $13.10 KA NA NA

144 §9.50 $8.00 §:0.64 §9.41
96 $7.10 $5.52 $6.39 $7.51
12 $5.90 $4.28 $4.94 $6.55
60 $5.30 $3.56 S4.45 $6.07
48 $4.70 $2.97 §).62 $5.51
16 $4.10 $2.08 $2.94 $4.91
24 $3.50 $1.65 §2.37 $4.58
18 $3.20 $1.24 $2.13 §4.42
12 $2.90 $1.10 $1.78 §4.22
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Table V-H(2): Buried

Fibar Cable Total Cost t:a-pnxiinn

Size ATET/MCI® BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
288 $19.06 $13.77 $14.26
216 NA NA NA
144 $9.63 $10.72 $6.26
96 $6.65 $6.46 $6.23
72 $5.15 $5.01 $5.16
6. $4.29 $54.51 $4.64
48 $3.58 $3.68 $4.07
36 $2.51 $3.00 $3.42
24 $1.99 $2.43 $3,06
18 $1.50 $2.09 $2.90
12 $1.32 51.84 $2.¢8

*HAI 5.0a Inputs Portfollo shows

but none for buried fiber feeder.

costs for underground and aeria

fiber feeder,

Table V-H(3): Aerial Fiber Cable Total Cost Comparison
Size ATaT/MC1 BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
{Vesdar)
288 HA $19.70 §12.54 $1131.5%0
216 513.10 HA HA HA
144 59.50 $9.96 510.28 $7.82
96 §7.10 86.88 §7.07 $5.96
12 $5.90 $5.33 $5.55 55.33
60 55.30 $4.44 S4.68 §4.68
48 $4.70 $3.71 54.32 54.15
e $4.10 $2.59 §3.58 $3.70
24 $3.50 $2.06 $2.%7 $3.22
18 $3.20 $1.55 2.4 $3.03
12 §2.90 $1.37 §1.8% §2.81
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Tables V-H(4) through V=-H(9) provided a side-by-side
comparison of the proposed copper cable prices. The HAI 5.0a
Inputs Portfolio states that for feeder and distribution, pair size
below 400 pairs is 24 gauge; for 400 and above pairs, 26 gauge
cable is used. The copper feeder costs are described for
underground and aerial, while the type of copper distribution cable
is not described at all. Therefore, for comparison purposes, the
distribution cable will be shown in the Buried Cable Tables.

Table V-H(4):
24-Gaugs thdn::pnuad Copper Cable Total Cost Comparison

Size ATET/HEI BallSouth GCTEFL Sprint
{Feedar)

4200 $95.21 §73.67 $61.69

3600 §$61.61 563.40 $50.61

3000 $608.01 §53.12 $43.65

2400 $54.41 §42.04 531.31

2100 $47.91 $37.86 527.68

1800 $42.35 §32.72 $21.80

1200 §20.19 $22.40 $14.21 i
900 §29.45 $17.7% §12.3%9

600 §l4.68 812.16 $8.92

400 $9.78 §7.131 $8.51

300 $7.04 §5.717 $7.10

200 $4.25 $4.89 $4.20 §5.47

100 $2.50 $2.45 $2.58 $4.03

50 §l.22 $1.01 $3.51

25 $0.81 $1.3] $3.23

18 8$0.61 $1.3)3 §2.8)

12 $0.61 $1.32 §2.54

-143-




QRDER NO.

DOCKET NO. 9B069&6-TP
PAGE 142

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

Table V-H(5):
24-Gauge Buried Copper Cuble Total Cost Comparison

Bize ATET/MCI BellBouth GTEFL Bprint
(Distribution)
4200 §83.16 564.96 $53.3%
3600 $71.28 $73.10 $43.21
3000 $59.40 §61.21 $37.4%
2400 §47.52 $45.37 §26.18
2100 $41.38 $43.61 §23.18
1800 $35.64 §35.16 $15.01
1200 $23.73 521.54 $11.46
300 §17.86 516.48 §10.24
600 $12.02 $11.2% §7.5%
400 $6.30 $7.4% $6.30
oo $6.66 £3.93 $5.a7
200 $4.25% $4.235 $4.12 $4.51
100 $2.50 $2.11 $2.66 $3.07
50 §1.6) $1.30 $1.8% $2.55
25 51.19 50.78 §1.3% $2.27
18 HA $0.78 $1.35 $1.98
12 50.76 §0.78 $1.35 §1.73
& $0.63 HA HA HA
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Table V-H(6):
24 Gauge Aacial Copper Cable Total Cost Comparison

Size ATeT/MCT BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
(Feedar)
4200 $123.95 $70.39 $45.14
3600 $106.24 $60.59 §36.61
3000 $86.53 $50.78 §32.03
2400 $70.83 $40.98 $22.82
2100 $61.97 §38.19 $20.47
1800 $53.12 $31.01 $17.68
1200 $34.78 $20.43 $10.89
900 $26.67 $15.7) $9.79
600 $18.23 $10.89 $7.63
400 §12.38 $7.04 $5.78
300 §9.51 55,98 $4.80
200 $4.25 §7.37 $4.32 54,23
100 $2.50 $4.05 $2.65 52.97
50 $2.53 51,84 $2.51
25 $1.63 $1.37 52.28
18 $1.63 $1.37 $1.90
12 $1.63 $1.37 $1.64
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Table V=-H(7):

26 Gauge Underground Copper Cable Total Cost Comparison
Size ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
(Teadar)
4200 $29.00 $78.40 $58.93 $61.69
3600 §26.00 567.¢68 $50.73 §50.61
3000 $23.00 $57.08 $42.53 §43.65
2400 $20.00 $46.20 $34.32 §26.53
2100 HA 540.79 $30.04 523.32
1800 $16.00 §35.32 $24.54 $20.05
1200 $12.00 $24.61 $17.28 $11.71
900 510.00 518.92 $12.82 510.51
600 §7.75 #12.67 §9.01 §7.70
400 §6.00 §8.44 §5.7¢ $7.69
300 $6.33 $4.65 $6.48
200 §4.22 $3.40 $5.06
100 §2.11 $2.16 $3.02
50 §1.06 $1.58 $3.40
25 $0.53 §1.22 53.18
18 $0.53 §1.22 $2.78
12 $0.53 $1.22 42.51
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Table V-H(B) :
26 Gauge Buried Copper Cable Total Cost mim

Size ATET/HCI BallSouth GIEFL Sprint
{(Distribution)
4200 NA $69.17 §56.18 £51.39
3600 HA $59.29 548.37 541.21
3000 HA §49.41 $40.56 £37.45
2400 +20.00 $35.53 $32.75 $20.86
2100 HA $35.10 $26.95 $18.53
1800 $16.00 $30.80 $23.41 $15.83
1200 §12.00 §22.88 $15.80 58.80
S00 $10.00 $15.31 $12.14 58.24
600 $7.75 $11.87 $8.51 36.21
400 §6.00 §71.53 $5.97 55.42
300 $5.68 54.717 $4.61
200 $4.09 $3.49 $4.07
100 82.24 $2.21 52.085%
50 $1.38 $§1.60 52.44
25 $0.95 $1.23 82.22
18 50.95% §1.23 E1.54
12 §0.95 §1.23 51.70
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Table V-H(9):

26-Gauge Aarial Copper Cable Total Cost cqﬂl:i.-un

Size ATeTMCT BallSouth GCTEFL Sprint
{Feadar)
4200 $29.00 $97.63 $56.01 $45.14
3600 $26.00 §81.68 $46.23 §36.81
3000 $23.00 $69.74 $40.45 §32.03
2400 $20.00 $53.08 $32.67 §18.54
2100 HA $46.44 $30.44 $16.72
1800 $16.00 $42.77 $24.717 $14.47
1200 §12.00 $28.90 $16.28 §8.75
900 $10.00 $22.25 $12.45 $8.18
600 $7.75 $1%.93 58.64 $6.55
400 $6.00 $10.90 $5.91 $5.07
300 $8.58 $4.83 $4.27
200 §6.13 $3.47 $31.87
100 $3.55 $2.23 $2.79
50 $2.32 51.62 $2.42
25 $1.68 $1.27 $2.23
18 $1.68 $1.27 $1.86
12 $1.68 $1.27 $1.62
Tables V-H(10) through V-H(18) provide a side-by-side

comparison

of AT&T/MCl's,

BellSouth's, and

Sprint-Florida’s

material costs and material as a percent of total cost.
Florida’s material and labor costs are confidential.
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Table V-H(10):

Underground Fiber Cable Material Cost Comparison
ATET/MCI (Feadar) BallSouth Sprint
Size Material | Material | Matarial | HMaterial | Material | Hatarial
Cost as \ of Cost as b of Cost as & of
Total Total Total
288 HA HA §8.51 53.8% $7.01 46.7%
216 511.10 B4.TH NA KA HA KA
114 $7.50 78.9% $4.30 S§3.8h §3.78 40.2%
96 £5.10 T71.8% $2.97 53.8V 2.6 as.on
12 $3.%0 66,1\ $2.30 53.7v $1.95 29.8%
60 §3.30 62.3M $2.00 56.2% $1.66 27.3%
4B $2.70 57.4% $1.60 S$3.9% $1.39 25.2%
36 $2.10 S51.2% $1.12 £3.0% $1.02 20.8%
24 $1.50 42.9% $0.89 53.9M $0.82 18.14%
18 81.20 37.5% §0.89 T1.8% $0.75 16. 9%
12 $0.50 J1.00 $0.59 53.60 $0.61 14.9%
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Table V-H(11):
Buried Fiber Cable Material Cost Comparison
ATLT/MCT BallSouth Sprint
Size Matarial | Materisl | Material | Material | Material | Matarial
Cost as 4 of Cost as b of Coat as § of
Total Total Total
288 $9.51 4460 $7.01 49.2%
216 NA NA NA NA
144 54.30 44.7y $3.78 45,78
96 $2.97 4.7 $2.6) 2.2y
T2 $2.30 “a.n MA HA
60 $2.00 46. 60 $1.66 35,80
48 $1.60 4.7 $1.39 34.2%
6 $1.12 44. 6% $1.02 29.8%
24 $0.89 4.7 $0.8) 27,10
18 $0.89 59.3% $0.75 25.9%
12 $0.59 4.7 50.63 23.5%%
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Table V-H(12):
Asrial Fiber Cable Material Cost Comparison
ATET/MCI (Feeder) BellSouth Sprint
Size Hatarial | Matarial HMaterial | Material Hatsrial Matarial
Coat as b of Cost as b of Cost as & of
Total Total Total
288 NA NA $8.51 a2 $7.68 85,3
216 $11.10 B4.7H HA NA NA HA
144 §7.30 T8.9% $4.30 43.2% $3.78 46. %
-1 $5.10 71.8% 82.97 43.2% $2.87 431N
72 §3.%0 66. 1\ $2.30 43.2% $2.12 3%.8%
60 $3.30 62.% $2.00 45.0% §1.66 a5.5%
48 §2.70 £7.4% 81.60 43,1 $1.19 33.5
36 $2.10 s1.2% $1.12 43.2% $1.12 30.3%
24 $1.50 2. $0.89 43.20 $0.79 24.5%
18 $1.20 37.5% $0.89 $7.40 $0.67 22.1%
12 $06.30 31.0M $0.59 43,18 50.54 19.1%
Table V-H(13):
24-Ga Underground Cable Material Cost Compariscon
ATLT/MCI (Feadar) BallBouth dprint
Siza Hatarial | Matarial Matarial HMatarial Matarial | Hatarial
Cost as b of Cost as % of Coat as b of
Total Total Total
4200 $20.37 21.40 $33.99 55.1%
3600 £17.46 21.4% §27.28 53.9%
3000 §14.55 21.40 §23.59 54.0%
2400 $11.64 21.4% $16.14 51.2%
2100 $10.25 21.40 £14.01 50.6%
1800 $9.06 21.4% $11.87 45.9%
1200 $6.03 21.40 $6.27 4a.1%
900 $6.30 21.40 85.63 45. 4%
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ATET/MCI (Feadar) BallSouth Sprint
Size Hatarial Hatarial HMatarial Material Matarial Material
Cost as b of Coat as § of Cost as % of
Total Total Total
600 £3.14 21.4% §3.79 2.0
400 §2.08 21.4% §2.5% 30.0%
300 $1.%7 21.4% $2.09 2%.40
200 $1.70 40.0% $1.0% 21.5% $1.%0 27.40
100 $1.00 40.0% $0.52 21.2% $0.69 17.1%
50 50.26 21.3% $0.40 11.40
25 $0.13 21.3% $0.23 7.1\
18 $0.13 21.9% $0.26 9.2%
12 §0.13 21.3% $0.17 6.7h
L] HA HA NA HA
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Table V-H({14):
ii-ﬂing- Buried Copper Cable Material Cost Comparison

ATET/MCI BallSouth Sprint
{Distribution)
Size Material | Material | Material | Material | Matarial | Macerial
Cost as b of Cost as % of Coat as b of
Total Total Total

4200 $22.35 26.9% $33.99 63.7%
3600 $19.16 26.9% $27.28 63.1%
3000 $15.97 26.9% $23.59 €3.0%
2400 $12.77 26.9% $16.14 61.7%
2100 $11.18 26.9% $14.01 60. 4%
1800 $9.58 26.9% $11.87 59.9%
1200 $6.38 26.9% $6.27 54,76
S00 $4.80 26,9 $5.63 55,00
600 $3.23 26.9% $3.79 50.2%
400 §2.23 26.9% $2.55 40.5%
300 $1.79 26.9% $2.09 39.7%
200 $1.70 40.0% $1.17 26.9% §1.50 33.3%
100 $1.00 40.0% $0.62 26, 9% $0.69 22.5%
50 $0.65 40.00 $0.35 26.9% $0.40 15,74
2% $0.48 40.0% 1%0.21 26.5\ $0.23 10.1%
18 NA NA $0.21 26,94 $0.26 13,18
12 $0.30 40.00% $0.21 26.9% $0.17 9.8

6 $0.25 40.0% NA NA A NA
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Table V-H(15):
!I-ﬂuup Aarial Copper Cable Matarial Cost Comparison

ATET/MCI (Feeder) BallScuth Bprint
Size Haterial | Matarial Matsrial Hatarial Hatarial Hatarial
Cost as b of Cost as b of Cost as b of
Total Total Total
4200 $22.03 17.6% §31.99 75, 3%
3600 $16.88 17.8% 527.28 T4. 10
3000 $15.73 17.8% $23.5%9 73.6\
2400 $12.59 17.8% $16.14 T70.7%
2100 §l1.01 17.8% $14.01 6B, 4%
1800 £9.44 17.8% §11.87 67.1%
1200 $6.18 17.8% §6.27 57.6%
900 $4.74 17.8% §5.62 57.5%
600 : $3.24 17.6% $3.79 45.7%
400 §1.70 40.0% $2.20 17.8% §2.55 44. 10
300 $1.00 10.0% $1.69 17.8% $2.09 §3.5%
200 $1.31 17.8% $1.50 315.5%
100 50.72 17.8% $0.69 23.32%
50 §0.45 17.8% $0.40 15.9%
25 $0.29 17.8% $0.23 10.1%
18 $0.29 17.8% §0.26 13.7%
12 $0.29 17.8% §0.17 10. 4%
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Table V=H(16):
Cable Material Cost Comparison

26-Gauge M:i:umd

ATLTNCI (Feedar) BellSouth Sprint
Size Hatearial Hatarial Hatarial Hatarial Hatarial Matarial
Cost as & of Cost as § of Cost as b of
Total Total Total

4200 $11.60 40.0% $14.05 17.9% $33.99 55.1%
3600 510.40 40.0% $12.13 17.9% $27.28 53.9%
3000 $+.20 40.0% $10.23 17.9% $23.59 54.0W
2400 §8.00 40.0% $8.28 17.9% §12.52 47.2%
2100 HA HA $7.31 17.9% 510.84 46.5%
1800 $6.40 40.0% $6.33 17.9% §9.15 45. 6%
1200 $4.80 40.0% $0.41 17.9% S4.46 3a. 1%
900 54.00 40.0% $3.239 17.5% $4.27 40, 6%
600 $3.10 40.0% $2.27 17.5% §2.08 37.4n
400 §2.40 40.0% $1.51 17.9% $1.95 25. 4%
e l1]s) $1.14 18.0% $1.64 25.3%
200 $0.76 18.0% $1.20 23.7%
100 $0.28 18.0% §0.54 14.1%
50 $0.19 17.9% $£0.32 9.47%

25 $0.08 17.0% $0.19 6.0%

18 $0.09 17.0% $0.23 6.3%

12 $0.09 17.0% $0.1% 6.0%
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Table V=-H(17):
26-Gauge Buried Coppex Cable Material Cost f.'c-Eu:i-on

ATET/MCI PallSouth Sprint
(Distribution)
Size Material | Material | Material | Material | Material | Material
Coast as § of Coat as % of Cost as &% of
Total Total Total
4200 HA NA $16.08 23.2% 533,99 63.74
3600 NA NA $13.79 23. 0 §27.28 §3.1%
3000 NA MA $11.49 23,8 §21.59 63.00
2400 $8.00 40.0% $9.19 23.2% $12.52 60.04
2100 NA NA $6.16 23.2% $10.84 58.5%
1800 §6.40 40.0% $7.16 23.2% $9.15 57.8%
1200 $4.80 40.0W $5.32 23,3 54.46 50.7%
500 $4.00 40.0% $3.56 23. 54.27 51.8\
600 $3.10 40,04 $2.76 23.3% $2.80 46.40
400 $2.40 40.0% $1.75 23.2% $1.9% 36.0%
300 $1.32 23.2% $1.64 35. 60
200 $0.95 23.2% $1.20 29.5%
100 $0.52 23.2% $0.54 18. 9%
50 $0.32 23.2v $0.32 13.1%
25 150.22 23.2¢ $0.19 8.6
18 $0.22 23.2h $0.23 11.9%
12 $0.22 23.2% $0.15 8.8%
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Table V-H(1B):
26-Gauge Asrial Copper Cable Material Cost Comparison

ATET/MCI (Feadar) BallBSouth Sprint
Hize Matearial Haterial HMaterial Haterial Hatarial HMatarial
Cost as & of Cost as & of Cost as % of
Total Total Total

4200 $11.60 40.00 $15.14 15.5% §33.99 75.30
3600 §10.40 40.0% $12.97 15.5% §27.28 74,00
3000 59.20 40.0% 510.81 15.5% 523.59 T13.6%
2400 $68.00 40.0% $8.23 15.5% 512.52 67.5%
2100 HA MHA §7.20 15.5% 510.84 £4.80
1800 $6.40 40.0% 86,63 15.5% $9.15 63.2%
1200 54.80 40.0% $4.48 15.5% 54.46 51.0%
800 54.00 40.00 $3.45 15. 5% 54.27 52.2%
600 $3.10 40.0% §2.407 15.5% 52.88 44.0%
400 $§2.40 40.0% §1.69 15.5% §1.95% 8.5
300 $1.33 15.5% $l.64 Jg. 4
200 $0.95 15.5% $1.20 Ji.0%
100 §0.55% 15.5% $0.54 19.4%
0 $0.36 15.5% §0.32 13.2%
25 $0.26 15.5% $0.19 B.5%

18 50.26 15.5% $0.23 12.4%
12 30.26 15.5% 50.15 9.0

Careful review of these inputs and related information

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

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

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

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

Criticisms of BellSouth’s copper cable inputs include: 1)
BellSouth’s not modeling distribution cable below 25 pair, 2)
BellSouth's feeder cable costs improperly including terminals, and
3)BellSouth’s 26 gauge cables incorrectly priced higher than 24
gauge cables. 1n addition, witness Wells criticized BellSouth’s
use of material loading factors.
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BellSouth does not use 18 or 12 pair-cable in its distribution
network because “it’s easier to inventory, maintain and just place
the 25.* Therefore, BellSouth models the same price for 25, 18,
and 12 pair 24 gauge and 26 gauge copper cable. GTEFL also models
the same price for 25, 18, and 12-pair 24 gauge and 26 gauge copper
cable; it apparently does not purchase 18 pair and l2-pair cable.
Sprint, however, does model different prices for 25, 18, and 12
pair cable, although it is not clear whether these are extrapoclated
pricer. BellSouth may not find it efficient to use 18 and l2-pair
cable, but another efficient LEC might. Therefore, since this
proceeding is to develop the cost of an efficient provider, not
simp’, of the incumbent, we agree with witness Wells that there
should be discrete prices for 18 and l2-pair cable,

The reason that BellSouth includes terminals in its feeder
cable costs, is that BellSouth includes terminals of 100 pair or
less in its material loading category, exempt material., Exempt
material is material ersmpt from tracking; thus, it is expensed
rather than capitalized. Exempt material is determined through the
use of a loading factor, a percentage of investment. We agree with
ATAT/MCI's criticism that this creates an anomaly in a cost
proceeding such as this one, although we have no solution as to how
BellSouth might correct this anomaly.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Drop Length

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

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

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

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

Drop Cable Costs

Some of the components which make up the per foot drop costs
include material, installation, labor, sharing and structure
factors. Table V-J(1) provides the proposed total cost per foot
for buried drops, and Table V-J(2) provides the proposed total
costs for aerial drops for each party by density zone.
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Table V-J(1):
Drop Cost-Buried Per foot
DENSITY ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL EPFRINT BCPM
Lone Dafault
0-255%0 5.4 $.70 $.62 5.74 .77
2550-5000 .89 .70 .62 . T4 .1
5000-10000 1.64 .10 62 LT .11
10,700+ 5.14 .70 .62 74 17
Table V-J(2):
Dzop Copt-Aarial Per foot
DENSITY ATET NI BallSouth GTEFL* BPFRINT BCPM
Lona Dafault
0=100 $.26 §.26 $.62 §.74 $.717
100-650 .28 +2b 62 T4 L 17
650-10, 000+ A k| « 26 62 T4 L7

SGILIL's burled and aerlal 4rop input values are the sams. GILFL is msodeling 100N buried
drop costs.

For the buried drop the parties’ total costs are fairly
comparable, with the exception of HAI's cost in the 5000+ density
zenes., In the 5000+ density zone HAI increascs its placement costs
significantly, with a placement cost of $51.50 per foot in the 5000-
10,000 zone, and $5.00 per foot in the 10,000+ zone. We agree
conceptually that buried drop placement costs would tend to
increase in densely populated areas; however, at some point buried
placement would be abandoned due to the costs of burying drops in
urban areas. According to the HIP, the opinion of OSP experts was
used by HAI to arrive at its per foot wvalues.

BellSouth’'s placement costs for buried drop are $.58 per foot
for all density zones, and its drop materials do not vary by
density zone. Travel time was averaged, and placement time was the
same in rural and urban areas. Witness Caldwell argues that the
difference in travel time would not be significant enough to cause
a difference in the per foot costs. The specific placement costs
used by GTEFL are proprietary; howaver, they are much closer to
BellSouth’s reported costs than those from the HAI OSP experts. In
addition, while we do not have specific placement cost data for
Sprint, it likely would be closer to that of BellSouth. Upon
review, we believe a simple average of the LEC’s total cost
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estimates is reasonable. Accordingly, we adopt a total cost of
$.69 per foot for buried drops. This value is reasonable based on
the information available, and it falls within the range of costs
provided.

With regard to aerial drops, there are much greater
discrepancies among the parties. GTEFL did not model aerial drops
and did not provide costs. GTEFL witness Tucek, however, admitted
that not all of GTEFL's drops are buried. There appears tc be a
large d'screpancy in material costs for the aerial drop.
BellSouth’s material cost per foot is $.07, Sprint's is $.32, and
HRI's is $.10. While BellSouth’s placement costs are reported at
$.19 per foot, and Sprint‘s at $.42, the HAI’'s range from $.16-5.23
per foot (depending on density). We were unable to detcrmine why
Sprint’s materials costs for aerial drops are more than four times
that of BellSouth. Sprint’'s material cost comes from the material
lot database. While we agree that a large firm such as BellSouth
likely has significant buying power, we must determine the costs an
efficient provider serving the market would pay for this item., It
is certainly not known if these providers will be large or small.

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

K. Network Interface Device

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

According to the HIP, the residence NID is assumed to have the
capacity for 2 lines, and the business NID is assumed to have the
capacity for 6 lines. The NID investment is calculated as the cost
of the NID case p.lus the product of the protection block per line
and the number of 1 "es terminated.

For the residential NID, HRI uses a loaded labor rate of $35

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

BellSouth used BellSouth-specific costs for the material,
travel, and installation labor associated with the NID. A regional
labor rate of $43.45 was used with a travel time of .1834 hours and
an installation time of .7500 hours. The same NID, protector, and
interface are us.d to serve residence and business customers;
therefore, there is no difference in the costs.

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

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

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

As with many of the inputs, it appears that each party
calculated its NID costs differently and did not necessarily
include the same components. We have reviewed the material costs
for the "NID” from each LEC and AT&T/MCI, but it is unclear what
components are included in those materials’ costs. Also, the
capacity of the NIDs modeled by Sprint and GTEFL is not known. For
example, BellSouth provides a material cost for the NID housing,
the interface and the protector; the other LECs did not provide
this detail. GTEFL and Sprint provided a material cost for the
“NID" not separated into any piece parts. Finally, AT&T/MCI
provided a cost for the residential and business NID case and the
protector. We assume but are unsure that the NID case includes the
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interface. Table V-K(l1) provides a summary of the nonproprietary
information provided.

TABLE V-K(l1l):
Residence/Business Costs for Installed NID
{all densi sones)

BCM Dafault BallSouth GIETL SFRINT ATET/MCI
Ras. Bus. Ras . Bus . Raa . Bus. Ras. Bus. Ras. Bus.
KID $30.73 $30.7) | 832,06 | 532,06 | 529.49 | 529.49 | 5%8.95 | $55.85 | 525.00 | $40.00
Frotegtor $11.51 | $11.51 #4.00 §4.00
In arface $13.04 | 513.04
TOTAL $30.73 $30.73 | 856.61 | 854.61 | 320.49 | 520.49 | #50.93 | §99.05 | 329.00 | $44.00

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

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

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

As noted above, the parties’ materials cost estimartes vary
conside-ably, and where provided, specific placement costs also
vary widely. Furthermore, in some cases it is not known what, if
any, loadings were applied, what piece parts are included, or what
is the capacity of the iiIDs being modeled. We do know that
BellSouth and ATLT/MCI both model a six-line business NID. Upon
review, we find that a simple average of BellSouth’'s and AT&T/MCI's
business NID costs is appropriate. The total cost for a business
NID shall be $50.00. With regard to the two-line residential NID,
the total cost shall be $30.00. This input was derived based upon
the relationship between the cost of the business and residential
NID provided by both AT&T/MCI and Sprint, where "he cost of the
residential NID is approximately 60% of the cost of the business
NID.

L. Outside Plant Mix~

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

AT&T/MCI’s proposed inputs are the default values found in HAI
5.0a. Referencing Bellcore’s BOC Notes on the LEC Networks - 1994,
HAI S5.0a states poles are the most common structure for
distribution. It also states that HAI 5.0a’s default values
“reflect an increasing trend toward use of buried cable in new
subdivisions.” Three reasons contribute to this trend. First,
prior to 1980, buried cable was “relatively expensive and
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unreliable” because “cables filled with water blocking compounds
had not been perfected.” Second, “reliable” splice closures for
buried cable “were not the norm.” And, last, "the public now
clearly desires more out-of-sight plant for both aesthetic and
safety-related reasons.” Underground cable, according to HAI 5.0a,
is “primarily used for feeder and interoffice transport cables, not
for distribution cable.” For copper and fiber feeder cable, the
same reasoning applies.

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

BellSouth analyzed the BCPM 3.1 default values
at the wire center level. The disiributicn
between aerial, buried, and underground
placement was found to be reasonable. Thus,
the BCPM 3.1 defaults were used.

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

While BellSouth acknowledges that plant mix
varies by soil type and density of lines
served, actual data at this granular level of

detail does not exist. BellSouth does
maintain some plant mix data at the wire
center level. BellSouth’s analysis of the

wire center data reinforced our subject matter
expert judgment that the BCPM 3.1 cdefault
plant mix was representative of what would
occur in BellSouth’s territory. In
particular, less buried and underground cable
is found in rocky soil, less aerial and more
underground cable is found in urban areas,
etc.

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

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

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

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

Construction additions were wused as the basis for
determining the forward-looking adjustment for plant mix.
Construction additions for the period of 1994 through
1997 were trended through the year 2000 with linear
regression, and the percent plant mix was calculated for
each cable type by year. The resulting change in plant
mix, by type of cable, from 1994 to 2000 was determined
to be the forward-looking adjustment. In the case of
fiber cables, underground fiber increased 4% over this
period, buried decreased 4% and aerial remained
unchanged. For copper cables, underground copper was
found to decrease 3%, buried increased 3% and aerial
remain unchanged. These percentage changes were then
applied to the actual plant mix percentages calculated
from Sprint’s cable information in the FDW (Facilities
Data Warehouse), with the exception of copper
distribution. MNo adjustments were made to distribution
cable, as underground copper distribution cable was only
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1.2% of the total distribution cable, and using the above
adjustments would result in 0% wunderground copper
distribution cable.

For illustrative purposes, Tables 4(1)-1 through 4(l)-12
provide a side-by-side comparison of the parties’ inputs for Normal
and Soft Rock for copper distribution and feeder, fiber feeder, and
fiber transport. All of the input values that we establish in this
Order, including those for Hard Rock, are in Appendix A.

Table V-L(1):
Distribution Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Underground

Dansity ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL sprint

0=-5 0 0 L2 .BY
6-100 0 2% 2T 1.00,
101-200 0 54 .38% 1.1N
201=650 0 an LB2% 1.2%
E51-850 0 15% AN 1.2%
B51-2550 0 25% .11} 1.3%
2551-5000 =11 40% « 238 1.40
%001-10000 5% &0% 1.53% 1.4%
»10001 10% 0% 1.95% 1.5%

Table V-L(2):

Distribution Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Buried

Dansity ATET/MCI BallScuth GTEFL Sprint

0=-5 758 604 TE.L1N 87.5%
6-100 75% 61% TE.11% 87,1\
101=-200 T5% 62% Ti. 910 BE.TY
201-650 704 624 T7.420 B6.40
651-850 0% 635% 79.52% B6. 1%
B851-2550 TON 654 69.36% 85.9
2551-5000 65% 550 64.60% 85.6%
5001-10000 3ss 3Is5h 24.140 B5. 5%
>10001 5% 10% 24. 148 B85.3%
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Table V-L(3):

Distribution Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Aarial

Dansity ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Bprint

0-5 25% 0% 21.62% 11.7%
6-100 25% T 21,624 11.9%
101-200 254 I 25.72% 12.2%
201-650 304 0 21.77% 12.4%
651-850 30N 200 19.61% 12.M8
851-2550 on 10% 29.68% 12.8%
2551-5000 30N 5% 34.59% 13.0%
5001-10000 604 11 73.9% 13.1%
>10001 854 0 73.9% 13.2%

Table 4(1)-4:

Copper Feedsr Plant Mix (Sormal and Soft Rock) - Underground

Density ATET/MCI BellSouth GTEFL sprint

0-5 5% 108 6.2% 124
6-100 54 150 6.24 14%
101-200 5% 200 14.4% 15.7%
201-650 20% 25% 24.09% 17.1%
651-850 408 454 28.08% 18. 3%
851-2550 604 654 33.87% 19,40
2551-5000 754 B0% 31.660 20.3%
$001-10000 854 504 €4.22% 21.2%
>10001 904 954 64.22¢ 21.9%
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Table 4(1)-5:

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

Density ATETAMCI BellSouth GTEFL sprint
0-5 458 so% B2.41N B4.7N
6-100 454 454 82.410 82.9%
101-200 450 40" 68. 364 814V |
201-650 408 351 9. 0% 80.19
€51-850 300 108 60.37% 794
851-2550 204 254 50.260 78.1%
2551-5000 100 200 48,320 77,29
$001-10000 5% 100 22,540 76.5¢
>10001 5\ 5% 22,540 15.81
Table 4(1)-6:
Copper Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) = Aarial

Denaity ATETACT BellSouth aTENL sprint

0-5 508 408 11.39% 3.3
6-100 508 40N 11.39% 3.1%
101-200 50% 400 17.24% 2.9%
201-650 40N 400 16.12% 2.8
651850 300 251 11.55% 2.0
B51-2550 200 100 15.864 2.5V
2551-5000 154 0 20.03% 2.5\
5001-10000 108 0 13.240 2,90
>10001 5% 0 13.24% 2,30
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Table 4(1)-7:

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Undsrground

Dansity ATET/MCI BallSouth CTEFL Sprint

0-5 54 108 B6.91% 23,54
6-100 1) 154 86.91% 25.8%
101-200 54 «0N 92.140\ 268,64
201-650 10% 254 90.78% ji.en
€51-850 400 454 93,74\ 35.8
851-2550 600 654 90. 654 40.8)
2551-5000 5% {11 94,7% 47.2%
5001-10000 854 904 96,67\ 5%.8%
>10001 a0 254 96.67% 67.8%

- Table 4(1)-8:

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Mormal and Soft Rock) - Buried
Dasnsity ATLT/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 60 50 12.89 74.4
6-100 60 45 12.89
101-200 60 40 7.63 t 5
201-650 60 a5 B.24 66.2
651-850 30 30 5.13 €2.3
851-2550 20 25 7.48 57.4
2551=5000 10 20 2.97 5.1
5001-10000 5 10 o 42.7
>10001 5 5 0 0.8
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Table 4(1)-9:

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Asrial
Density ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Bprint
0-% 350 407 L2108 2.10
6-100 154 400 L2110 2.0
101-200 358 408 .240 2.00
.201-650 308 408 L97% 2,00
€51-850 308 254 1.13% 1.9%
[g51-2550 200 108 1.88% 1.8V
2551-5000 154 0 2.3 1.7
$001-10000 108 0 1,330 1.5
>10001 54 0 3,338 1.40

Table 4(1)=10:

Fiber Tr rt Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Und-z-ground
Density ATET/MCT BellSouth GTEFL sprint

0-5 200 108 86.91% 23.5%
6-100 200 154 86.91% 25.8%
101-200 208 200 92.14% 28. 6\
201-650 208 254 90.78" 1. 80
651-850 200 504 93.74% 35,89
B51-2550 200 754 30. 654 10.8%
2551-5000 200 854 94. 7% 01,24
5001=10000 200 854 96.670 55, 84
>10001 200 954 96.67% 67.8%
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Table 4(1)-11:

Fibar Transport Plant Mix (Normal and Scoft Rock) = Buried

Dansity ATET/MCI l BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 60% Bo% 12.89% 74. 40
6-100 604 77 12.89% 72,10
101-200 60% 744 7.63% 69. 4%
201~-650 604 700 B.24% 66.2%
6°1-850 60% 47 5.13% 62.3%
851~2550 600 224 7.48% 57,4\
2551-5000 600 154 2.97% 51.1%
5001-10000 60% 154 0 42,V
>10001 60% 5% 0 30.8%

Table 4(1)-12:

Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Mormal and Soft Rock) - Aarial

Density ATLT/MCI BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 200 108 21% 2.1%
6-100 20% BN 21% 2.1%
‘101-200 208 (1] 240 2\
201-650 20% 5 L3N 25
651-850 20% M 1.13% 1.9
B51-2550 208 an 1.88% 1.8%
2551-5000 208 0 2.3 1.
5001-10000 208 3.3n 1.5%
>10001 208 1] 1.33 1.41%
Both AT&T/MCI and BellSouth used default inputs. GTEFL

developed inputs based on its current plant mix.
inputs based on its current mix, and then went one step further.
It performed an analysis to see if the structure mix was changing.
Sprint found that its structure mix was changing in feeder by 3 and

4 percent, for copper and fiber, respectively.
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As discussed in the introduction and overview to Section V of
this Order, we are not persuaded that national inputs which have
not been reviewed by subject matter experts familiar with Florida
are appropriate for use, if Florida-specific or Florida-reviewed
inputs are available.

Sprint w -nc-ss Dickerson asserts that HAI's national defaults
are “heavily skewed toward aerial cable which may have a lower
initial cost. . . . The maintenance costs for aerial cable and
poles is (sic) significantly higher than the maintenance costs for
buried cab_e.” Witness Dickerson states that Sprint places “large
amounts of buried cable” because of “the ease of burying cable in
Florida’s soil and the obvious need to significantly storm-proof
Sprint’s network.” We are persuaded by witness Dickerson that
HAI’s national defaults for structure mix are not appropriate for
use in Florida. )

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

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

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

We would prefer that GTEFL’s and BellSouth’s methodology be

similar to Sprint’s methodology. GTEFL used current data but did
not perform a forward-looking adjustment. However, it is possible
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that GTEFL's fiber data does reflect current plant mix. As can be
scen in Tables 4(1)-5 and 4(l)-6, the majority of GTEFL's copper
feeder in the lower density zones is buried cable, while in the
higher density zones, it is primarily underground cable. This is
different from fiber feeder, where fiber is primarily underground
cable in all density zones., GTEFL witness Tucek did not know why
this occurs, other than it “is the results that came out of the GTE
data.” Given that fiber is a relatively recent (post 1970s')
technology, we believe that the plant mix for fiber feeder might be
mo.e reflective of current and future placements than for that of
‘copper feeder.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sprint’s DLC costs wera based on its current vendor costs and
actual installation costs within 1its Florida serving area.
Sprint’s next generation digital loop carrier (NGDLC) model
configuration includes costs only to support the level of basic
service specified by the FCC. Sprint’s specific DLC costs are
proprietary.

The majority of the record evidence regarding the DLC was
directed at the DLC placement and the number of DLCs necessary to
serve a given carrier service area. There was little evidence
specifically addressing the cost of the DLCs. The input category
of DLC is made up of the digital loop carrier remote system
(DLCRT), the central office terminal (COT), POTS cards |(or
nonextended range line cards) and extended range line cards. Table
V=M(l) provides the cosats proposed by each party.
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Table V-M(l):
DLC Inputs Proposed by the Parties
DLC Remots Terminal
DLC SILE BCPH 3.1 BallSouth GTEFL Sprint ATET/MCI
Default
0 $15,120.17 $19,120.17 $23,753.40 $23,158.5%7 §$18,300.00
25 $19,203.56 | $19,203.56 | $23,753.40 | 823,1568.57 | $18,300.00
49 §213,789.75% §23,788.75% $523,.753.40 $26,928.10 $18,300.00
97 $23,886.56 | $23,806.56 | 5$30,299.76 | $26,928.10 | $27,700.00
121 §37,691.12 $37,691.12 $30,299.76 $36,675.%0 $27,700.00
193 $37,873.22 $37,6873.22 $46,238.96 §36,675.3%0 $37,100.00
241 564,291.00 $64,291.00 §51,245.72 | $125,031.75 $37,100.00
3es $68,377.00 §68,377.00 589,196.69 | 5130,818.01 $70,000.00
673 $96,859.00 | $96,859.00 | $113,125.29 | 8148,568.72 | $88,500.00
1345 $165,236.00 | §165,236.00 | $132,112.15 | $166,109.52
DLE Central Offioce Terminal
DLC BILE BCPM 3.1 BallBouth GTEFL Sprint ATLT/MCI®
Dafault
0 $11,268.1%6 §11,268.16 $3,319.04 51,264.02
25 $11,749.30 | $11,749.30 $3,319.04 $1,264.02
49 $12,711.57 $12,771.5%7 $3,319.04 51,264.02
97 $13,192.71 $13,192.71 $6,975.50 1,264.02
121 $14,800.60 | S14,808.60 $6,975.50 §1,264.02
193 $15,770.87 | $15,770.87 | $22,492.54 $1,264.02
241 $22,176.00 | $22,176.00 $23,030.58 §8,311.56
i85 $22,176.00 | $22,176.00 $23,962.11 §8,540.09
673 $22,176.00 $22,176.00 $29,0833.16 $9,297.59
1345 $26,881.00 $26,0881.00 $39,474.M $10,055.09
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Table V-M(1):
DLC Inputs Froposed by the Parties
DLE Hon-extanded Range Line Cards
DIC SIIE BCPMM 3.1 BellSouth GTEFL sprint ATET/MCI
Dafault
0 894,00 §72.26 §98.59 $100.00
25 594.00 §72.26 $98.59 5100.00
49 §94.00 §72.26 §98.59 §100.00
97 $94.00 £72.26 598.59 $100.00
121 §94.00 £72.26 $98.59 $100.00
193 $94.00 $72.26 $98.59 577.5%0
241 $69.11 $72.26 §68.02 $75.50
i85 $89.11 £72.26 §68.02 $75.50
673 $09.11 §72.26 568.02 $75.50
1345 $89.11 $63.89 $68.02 sTE.EE_
Extandsd Range Line Card
DLC BIZIE BCPM 1.1 BallBouth GTEFL Sprint ATET/MCIer
Dafault Inputs
Large $187.50 $187.50 $163.03 $105.68
Small $125.00 §125.00 $183.03 §132.26

*HAI did not provide COT inputs. **HAI's DLCRTs are egquipped with a line cara;
therefore, it is not a separate input.

As illustrated in the table above, costs vary significantly in
some cases. AT&T/MCI’'s costs in most cases seem to be much less
than the costs proposed by the LECs. As noted above, ATLT/MCI have
included many items in their DLC costs; however, GTEFL’s witness
Tardiff argues that the costs associated with DLCs in the HAI model
do not include some very critical items in the calculations.
Witness Tardiff believes capital costs for rights-of-way have not
been included beyond the $3,000 allocated for site preparation and
power. He also states that costs of underground sites, which are
used by the LECs in urban areas but not modeled in HAI 5.0a, can
range up to $150,000. According to the HIP, the majority of the
HAI DLC inputs are based on the experience and opinion of a team of
outside plant engineers. We agree with witness Tardiff that HAI's
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costs apparently do not include costs for rights-of-way. Although
specific numbers are confidential, Sprint has included in its site
preparation costs for easemsnts. It appears that these costs may
be significant and should not be omitted. Since the AT&T/MCI
numbers seem very much out of line with the Florida-specific data
provided by GTEFL and Sprint, we do not believe the AT&T/MCI DLC
costs are appropriate inputs into the selected proxy cost meodel.

While the most substantial variances in costs appear to be
between those proposed by ATET/MCI and the LECs, there are some
significant discrepancies in cost preoposals among the LECs. In
most cases, Sprint’s costs, especially for the larger size DLCs,
are greater than GTEFL‘s, although Sprint’s COT costs appear to be
much less. As discussed below, we are unable to do an apple to
apples comparison of costs to determine why these discrepancies
exist. ;

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

Since the cost information provided by GTEFL and Sprint were
in two very different formats, with varying degrees of specificity,
we can not do an apples to apples comparison. As noted by GTEFL's
witness Tucek, it is unknown what costs other parties have included
in their corresponding inputs, even when ths inputs are referred to
with the same name. Furthermore, he also states, ™1 can assure you
that only Sprint and BellSouth can testify to what their costs for
DLCs or any other network component !ncludes.” We did review the
material costs provided by GTEFL and Sprint for the DLCRT, and the
* material costs can vary cecnsiderably for comparably sized
equipment. In addition, we have reviewed other documents which
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show how drastically comparably sized DLCRT's costs can wvary by
brand.

Once again, we must emphasize that the purpose of this
proceeding is to determine the costs of an efficient generic
provider tc be input into a cost proxy model. The model only
allows one input for each size DLC and COT, and non-extended (or
POTS) and extended range line cards. These inputs include many
component parts that vary drastically depending on various factors;
therefore, in the ™“real world”, a provider could incur varying
costs for placing the same size DLCRT. We believe the total cost
provided by GTEFL and Sprint are their best estimates based on
their experiences with certain size DLCRTs, COTs, and line card
purchasing and placement. Similarly, BellSouth believes the BCPM
default values are reasonable and reflective of BellSouth’s
operation in Fleorida. 3

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

Table V-M(2):
Commission-Ordered DLC Inputs
DILC Ramote Terminal
Size Ordered

Inputs

0 $22,011

25 $22,039

49 524,824

97 $27,038
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Table V-M(2):
Commigsion~-Ordered DLC Inputs
121 $34,889
193 $40,263
241 §80,189
385 $96,131
673 $119,516
1345 $154, 486

Central Office Terminal
Size Ordared
Inputs
0 $5,284
25 $5,444
49 $5,785
97 $7,144
121 57,683
193 $13,176
241 $17,840
385 $18,226
673 $20,436
1345 $§25,470
Mon-extended Range Line Cards
Size Ordered Value
0 $ee
25 §B8
49 see
a7 s88
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Table V-M(2) :
Commission-Ordered DLC Inputs
121 s8e
193 $88
241 $76
385 $76
673 §76
1345 $74
Extended Range Line Card
Size Ordared
Inputs
Large $15%
Small $147
N. Terminal Costs

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

=erving Area Interface

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

ATGLT/MCI Wells states that the prices for the HAI 5.0a model
are based on the opinion of engineering experts. BellSouth used
company-specific FDI costs to reflect BellSouth’s costs in Florida.
The material prices were cbtained from procurement records and were
adjusted for inflation. The engineering and labor costs were
developed from Florida-specific in-plant factors. GTEFL’s outdoor
SAI inputs are based on GTEFL-specific prices. The indoor SAI
costs are the BCFM defaults.
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Table V-N(1)
proceeding for the indoor SAI,

980696-TP

illustrates

the

costs presented
while Table V-N(2)

in this

presents the

proposed costs of the outdoor SAI by the various parties.

Table V-N(l):

Service Area Interface (SAI) - Indoor
RO 3.1 BellSouth sprint GTErL B 5.0a
Dafault
50 98.00
100 Bll.60 2,042.60 1,102.64 #11.60 148.00
200 1,293.09 4,083%.20 1,979.68 1,293.09 296.00
300 1,965.71 6,127.00 2,781.51 1,965.71 /A
400 2,324.03 B,170.40 3,733.7% 2,324.03 592.00
€00 3,757.00 12, 255,60 5,412.6) 3,757.00 B8E.00
500 4,901.36 18,383,139 8,043, 74 4,901.36 | 1.232.00
1200 6. 667.06 24,511.19 10,825.2% 6,B67.06 | 1,776.00
1800 B, 658,30 36,766.79 13,456.37 8,658.36 | 2,464.00
2100 11,095.80 42,894.59 18,067,116 11,095,900 WA
2400 13,559.71 49,022.39 21,800.11 13,559.71 | 3,3%2.00
3000 16, 669.77 61,277.96 26,912,713 16,669.77 N/A
3600 15,605.42 73,533.58 32,174, 96 19,605.42 | «,928.00
4200 23,362.42 85,789,117 37,587.59 23,362.42 Nl
5400 7,3%2.00
7200 9, 6%6,00
-186-
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Table V-N(2):
Service Area Interface (SAI) - Outdoor
BCW 3.1 BellSouth Sprint omn W 8.0a
Default

50 240,00
100 1,805.00 1,615%.68 1,197.67 1,545.28 350,00
200 2,120.00 3,231.36 1,371.59 1,742.42 600,00
100 2,335.00 4,847.0% 1,590.54 1,935.57 N/A
400 2,%90.00 6,462.72 1,794.08 2,674.16 1,000.00
600 5,509.00 3,650,30 2,447.66 3,012.00 1,400.00
$00 6, 8408.00 11,674.24 3,361.%5% 4,892.78 1,900.00
1200 7,586.00 13,926.99 4,039,713 5,420.07 2,400,00
1800 8,717.00 19,407.84 5,736.78 7,739.70 3,400.00
2100 11, 490,00 22,5683.39 6,604.45 | 10,037.68 N/A
2400 11, 490,00 24,371.28 7,110.22 | 10,0%7.68 4,300.00
1000 11,713.00 33,100.92 §,623.59 | 10,036.6% ¥/A
1600 14,085.60 41,102.57 10,348.31 | 12,043.98 &,000.00
4200 16,398.20 45,3774 12,0713,03 | 14,0810 N/A
5400 8,200,00
1200 10, 000,00

The costs for the SAIs vary significantly among the parties.
We note the costs for the SAIs provided by AT&T/MCI are supported
by the HIP. According to the HIP, “prices are the opinion of a
group of engineering experts.” GTEFL witness Murphy asserts that
a chart sponsored by AT&T/MCI witness Wells, which was intended to
show the HAI’s default values, provides costa 81% higher than the
lowest estimates received by the OSP engineering experts, which was
omitted data on SAI costs. The HAI engineering team received
contractor/vendor data for SAIs in several sizes. Table V-N(3)
illustrates the information provided.
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Table V-N(3):
Contract Vendor Data
Size | High Low Averag
™

3600 | 86,61 |S$6,11 56,364
2 )

1800 3,710
3,850 |3,570

1200 3,587
5,330 | 2,610

600 2,177
2,825 |1,52%

400 992

200 902

100 642

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

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

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

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

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

Table V-N(4):

Commission-Ordered Indoor SAI Inputs
Size Ordered

Input
100 1,102.64
200 1,979.68
300 2,781.51
400 3,733.75
600 5,412.63
800 B8,043.74
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Size Ordered
Input
1200 10,825.25
1800 13,456.37
2100 18,067.16

2400 21,500.11
3000 26,912.73
3600 32,174.96
4200 37,587.59

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

I Sizae Ordared
Inputs
100 1,197.67
200 1,371.59
300 1,590.54
400 1,794.08
&00 2,447.66
$00 3,361.55
1200 4,039.73
1800 5,7316.78
2100 6,6084.45
2400 7,110.42
3000 B,623.59
1600 10,348.31
4200 12,073.03
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Drop Terminal

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

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

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

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

Buried Drop ATET/MCI BallSouth GTEFL Sprint | BCPH Dafault
Terminals

& Line nfa n/a 203.00 117.19 157.05%

12 Line n/a n/a 220.03 145.29 440.87

2% Line $170.00 n/a 365.3% 219.76 451.00

s - - -

Asrial Drop ATGT/MCI | BellSouth | GTEFL | Sprint | BCPM Dafault
Terninale

6 n/a n/a 125.6€ 150.32 95.98

12 n/a n/a 175.07 180.16 131.81

25 $126.00 n/a 292.16 282,99 216.00

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

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

Table V-M(7):
Commis.ion-Ordered Asrial Drop Terminal Inputs

Size Ordared
Inputa*
6 $138
12 178
25 288

*Rounded to next whole dollar,

Sprint and GTEFL's total costs for buried drop terminals
differ. We believe that this may be due to geographic differences
that result from burying drop terminals. Sprint’s material costs
for buried drop terminals are less than its aerial drop terminal
material costs, although its total buried costs are greater.
GTEFL's total costs are greater than Sprint’s total buried terminal
costs. We have no evidence that burying drop terminals in GTEFL's
territory or BellSouth’s territory would be any more costly than in
the territory of Sprint. Therefore, we hereby adopt Sprint'’s
buried drop terminal inputs as a reasonable state-wide surrogate.
The approved values are illustrated in Table V-N(8).
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Table V-N(8):
Commission-Ordered Buried Drop Tarminal Inputs

Size Ozrdered
Inputs®
6 5117
12 5145
25 $220
*Rounded to next whole dollar.

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

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

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

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

traffic inputs were developed:

Sprint witness Dickerson described the inputs necessary for

The percent of local calls and the percent of
residence lines were based on actual 1997 data
for GTE Florida. These values were 84.63 and
71.40 percent, respectively. As noted above,
the switch percent line fill is based on the
national average value for GTE. The land and
puildings locading factors are based on the
ratio of the corresponding 1997 ARMIS account
balances to digital switching investment,
where these numbers have been adjusted to
replacement values using C.A. Turner indices
where available. The investment by wire
center for each category listed above are
based on SCIS and Costmod runs for
representative model offices in GTE's network,
and on the switch type and number of lines in
each Florida wire center. These investments
reflect the pricing GTE obtains for initial
switch placements and for capacity additions.
The investments include telco engineering and
installation costs, as well as common
equipment and power. Accordingly, the BCPM
inputs for these factors have been set to
zero. The usage inputs, line-to-trunk ratio,
the percent of local «calls that are
interoffice, and the call completion fractioca
were set to values consistent with the SCIS
and Costmod runs.

switching and how Sprint-Florida developed them:

The inputs included in BCPM related toc the
development of switching costs are included in
the SW (switching) State Default Inputs Table,
the Signaling Investments Table, the
Switching-Coefficient Input Table, tha Global
Inputs Table, and the SW Discount Factor
Tables, the Audited LEC Switching Model (ALSM)
and the Switch User Data File. These tables
include data specifying the calling
characteristics of Sprint’s customers in
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In

Florida and financial information necessary to
determine the cost of switching equipment used
in providing local telephone service in
Florida. The information included in these
tables is used by the model to determine the
amount of switching investment required to
provide the level of local service specified
by tha performance parameters in the tables.
The model also uses the information included
in these tables to determine that portion [of]
switching equipment costs that are required to
provide the basic local service.

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

Minimum Investment per line

Getting Started Investment

Line CCS? Investment and Trunk CCS Investment
S57 Investment

Umbilical CCS Investment

Engineered Call per line and CCS per line
Line/Trunk Ratio

Percent Fill

addition, the 4inputs for the Signaling Investment,

Switching Coefficient, and Global Input Tables “are default values

that are representative of Sprint’s operations in Florida.”

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

Standalone Coefficients. Host Coefficients. and Bemote Coefficients
All three LECs proposed the BCPM defaults. These are the BCPM

switch curve coefficients. Upon review, we adopt the default values
as reasonable surrogates for an efficient provider.

Global Inputs, Switching Discount Adiustment Factor Table, Vendor
Discounts for Small Switcheas, and Partitioning Percentages f£or
Small Switches

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

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

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

Those companies that 4include the Reserve CCS capacity
switching investment in the Line Port investment category are
“required” to provide a non-discounted dollar amount per line for

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

efficient provider may not have access to SCIS, we shall require
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that both BellSouth and GTEFL include the Reserve CCS5 capacity
switching investment in the Usage category, as Sprint already does.

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

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

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

Witness Petzinger argued that the small switch prices:

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

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

The State Default Table has both required and optional inputs.
Table V-0(1) provides a side-ry-side comparison of the LECs’ inputs
and BCPM defaults for the required inputs. Only BellSouth provided
inputs for the optional inputs. The optional inputs include
traffic parameters such as Number of Busy Hour Local/EAS Calls Per
Residence Line, Number of Toll Minutes Pér Call Per Business Line,
as well as Reserve CCS § Per Line for 5ES55 and DMS switches
discussed above.

BCPM documentation states that if “D* is chosen for Default
Engineered CCS and Calls per Line or Calculation of USF Investment
per Line, the model will use “engineered inputs to estimate switch
investment.” If “C” is chosen, then the model uses the “optional
inputs to estimate switch investment.” BellSouth chose “D* for
both 4inputs; therefore, we shall require that the remaining
optional inputs be zeroed out, as they are not necessary.

Table V-0(1):
State Default llqnlr.d Inputs

BCPH BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
Dafault
ARMIS N Local Calls Bl.5%" BaN s a5y
ARMIS % Toll Calls I8.5%* 12% 15% 15%
ARMIS % Resldence Linas 67.4\" 65,364 T1.4% T1.85%
ARMIS % Business Lines 32.60¢ 30,640 20. 6% 28.15%
Default Engineered 2.5 2.46 1.53 2.5
Calls/Line
Default Enginesred 3.6 3.2 2.%0 1.6
CCS/Line
Land Loading 0.0117 0.0099 0.0331 0.0117
Building Loading 0.0718 0.1473 0.5690 0.0738
Telco E&l Factor 0.0577 0.0870 0.0000 0.0577
Common Equipment & Power | 0.0682 D.0992 0.0000 0.0682
Factor
% Local Calls -- 60% TN TaN 60N
Interoffice
ARBSBH CCS/Trunk 28.8 28.8 28 28.8
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BCPM BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
Dafault

Feature Calls/Total Calls | Mot k1] ] ioe Jon

Applicable

to

Universal

Service
557 Usage Attributable to | 258 254 ic0o% 254
Basic Calls
Line/Trunk Ratie 14 14 12 14
Switch Percent Line Fill | 88% L] BEN 1ok |
SESS Share 50% (311 S0% 22%
OMS Share 504 I 50% T8N
Call Completion Fraction | 0.7 0.741 0.65 0.7

*“Typical Input Value,” Benchaark Cost Proxy Model Relsasze 2.1: Switch Model
Inputs, April 30, 1958 ed., pp. 7-9.

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

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

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

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

According to GTEFL, it attributes 100 percent of S57 usage to
basic calls, compared with 25 percent for BCPM’s default used by
BellSouth and Sprint. BCPM documentation describes its rationale:

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

BCPM's documentation is persuasive, and we do not believe GTEFL's
assertion that 100% of SS7 usage is attributable to basic calling.
Therefore, we require that GTEFL‘s input for the Portion of SS57
Usage Attributable to Local Calling be changed to 25 percent.

Switch Discount Factor Table

The SW Discount Factor Table contains, tfor 5E and DMS
switches, the New Discount Fate, the Growth Discount Rate, the
Percent of Lines New, and the MDF and Protector Discount. The
BCPM defaults are 50 percent for each category. GTEFL proposed the
default inputs because it modeled its GTD switches. BellSouth
proposed specific, —onfidential values for these inputs. Sprint
proposed its inputs, which are confidential, except for the Percent
of Lines New, which Sprint proposed to be 100 percent, which means
all lines are model.. 38 new,

AT&T witness Petzinger criticizes BellSouth for using

different discount inputs for “new” and “growth” lines. She
contends that the use of growth prices is “inappropriate”:
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Sprint witness Dickerson agreed.

All of the models proposed in this proceeding
are “snapshot” models. Performing full, life-
cycle analyses costing is extremely difficult
and requires a tremendous amount of

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

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

All the companies should be using switch
prices that reflect the best price that can be
obtained for new =witches, as appropriate for
a long run study where a new network is being
placed, and where only the wire center and
customer locations are fixed.

between the new and growth discounts:

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

BellSouth witness Caldwell disagreed with witnesses
and Dickerson:

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

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

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

Both BellSouth’s and Sprint’s discount percentages are
different. Given that the switch discount percentages have been
afforded confidential treatment, we cannot provide an exhaustive
discussion of the discounts. We do believe that the switch discocunt
is not specific to a particular geographic area. Rather, it is
likely to depend on such factors as a LEC’s purchasing decisions
(cne brand of switch versus another) and purchasing power (great
versus medium or small). We believe that the switch discount used
in this model should be such that it is a reasonable surrogate for
the discount an efficient provider might obtain. Therefore, we
hereby adopt a new switch discount rate of 66 percent. We shall
also require a MDF and Protector discount rate of 29 percent.

GTEFL’s Use of GID Switches

According to AT&T witneas Petzinger, GTEFL “has not used the

‘default switch prices based on the BCPM regression coefficients in

the model for some of the switches.” Witness Petzinger asserts
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that the GTD-5 switch is neither forward-looking nor least cost.
Witness Petzinger argues that it is not forward looking because of
an apparent lack of sales of new switches. She argues that it 1is
also not least cost:

In this proceeding, the average price per line
for the GTD-5 switches is $195, higher than
the average price per line for all SE or DMS
switches for BellSouth, Sprint and GTE. The
average break down to consistently higher
prices for GTD-5 standalones, hosts and
remotes than the equivalent standalone, host
and remote switches in the other switch
technologies.

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

Would a new efficient provider choose to purchase a GTD
switch? We suspect not because there is no record evidence which
shows that GTD switches are being purchased in quantity in the
United States, This proceeding is to determine the cost an
efficient provider would encounter in Florida. Although witness
Petzinger did not provide sufficient evidence that the GTD switch
is not forward-looking because of its technology, we find her
assertions persuasive that the GTD switch is not in common use in
the United States, nor are new GTD switches currently being
purchased in any appreciable gquantity. Therefore, we do not
believe that it is likely an efficient provider in Florida would
tend to purchase a GTD switch rather than a S5SESS or DMS switch.
Therefore, we shall require that GTEFL use the default values for
the placement of S5SESS and DMS switches, along with our ordered
switch discount.
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Q. Signaling System Costs

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

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

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

[T)he signaling cost for a wire center is
based on a weighted average of residence and
business lines associated with that wire
center. Values in the input table are
developed by running the BCPM Signaling Cost
Proxy Module (SCPM)|[footnote omitrted] for
portions of the U S West territory. . . . In
general, analysis from SCPM data runs
indicates that signaling accounts for less
than 4 of one percent of total per line
investment.

The default wvalues proposed by the LECs are for a large
company, $5.11 for residence, and $9.93 for business. We find that
the BCPM 3.1 default inputs, as proposed by the LECs, are
reasonable and appropriate.
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R. Transport System Costs and Associated Variables

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

Given that we have selected the BCPM 3.1 Model rather than the
HAI 5.0a, we note that when asked what inputs AT&T would recommend
to BCPM 3.1, if the BCPM 3.1 Model was recommended for use, AT&T
provided a number of inputs. AT&T, however, did not provide any
inputs tor IOT. HAI’s inputs for transport include, for example,
Transmission Terminal Investment, Number of Fibers, Transmission
Terminal Fill (DS=-0 level), Digital Cross Connect System,
Installed, per D5-3, and Transport Placement.

BellSouth witness Caldwell d-ﬁcrihaa how BellSouth developed
its interoffice transport inputs:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

There are three main sections of inputs to the Transport

Module:

Manual Transport Inputs, the Ring Size Table,

Equipment Price Inputs.

and
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Manual Transport Inputs

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

the BCPM 3.1 default.
Table V-R(1) : Transport Imputs

BCPM 3.1 | BellSouth | GTEFL Sprint
Dafault
1. Maximum number of nodes on a | 12 ] a &
ring
2. Air to Route Factor 1.410 1.370 1.410 1.307
3. hccess line to DSO trunk 6 & & &

factor associated with hoat
remote links

4. hecess line to DSO trunk 10 10 10 10
factor assocliated with host
tandem trunks

5. VSpecial access circuits to 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 14.7%
the number of exchange access

lines

€. Maximum repeater spacing 40 a5 40 40
(miles)

7. MOU par D51 216,000 216,000 16,000 216,000

8. Does a 2 point (‘folded’) M N N H
ring use separate routing for |
the two sides |

9. Percent of interoffice MOUs | 25.00W 25.00V 25.00% 56.77% '
that are EARS

10. Used te identify 'like’ 7 11 7 7
tandems

We find that because the inputs are identical for lines 2, &,
7, and 8, it is reasonable and appropriate to adopt these input

numbers contained in these liner-.

For line 1, we believe that a single state number is
appropriate because an efficient provider is likely to use the same
number of nodes in Tampa as in Miami or in Tallahassee. Upon
review, we require that eight be used because it is reasonable
within the range of numbers.
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Line 2, the air to route factor is "[A] multiplier used to
increase airline mileage distances to estimate the cable route
mileage distance.” We believe that this is specific to a given
geographic area; therefore, we shall require that each LEC, acting
as a surrogate for an efficient provider, use its proposed number.

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

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

Line 9, percent of interoffice MOUs that are EAS, presents an
interesting problem. Only Sprint provided a company-specific
percentage. BellSouth and GTEFL utilized the BCPM defaults. We
believe that this 4is specific to a given geographic area;
therefore, we require that each LEC, acting as a surrogate for an
efficient provider, use its proposed number.

Line 10 is the input “used in the process of identifying the
homing relationship of a remote to its host and hosts to its
tandem.” This number represents a CLLI match. Because this number
represents a CLLI match, we find that it is necessary for each LEC
to use its proposed number.

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

L
P -
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Table V-R(2): Fiber Factor Imputs
BCP 3.1 | BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
Default
1. Mileage Equipmant Asrial T5% an 75.00% 75.00W
Fiber (per fiber mile)
2. Mileage Equipment 5% in 75.00% 75.00%
Underground Fiber (per fiber
mile)
3. Mileage Eguipment Burled T5% an 75.00% 75.00%
Fiber (per fib.r mile)
4. Fiber Pole Factor 0.23 0.3278 0.23 0.176
5. Fiber Conduit Factor 0.45 0.9544 0.45 0.616
6. Miscellanesous Equipment & 0.06 0.0571 0.06 0.0614
Fower Factor
7. Sheath Sharing Factor 0.r8 0.68 0.68 0.52
8. Two Point Sheath Sharing 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Factor *
9. Fibar Mix - Rarial 5.0% 9.9% 5.00% 2.00%
10. Fiber Mix - Underground 30.0% 48.2% 30.00% 36.00%
11. Fiber Mix - Buried 65.0N% 41.9% 65.00% 62.00%

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

Lines 1-3 provide the wutilization rates for aerial,
underground, and buried fiber. According to Sprint witness
Dickerson, Sprint used default values because “"these are based on
engineering practices and do not vary from state to state.” GTEFL
also used the default values, with BellSouth providing “BellSouth-
specific costs . . . [for] fill factors.” Although BellSouth’s
values vary significantly from the defaults used by GTEFL and
Sprint, we are not persuaded that use of either actual values or
defaults is incorrect. Furthermore, these utilization rates should
be geographic-specific. Therefore, we adopt the values as proposed
by the LECs as representing the appropriate inputs fcr these three
lines.

Line 4, the Fiber Pole Factor, and line 5, the Fiber Conduit
Factor are multipliers that add pole and conduit costs when aerial
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and underground cable is “required.” GTEFL uses the BCFM default
for both, while BellSouth and Sprint provide their own percentages.
Because these factors are multipliers, essentially providing a
generic cost increment, we believe that a simple average would more
correctly capture the average cost of an efficient provider.
Therefore, we hereby adopt a Fiber Pole Factor of 0.24%5, and a
Fiber Conduit Factor of 0.673.

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

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

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

Ring Size Table

The user adjustable inputs for the Ring Size Table is the
Planning Threshold, which determines the planning threshold at
which a large capacity terminal for the ring will be utilized. The
ring size begins with OC3, continues to 0Cl2, then 0OCl2 times 2,
then to OC4B up to OC4B times 10. The BCPM default is 57.5
percent, which is what GTEFL utilized. HBellScuth’'s input for the
OC3 is 60.0 percent, while Sprint’s is &6 percent. For the
remainder of the table, both BellSouth and Sprint use 85 percent as
the planning threshold.

With the one exception for 0C3, BellSouth and Sprint have
provided identical planning threshold percentages. For 0OC3,
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BellSouth’'s and Sprint’s planning threshold percentages are 60
percent and 66 percent, respectively.

The planning threshold is more appropriately a Florida-
specific number because any efficient provider would be likely to
use the same planning threshold for 0Cl2 in Tampa as it might in
Jacksonville or Tallahassee. We also believe that an appropriate
approach for determining state-specific numbers is to determine if
any of these LECs have planning thresholds that are similar.
BellSouth and Sprint have identical planning thresholds, with one
exception, C°3. For OC3, we shall require that a simple average of
BellSouth’s 60.0 percent and Sprint’s 66.0 percent, or 63.0 percent
be used by BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint. Because BellSouth's and
Sprint’s percentages are identical, 85.0 percent, we shall require
that GTEFL use B85.0 percent as well for the remainder of the
planning thresholds. '

Eguipment Price Inputs

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

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

Tables V-R(3) through V-R(5) provide the Equipment FPrice
Inputs by LEC. GTEFL used the BCFM defaults.
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Table V=R(3): Wt Price Inputs - BellSouth
Material Othar Discount Utilization
Fiber Tip Cable £72 sl 3 :}-11
per Fiber
Fibar Patch 5167 517 57N a5y
Panel per Fiber
Sonet Terminal §16,710 5878 418 HA
Shelf (OC1)
—_——= -
=053 Card §3,749 5124 45 &N
=DS1 Card 5564 $19 458 100%
Sonet Terminal §35,656 $1,874 418 HA
Shelf (OC12)
=0C3 Card §6,418 §23% s HA
=3DS3Card (OC12) $10,670 8346 464 3Jl.8n
Sonet Terminal 875,742 §3,982 41% HA
Shelf 10C48)
=0C3 Card 14,435 $372 57% HA
=3IDS3Card (OC48) $10,698 $§282 560 22%
D5X3 Cross $7,016 5954 fcl:11 27Hh
Connect Shalf
=DSX3 Cross $5596 517 538 274
Connect Card
DEX1 Croas §1,4%0 $5,210 S0% (11
Connect Jack
Fleld
Channel Bank §4,634 521 in a5y
Shelf
=Channel Bank 5299 $12 in B5%
Card
Fiber Repaater §16,710 5878 418 NA
{oc3)
Fibar Repaater $15,656 $1,874 41\ HA
{oc12)
Fiber Repeater 875,742 53,982 418
[oC48)
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Table V-R(4): ITL:I.P-H: Price Inputs - GTEFL (BCFM Default)

Matarisl Othar Discount Utilization
Fiber Tip Cabls $50 8 0% 57N
per Fiber
Fiber Patch $29 $13 £7.5% 5w
Fanel per Fiber
Scnet Terminal 527,204 $3,190 41.5% HA
Shelf (OCX)
=053 Card $3,M42 §384 42N 6T\
=051 Card §272 §i1 51 95%
Sonet Terminal S44,922 854,950 454 HA
Shelf (OC12)
=0C3 Card 89,454 $506 s HA
=30S3Card (OCl2) 84,404 5456 E1 1] 7%
Sonet Terminal $83,936 $11,040 a1 HA
Shelf (0C48) _
=0C3 Card $16,581 $514 TN HA
=3053Card (OC48) $5,884 5429 LEN 67Hh
DSX3 Cross $310 §%7 36N Bls
Connect Shelf
=D5X3 Cross 8256 4l 208 67%
Connect Card
DSX1 Cross $1,620 $785 47.5% BO%
Connect Jack
Field
Channel Bank $4,000 $73% 200 BOw
Shelf
=Chan: ~' Bank $200 $32 200 111 ]
Card
Fiber Pepsatar $25,671 $3,750 e HA
{OC3)
Fiber Repeater $50,509 4,500 56% HA
{OC12)
Fiber Repeater $91,707 58,250 464 A
(oC48)
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Table V-R(5): Wt Price Inputs - rint
Hatarial Othar Discount Utilization
Fiber Tip Cable $50 517 o% 5%
per Fiber
Fiber Patch $100 s34 0% 15%
Panel per Fiber
Sonet Terminal $18,112 56,084 on NA
Shelf (OC3)
-DS3 Card $2,278 5765 on 67%
=051 Card §192 564 oN 954
Sonet Terminal 539,323 §9,491 0% HA
Shelf (OC12)
-0C) Card §3,016 5799 on HA
-3DsiCard (0OCl2] 54,342 51,156 oa 674
Sonet Terminal §92,798 522,819 oW HA
Shelf (OC48)
=-0C3 Card 56,241 §1,659 on HA
=3D53Card (OC4B) §5,634 51,4598 oW 674
D5X3 Cross §312 5105 ] 758
Connect Shelf
-DSX3 Croas 5316 5106 [+1 1 5%
Connect Card
DSX1l Cross $967 $325 1] ] T5%
Connect Jack
Field
Channel Bank 55,316 51,786 on T5%
Shelf
=Channel Bank $195 566 on T5%
Card
Fiber Repeater 514,928 §5,014 on MA
{OC1)
Fiber Repsater 5§40, 560 $13, 624 ow NA
(oC12)
Fiber Repeater $71, 922 $19,124 11 ] HA
(OC48)
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In order to determine the final cost, the discount is applied
to the material costs. This number is then added to “Other,” which
includes engineering and labor for installation. Table V-R(6),
below, provides the final cost for each LEC, as well as the BCPM
default.

Table V-R(6): Final Cost Inputs

BallSouth GTEFL Bprint
(BCPH
Defaults)

Fiber T!% Cable per Fiber $62 S48 567
Fiber Patch Panel per Fiber 589 528 5104
Sonet Terminal Shelf (OC3) 510,737 $19, 104 $24,156
=DS3 Card §2,186 $2,554 53,043
=D51 Card §329 $164 5256
Scnet Terminal Shelf (OC12) $22,511 $29, 657 548,814
-0C3 Card $4,150 $6, 651 $3,015
=3DS3Card (0OC12) 86,108 $3,275 55,498
Socnet Terminal Shelf (OC48) §48,.670 $60,562 $115,617
=0C3 Card $6,579 $8,504 §7,900
-3D53Card (0C48) 54,589 53,018 £7,132
DSX3 Cross Connect Shelf §5,304 5289 5417
=0D5X3 Cross Connect Card 5297 246 $422
DSX1 Cross Connect Jack Field | $5,955 $1,636 51,292
Channel Bank Shelf $3,1382 $3.935 $7,102
=Channel Bank Card $212 $192 $261
Fiber Repeater (OC3) $10,737 $16,073 519,942
Fiber Repsater (OCl2) $22,911 26,7214 $54, 184
Fiber Repeater (OC48) $48,670 §57,1772 591,046

As can be seen from Table V-R(6), GTEFL vsed the BCPM
defaults. BellSouth’s inputs were provided by its network subject
matter experts. Sprint’s inputs are “estimate(s]) from Network
Planning derived from vendor quote,” with the excepticn cof the
cross connect shelf and card, whose source is a vendor gquote. In

-215-




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 214

addition, Sprint stated that the channel bank costs (both shelf and
card) are “not included in USF calculations.”

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

Our adopted values for each input table are shown below.

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

BallBSouth GTEFL Bprint
1. Maximum nuaber of nodes on a ] 8 8
ring
2. Alr to Route Factor . 1.370 1.410 1.307
3. Access line to DSO trunk [ & &

factor assocliated with host
reamote links

4. Access line to DSO trunk 10 10 10
factor associated with host
tandem trunks

5. V5pecial access circuits to 5.0% 5.0% 14.7H
the number of exchange acceas

lines

6, Maximum repeater spacing 40 40 40
(miles)

7. MO0 par DS1 216,000 216,000 216,000
8. Doas a 2 point (‘foldad') N N N

ring use separate routing for
the two sides

9. Percent ¢l interoffice HOUs 25.00% 25.00% 56.77%
that ara EAS

10. Used to identify ‘like’ 11 7 7
tandems
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Table V-R(8): Commission-Ordered Fiber Factor Inputs

BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
1. Mileage Equipment Asrial an 75.00% 75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile)
2. Mileage Equipment Underground | 33% 75.00W 75.000
Fiber (per fiber mile)
3, Mileage Equipment Buried In 75.00% 15,008
Fiber (per fiber mile)
4. Fiber Pole Factor 0.245 0.245 0.245
5. Fiber Conduit Factor 0.673 0.673 0.673
6. Miscellaneous Equipment & 0.06 0.06 0.06
Power Factor
7. Sheath Sharing Factor 0.6 0.63 0.63
8. Two Point Sheath Sharing 0.5% 0.5 0.5
Factor
9. Fiber Mix - Aarial 9.9 5.00% 2.00%
10. Fiber Mix - Underground 48.2% 30.00% 36.00%
11. Fiber Mix - Buried 41.9% 65.00% 62.00%

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

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

S. Expenses

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

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

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

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

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

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

BellSouth witne: Caldwell describes how BellScuth determined
its expenses:

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

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

There are three types of expense inputs
regquired within BCPM: capital-related
expenses, expressed as a percent of
investmant:; non-capital-related expenses,
expressed on a per-line basis; and general
support asset ratios.

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

Expenses, by capital account (e.g., Aerial Cable, Digital
Switching, etc.) are divided by the capital account’s investment.
The investment has been adjusted by C.A. Turner Index soc as to
provide all investment in today’s dollars. The non-capital-related
costs are developed by multiplying the expense data by the local
direct cost percentage (i.e., local calls divided by total calls)
to derive the expenses attributable to local service. These
resulting expense amounts are then divided by the number of access

- lines to calculate a per access line expense. The percentage

inputs for the general support asset accounts are calculating by
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dividing e-ch general support asset account by C.A. Turner-adjusted
total plant in service.

Sprint-Florida witness Dickerson describes how BCPM includes
expenses and how Sprint=Florida developed its expenses:

Operating expenses are included in the model
on a per line basis for administrative and
retailing expenses not associated with
specific network facilities. Operating
expenses associated with network facilities
were included as a percentage of investment in
network facilities. Both of these estimates
were derived from the actual operating
expenses Sprint experienced in Florida during
1997, These operating expense ratios, when
applied against the BCPM forward looking
investment levals, provide a reasonable
estimate of the forward looking expenses
associated with basis local service.

AT4T witness Lerma had two primary criticisms of the LECs’
expense inputs:

[Tlhe accuracy of the BellSouth, GTE, and
Sprint cparating expense inputs and
calculations cannot be confirmed; and . .
the operating expense inputs for B-llSnuth,
GTE, and Sprint are based largely oa
historical costs and include other
inappropriate costs that are not reflective of
forward-looking, competitive costs.

During the discovery process and the hearing, three expense
issues surfaced that provoked much discussion: the inclusion of
non-recurring expense, uncollectible expense, and advertising.

Nonrecurring Costs

GTEFL was the only ILEC to exclude non-recurring expenses
because *[T)hese costs are recovered through non-recurring charges
associated with service order activity and as such must be removed
so as not to recover the same expense twice.” AT&T witness Lerma
agreed with GTEFL’s approach. In contrast, BellSouth witness
Caldwell disagrees that nonrecurring charges should be excluded,
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stating ™. . . you're looking at the total cost of serving the
customer, and there is a service ordering cost associated with that
under your customer operation expense.” Sprint witness Dickerson
agreed with BellSouth, “I’ve calculated the total cost to provide
basic local service. That’s certainly a component of the total
costs.” Witness Dickerson also said that it could be taken out,
but, he reiterated, ™. . . it’s a component of providing basic
local service and it’s properly included until direction given
otherwic ..* He did state that “The revenues generated from service
connection charges, for example, will not match the nonrecurring
costs in general. I think the nonrecurring costs will exceed the
cost re. sery afforded from those rates.” GTEFL also excluded
billing and collection costs associated with toll and access, and
directory costs.

We have not attempted to exclude nonrecurring costs, billing
and collection costs associated with toll and access, and directory
costs, from BellSouth’s and Sprint’s inputs. Given our findings in
specific expense categories, we believe it 1is not necessary to
exclude these costs.

Suppors Ratio Table
Table V-5(1) shows the support ratios as proposed by the LECs.

Table V-8(1): Support Inputs - Large Companies

BellSouth | GTEFL | Sprint
Motor Vehicle 0.837% 0.811% 0.739%
Special Purpose 0.000% 0.000% 0.001%
Vehicles
Garage Work 0.018% 0.036% 0.032%
Equipment
Other Work 0.833% 0.7740 0.627%
Equipment
Furniture 0.086N 0.2318 | 0.2
Office Support 0.276% 1.4960 0.701%
General Purposs 2.662% 1.201v | 2.9600
Computers
TOTAL SUPPORT 4.711n 4.549 5,290
RATIO
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These support accounts should not be specific to a given
gecgraphic area because they are not dependent upon a gecgraphic
area. Rather, for the most part, they depend upcn a company’'s
strategic and operational activicies. Therefore, we find that
there should be a Florida-specific support ratio for each of these
accounts, rather than a geographic area support ratio.

We also believe that because these are asset to asset ratios,
it is unlikely that smaller ratios will occur in the future, due to
normal i:flation. Since we believe these support ratios will be
relatively stable over time, we shall require that the support
ratios for each account be averaged, so as to reflect the average
costs an efficient provider would incur.

We note that while BellSouth has wused TPIs in their
calculations to produce a projected cost for 1998-2000, we believe
that our required averaginn will serve to offset any changes from
support ratios based on projected dollars to those based on current
dollars. Therefore, we do not believe it necessary for BellSouth to
remove the effects of TPIs from its calculations of support ratios.

Our required support ratios are shown below in Table V-5(2).

Table V-85(2) : Commission-Ordered Support Ratios

Acocount Commis.lon-
Ordared Support

Ratio
Motor Vehicle 0.7957%
Special Purpose Vahicles 0.0003%
Garage Work Equipment 0.0287N
Other Work Equipment 9.7447%
Furniture 0.1833%
Office Support 0.82420
General Purposs Computars 2.27T43%
TOTAL SUPPORT RATIO 4.8513%
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Expense to Investment Ratios

Expense to investment ratios are calculated for telephone
plant physical investment, such as cable, switches, poles, etc.
Table V-5(3) provides the LECs’ proposed large company expense to
investment ratioes.

Table V-8(3): e to Investment Ratio

BallBouth CTEFL Bprint

Network Suppert 0 0 0.01%2

Expense

COE Switching 0.0359 0.1739% | 0.0500

COE Transmission 0.019%4 0.0256 | 0.0296

Poles 0.0155 0.0110 0.0166

Aszial Copper 0.0399 0.0515 | 0.0863

Cable

Aerial Fiber 0.0019 0.0115 | 0.0159

Cable

Underground 0.0214 0.0047 0.0210

Copper Cable

Underground Fiber | 0.0030 0.0012 0.0047

Cabla

Buried Copper 0.0340 0.0381 0.0518

Cable

Buried Fiber 0.0014 0.0083 0.005%

Cable

Conduit 0.0025 0.0021 0.0310

BellSouth provided its Network Support expense in its Monthly
Expense Per Line input section; GTEFL did not propose this uxpense:
and Sprint provided the expense as part of its Expense Percent to
Investment Ratio table., Network Support Expense includes such
accounts as Motor Vehicles, Garage Work Equipment, and Other Work
Equipment., We believe that this type of expense is more likely to
vary with the number of lines; therefore, we have left Network
Support Expense in the Monthly Expense Per Line input section.

Maintenance costs are a major part of these expenses. This
can be seen by comparing the ratios of, for example, underground
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copper cable with those of aerial copper cable, where one would
expect to see higher maintenance costs because aerial cable is
always exposed to the elements. N\ significant difference between
copper and fiber maintenance costs is also seen; again, we would
expect newer technology to require less maintenance.

We believe that although maintenance expenses may appear t~ be
geographic-specific in nature, the new competitive paradigm is
likely to be different. This is because an efficient new provider
is not l'kely to provide basic local service using hisioric LEC
service territories. Therefore, we believe that Florida-specific,
statewide ratios are appropriate. We find that an average of the
LECs’ ratios is the most reasonable way to calculate a statewide
set of ratios, which we believe to be a reasonable surrogate for
what an efficient provider might encounter in Florida.

For several of the rat.os, at least one firm has a value that
appears to be much different than the cthers. We are unable to
discern why this occurs. Since we are proposing a single set of
statewide -averaged values, we believe any ancmalies in the data
should be mitigated.

All of these ratios, however, reflect a mix of both past and
current network planning decisions. Because these ratios are
expected to represent the costs of an efficient provider using
forward-looking technology, these ratios may be too high. However,
an argument can also be made that because labor costs represent the
bulk of maintenance expenses, it may not be possible to materially
decrease these ratios, given the realities of labor contracts and
their typical upward wage adjustments. Therefore, we find that a
reasonable approach would be to leave the averaged ratios as is and
not build in an expense reduction.

BellSouth’s ratios are not based on 1997 actual data, but
rather projected 1998-2000 expenses and investment. As with Support
Ratios, BellSouth need not recalculate its support ratios to
reflect current dollars, because we believe that any effect of TPIs
is minimized through the averaging process.

Table V-5(4) provides our required expense to investment
ratios.
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Table V-5(4):
Commission-Ordared lllnnn to Investmant Ratios

Account ! Commission-Ordered
Expanse to
Investment Ratio
COE Switching .0866
COE Transmission .0249
Pcles .0144
Rerial Copper Cable .0592
Rerial Fiber Cable .0098
Underground Copper Cable .0157
Underground Fiber Calle .0030
Buried Copper Cable ; .0413
Buried Fiber Cable .0052
Conduit .0119
Per Line Expenses

Unlike expenses such as maintenance, which appear Lo vary as
a function of investment, many telephone company expenses are not
directly related to investments, for example, marketing. Marketing
expenses are more functionally related to a company’'s scope of
operations. A better measure of scope for these types of expenses,
the parties contend, is on a per line basis. Per line expenses are
those expenses not causally related to a telephone plant category,
such as aerial cable. Alone among the LECs, BellSouth used
regional, rather than Florida-specific, expenses and access lines
projected for the 1998-2000 time period, to calculate per line
expenses. GTEFL and Sprint used Florida 1997 nunbers. Determining
the appropriate dollar amount of the expense category is where the
LECs differ and where AT&T witness Lerma criticized BellSouth’s

methodology.
Expense categories computed on a per line basis include

Network Support, General Support, Other Property and Plant, Network
Operations, Marketing, Services, Executive and Planning, General
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and Administrative, and Uncollectibles. The propriety of
recovering Uncollectible Expense and advertising expense (included
in Marketing Expense) in the cost of basic local service was
disputed in this proceeding.

BellSouth witness Caldwell described uncollectibles ™as an
expense that you would incur as a result of providing service i{f
you do not have people that pay their bills.” We agree that
uncollectible expense is a cost of doing business, and thus some
level of uncollectible expense should be included in the cost of
basic loc.l service.

AT&T witness Lerma contends that "BellSouth, GTEFL, and
Sprint-Florida have inappropriately included advertising expenses
in marketing expense per line, even though there’s virtually no
advertising for basic local service.” BellSouth witness Caldwell
disagrees with witness Lerma’s contentions that there is almost no
advertising for basic local service, and that, therefore, there
should be no advertising expenses included in marketing:

[Tlhere are, and there should be [advertising
expenses], because of the fact that

you‘'re required to advertise univursal
funding. And these are the advertising costs
asscciated with your basic local exchange
service, so those are the type costs that are
in there. They have been adjusted from the
overall advertising budget of the company, but
they are only the advertising costs assoclated
with basic local exchange service. . . . [w]e
do advertise from the BellSouth name, and tne
title commercials that you see on TV that
emphasize the BellSouth products, and that is
for residence as well as others.
Predominantly in this particular case it uauld
be those advertisements that are geared toward
your residence customers as well as your very
small business customers.

GTEFL witnesas Norris also disagrees with ATET witness Lerma,
and provides GTEFL’s calculation of advertising expense:

GTE does a certain amount of advertising that

is related to informatiocnal and instructional
advertising for =-- you know, if they call us,
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you can use star 69 using the features that
are available on your system and so on and so
forth.

GTE’s total advertising is approximately 10.8
million dollars. Included within our
calculations in the development of operating
expenses is approximately 10.5 million dollars
in advertising expense.

Sprint witness Dickerson disagreed with witness Lerma:

[Tlhe gquestion I answered was do you incur
marketing expenses associated with basic local
service. And my response was, Yyes, we do,
particularly as you head inte a forward-
looking competitive environment.

[Clertainly Sprint does image advertising.
Sprint does second line promotions. ‘. @
Those expenses Mr. Lerma is talking about
would be booked in customer service. The
category of customer and corporate operations
in my cost study, the level of expense is 62%
below the 1997 level. That’s far and a way
[sic] sufficient to cover any marketing
expenses that Mr. Lerma is concerned about.

Witness Dickerson explained why he thought image advertising
should be included:

[Iln a forward-looking environment, where we
have predicted substantial reductions, the
logic being driven that we're talking about a
forward-looking competitive environment which
will further discipline companies to be more
efficient, I think it’s only fair to suggest
that in that same environment they’'re going to
advertise to attract and retain customers.

Witness Lerme did agree that advertising for basic local
service “could be allowed,” but only if “it was determined that it
existed,” because “if a cost is being incurred to provide that
service and if there is a rational study that’s been prepared that
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shows those costs, you know, were incurred to provide that service,
then they could be considered.”

Witness Lerma also agreed that image adverti-:nj 1is included,
as it is part of a corporate operations account. He also agreed
that it was not “reasonable” to permit image acvertising when
customers did not have choices. He agreei iowever, that
advertising is a “natural cost” of business i1, a competitive
market.

Advertising is a cost of business . a competitive
environment. We do not find persuasive, howeve:, Che LEC-provided
examples of advertised services, with the exception of BellSouth’s
example of universal service funding. Some advertising costs for
basic local service should be included in the cost of basic local
service. We bclieve that as competition grows, we will see more
advertising for basic local service from the LECs and CLECs.

With the exception of Uncollectibles, which will be discussed
below, BellSouth derived “universal service amounts” from ARMIS 43-
03 interstate common line and local switching expense. It derived
the "universal service” cost of common line by dividing the
interstate expense by the interstate factor of 25 percent. It
derived the “universal service” amount of local switching through
manipulation of local and interstate Dial Equipment Minutes (DEMs).
This resulted in “universal service” percentages applied to total
expense that are typically in the 65 to 85 percent range. In other
words, virtually all intrastate non-plant-specific expense is
attributed to basic local service. AT&T witness Lerma objected to
BellSouth’s methodology, stating that this proceeding is the first
BellSouth-filed BCPM proceeding where BellSouth did not use basic
local revenues as a percent of total revenues as the universal
service allocator for these accounts. Witness Lerma recommends a
single factor of 40.85 percent, which is, of course, considerably
less than the range of factors that BellSouth proposes in this
proceeding.

Unlike 4its other per 1line expense factors, BellSouth
calculated its uncollectible amount by dividing total BellSouth
basic local exchange revenue by total BellSouth revenue. The
resulting 61 percent ratio was then applied to uncollectible
expense to determine the amount of uncollectible expense that is
attributable to basic local service. Basic local exchange revenue
does include revenues from vertical services and ECS, in addition
to basic local exchange revenue. We believe that BellSouth’'s
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inclusion of vertical services and ECS5 revenue clearly overstates
the amount of uncollectibles related to basic local service.

Sprint’s methodology to calculate the factors applied to the
non-plant specific expenses is esseitially the same as that of
BellSouth. Sprint’'s factors ranged from approximately 90 percent
upwards. As with BellSouth, wvirtually all non-plant specific
intrastate expense is attributable to basic local service.
Sprint’'s uncollectible amcunt comes from its General Ledger account
5301.110, “assigned direct to local service.” We were unable to
determine whether this account includes only uncollectible expense
attributable to basic local service.

GTEFL wuses its "“local direct cost percentage,” or the
perce: ;age derived from dividing local calls to total calls to
"determine the portion of the expense associated with local
services.” This percentage is 84.63 percent.

As can be seen in Table V=5(5), not only do the dollar
expenses vary by LEC, but not all LECs had expenses for these
accounts. For example, General and Administrative expenses ranged
from $51.83 for Sprint-Florida to $2.43 for GTEFL and $2.44 for
BellSouth. BellSouth was the only LEC, for example, to show
expense for Network Support and Other Property and Plant. Overall,
BellSouth’s total per line expenses were the highest of the three
LECs, at $9.14 per line. GTEFL's and Sprint’'s expenses were
considerably lower, at $7.42 and §7.74 per line, respectively.

Table V-S8(5): Monthly Per Line Expenses

1 BallSouth | GTEFL | Bprint
Hetwork Support §0.03 §0.00 50.00
General Support 5§1.45 50.97 51.58
Information §0.37 $0.00 $0.11
Originating/
Terminating
Other Property $0.03 $0.00 |$0.00
and Plant
Hetwork $2.25 §0.04 $2.0
Operations
Marksting .MM $1.%7 $0.86
Services $0.46 51.36 |s0.71
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BallScuth GIETL Sprint

Executive and $0.10 $0.19% | 80.12
Planning
General and 52.44 $2.43 51.813
Administrative
Uncollectibles 50.32 $0.88 $0.18
TOTAL §5.14 57.42 £7.74

witness Lerma contends that the LECs' methods for

calculating expenses are incorrect because they:

are not reflective of forward-looking,
competitive costs, because, first, they're
based largely on historical costs, when in
fact they should represent costs for an
efficient carrier in a forward=looking
environment; and, number two, they include
other inappropriate costs, Advertising,
nonrecurring costs are two examples of these
inappropriate costs.

In a competitive environment there i3
perpetual pressure to reduce operating expense
as avidenced by declining cost Ctrends.
Reductions to general administrative and
network coperating unit costs are occurring.
Therefore, reliance on inputs based on
historical expenses results in overstated
costs. '

If this Commission adopts the BCPM model and
the inputs proposed to determine basic
universal service costs, 1 recommend that at
minimum the follewing adjustments to
BellSouth, GTE, and Sprint’s cperating expense
inputs be considered, as referenced in my
testimony: A 15% reduction to general
administrative expenses, a 30% reduction to
network operating expenses, and a recuction in
marketing expenses to remove BellSouth's
advertising expense.
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Witness Lerma also recommends the use of a “single basic local
service factor that represents basic local service revenues as a
percent of total revenues.” We find witness Lerma’s recommendaticn
persuasive because we believe that the LECs’ methodologies
overstate the expenses attributable to basic local service.

We believe that these per line expenses are not inherently
geographic-specific in nature. Rather, for the most part, they
depend upon a company’s strategic and operational activities. We
also believe that Florida-specific expenses are appropriate as
representative of what an efficient provider 4is likely to
encounter.

We believe that a reascnable method to calculate per line
expenses on a Florida-specific basis is to first develop a basic
local service allocator. We calculated this factor by dividing theé
sum of the LECs’ basic local revenue and end user common line
revenue by their total revenues. Using 1997 ARMIS data, we
determined that the appropriate basic local service factor is 39.6
percent. We then summed the LECs’ non-plant specific expenses,
multiplied them by 39.6 percent, and then divided them by the LECs’
total access lines. These amounts were then divided by twelve to
yield a monthly per line expense. We view the results of using 39.6
percent as a refinement of the LECs’ calculations of expense
attributable to basic local service.

These ratios are developed from data which reflect both past
and current (1997) relationships. We believe that an efficient
provider would have an incentive to keep its costs as low as
possible from these historic levels. AT&T witness Lerma recommends
a 15 percent reduction of general and administrative expenses, and
a 30 percent reduction to network operations expense. We believe
that some reduction is warranted; we believe that a 10 percent
reduction to all accounts is reascnable. Therefore, we require
that per line expenses be reduced by 10 percent to reflect the
impact of the mix of current and past relationships. Our required
per line expense inputs are shown in Table V-5(6).
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Table V-S(6):
Commission-Ordered Monthly Per Line Expenses

Account Monthly Per
Line Expense
Network Support $0.04
General Support $0.80
Information Originating/ $0.36
Terminating
Other Property and Plant $0.01
Network Operations $1.12
Marketing 50.75
Services 51.47
Executive and Planaing $0.07
General and Administrative 51.64
Uncollectibles $0.30
TOTAL $6.56
T. Other Inputs
Wire Center Line Counts

BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint each use actual wire center line
counts as of the end of 1997, We find that this is appropriate
because it will provide the most accurate data from which BCPM can
build its network. Therefore, we adopt the use of actual wire
center line counts as proposed by the LECs.

Loop Cost Investment Cap

The BCPM default loop cost investment cap is 3510,000. This
means the per-line investment is capped at $10,000. Both GTEFL and
Sprint used $10,00C. BellSouth used an investment cap of 54,350.
BellSouth used a smaller cap because BellSouth’s own study showed
the cost to be less than §10,000.
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We believe that BellSouth’'s study provides better, Florida-
specific information than the generic BCPM default values.
BellSouth’s study indicates that where loop costs would exceed
$4,350, the loop should not be put in place, and a different
technology, such as wireless, should be employed. We therefore
believe the 54,350 cap is appropriate for BellSouth, Sprint, and
GTEFL.

White Pages Directorv Listing Cost

Only GTEFL provided a white pages directory cost listing of
$0.40 per line. This was computed by dividing directory expense by
the number of access lines. BellSouth did not calculate a cost for
this account. Sprint witness Staihr suggested adjusting values in
certain 6,600 accounts, but declined to say what values and which
accounts. ;

We believe that given the statutory definition of basic local
service, it is appropriate to include a cost for the white pages
directory listing. Upon consideration, we find that GTEFL's cost is
a reasonable surrogate for an efficient provider in Florida.
Therefore, GTEFL, BellSouth, and Sprint shall use GTEFL's per line
cost of a white pages listing.

Inputs Not Specifically Addressed

For each input not specifically discussed, we shall consider
each LEC's proposed input as representative of an efficient
provider in its territory.

As discussed in the Introduction to Section V, and throughout
the subparts to this section, BellSouth used Telephone Plant
Indices (TPIs) to generate inputs reflective of an average of 1998-
2000 costs. In conjunction with our recommendations in other parts
of Section V, we hereby require BellSouth to remove the effects of
inflation or deflation, thus using current costs, fur any input not
specifically addressed, where it has used TPls.
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VI. COST PROXX MODEL RESULTS
A. LECS With Greater Than 100,000 Access Lines

In the first part of this section, we address which local
exchange companies must use the cost proxy model that we have
selected in this proceeding, the BCPM 3.1. Tre answer is quite
simple. Sections 364.025(4) (b) and (c), Florida Statutes, clearly
indicate that all companies with 100,000 or greater access lines
must use the cost proxy model selected. Those companies with fewer
than 100,000 access lines may use the cost proxy model at our
discretlon. The parties unanimously concur that BellSouth, GTEFL,
and Sprint are the only three local exchange companies that meet
this criterion and must use the cost proxy model. Therefore, we
find that BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint must use the cost proxy
model selected in this proceeding.

In Section III of this Order, we ordered the BCPM sponsors to
make certain structural changes to the model, primarily associated
with minimizing the gap between the amount of facilities built by
the plant versus the required amount indicated by a minimum
spanning tree (MST) analysis. 1In addition, we required that the
sponsors submit a revised version of the model (on CD-ROM), and
model runs reflecting our approved inputs with the revised MST
analyses. Further, in Section V of this Order, we required that
certain adjustments be made to some input values filed in this
proceeding (notably, the removal of inflation/deflation valuas
embedded in some of BellSouth's inputs). Accordingly, given the
compressed schedule associated with preparing the report to the
Legislature that reflects our decisions in this proceeding, we
require that BCPM sponsors submit these compliance filings no later
than January 12, 1999.

Due to the required structural changes to the model, we are
unable to provide final cost proxy model results. Appendix B to

this Order shall be filed with the report to the Legislature and
will contain the final cost proxy model results.

B. LECS With 100,000 Or Fewer Access Lines

Methodology

ALLTEL witness Curry sponsored the universal service embedded
cost methodology used by all of the small local exchange companies
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(small LECs) in this proceeding. These companies include ALLTEL
Florida (ALLTEL), Vista-United Telecommunications (Vista-United),
Northeast Florida Telephone Company (Northeast), Frontier
Communications of the South, Inc. (Frontier), TDS Telecom/Quincy
(TDS), GTC Inc. (GTC), and ITS Telecommunications Systems, Inc.
(ITS) Witness Curry states that all of the small LECs used Part 36
jurisdictional separations procedures in developing the embedded
costs for each of the companies, and he believes that the small LEC
methodology sa-isfies the legislative requirements for embedded
studies., Witness Curry adds that rural LECs are to continue to
calculate their interstate Universal Service Costs using embedded
costs until at least January 1, 2001.

As witness Curry describes in his direct testimony, all of the
small LECs used an 11.25% return on net investment. Modifications
were also made by the small LECs to the Part 36 universal cost
study including assigning 1008 of non-traffic sensitive plant to
the state 3jurisdiction along with non-traffic sensitive local
switching equipment. The small LEC methodology excluded private
line costs as well as all expenses, investments and reserves
associated with pay telephones.

Witness Curry states that the cost proxy models are not
appropriate for the small rural LECs, because the proxy models are
not representative of the small company costs. He sTates that
because one cannot re-create the network with new plant in reality,
higher costs for new technology in the proxy models versus the
lower costs of older technology in an embedded network causes the
proxy model results to be higher. Witness Curry explains that
while electronic costs are declining, copper and the installation
costs are increasing. He also argues that when one compares loop
plant that averages twenty years old to new plant, the proxy models
with new plant are going to be significantly higher.

Witness Curry’s embedded cost methodology adopted by the small
LECs generally assigns the same types of costs to universal service
as do the proxy models used by the larger LECs. When witness Curry
was asked why 100% of the non-traffic sensitive plant was assigned
to the state jurisdiction, he responded as follows:

If you look at the proxy models or any other
of these cost models, that’s the way they’'re
assigning costs in there. What we try to do
is parallel the embedded cost of service study
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with the proxy model methodology, and that’s
what that is right there.

Witness Curry described the similarities between his embedded cost
methodology and the cost proxy models in the following manner:

Well, basically the proxy models, again, they
take all the non-traffic sensitive costs and
assign it to the cost of universal service.
In addition, traffic-sensitive costs
associated with local switching are assigned
by a factor that equates to local usage
through the end-office switch, and that's
basically the cost drivers in the embedded
cost study also.

Adiustments

Although we will not reguire major adjustments to the general
methodology proposed by the small LECs, we will require numerous
adjustments to the monthly cost per access line amounts filed by
the companies. Each company states that its calculations are based
on the same methodology. There were several differences, however,
between the companies. ALLTEL, GTC, ITS ancd Northeast included
Allowance For Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC} 4in the
calculations and the other small LECs did not. ALLIEL, ITS, TDS
and Vista included account 7370 Special Charges while the others
did not. Account 7370 includes costs such as lobbying and
contributions. We have removed AFUDC and account 7370 “rom the
revenue requirements calculation, which is consistent with our
normal method of calculating revenue requirements. Only Northeast
included uncollectible revenue. Uncollectible revenues were added
for the other companies. None of the companies included the amount
of gross receipts tax which corresponds to the revenue of the
company. Therefore, we recalculated gross receipts tax for all
companies.

Some of the adjustments have been made to make the calculation
of costs consistent with our usual method of calculating revenue
requirements. for example, the amount of working capital was
adjusted for each company to the amount computed using the balance
sheet method. This resulted in increases for GTC and ITS and
decreases for ALLTEL, Northeast and TDS to working capital.
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Company-specific adjustments were necessary for several of the
companies. Frontier’s filed amounts were for total company and had
to be adjusted to reflect local amounts only. We corrected the
property taxes and also inclucded interest expense in Frontier’s
amounts. ITS Telecommunication’s Systems, Inc.’s ratebase and
expenses were reduced to reflect Contributions in Aid of
Construction, which was not included by the company. MNortheast's
deferred taxes were reduced to properly match the amounts on the
company’'s balance sheet.

For the small LECs, the average for corporate operations
expense is $6.88 per line per month. For Northeast and ITS, the
amounts are $15.31 and $30.74 per line per month, respectively.
According to witness Curry, the Federal Communications Commission
(FCC) limits the amount of corporate expense per access iine which
a company is allowed for federal high cost fund purposes. In
Florida, only ITS’s and Northeast’s corporate expenses exceed the
limit. We have made an adjustment to limit the amount of corporate
expenses included in the calculations of costs for ITS and
Northeast, based on the FCC’s methodology. This adjustment results
in a reduction of the monthly local costs of $.62 and $3.56 for
Northeast and ITS, respectively. Even after making this
adjustment, Northeast’s and ITS’s corporate expenses are well above
the statewide average for small LECs. Northeast’s and ITS's
embedded costs per access line shown on Table VI-2 exceed the
results of the BCPM model due to the high amount of corporate
expenses. The FCC limits corporate expenses, since they are often
discretionary and subject to management control. We agree with the
FCC and believe that it is reasonable to limit the amount of
corporate expense allowed for calculating the amount of high cost
support which a company may need for intrastate purposes. For
purposes of this Order, we are limiting corporate expenses based on
the FCC’s methodology. However, if an intrastate universal service
fund is implemented, we recommend that a further review of the
allowable amount of corporate expenses be conducted.

In 1996, the operations of three companies (St. Joseph
Telephone & Telegraph Company, Gulf Telephone Company and The
Florala Telephone Company, Inc.) were purchased and merged into
GTc, Inc. (GTC). For purposes of this proceeding, the three former
companies have been reported separately. After the purchase, the
net plant (ratebase) recorded on the books of GTC was increased to
reflect a higher value. GTC has not provided any justification to
increase its ratebase above the original cost of the assets.
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Therefore, we have adjusted the ratebases for the GTC divisions to
criginal cost.

Capital Structure and Return on EQuity

As discussed earlier, all of the small LECs used an overall
cost of capital of 11.25% for purposes of this proceeding. No
witnesses appearing on behalf of the small LECs offered any
testimony supporting the capital structure, cost of debt, or cost
of equity underlying the assumed 11.25% rate of return. Moreover,
there was no evidence presented to support the reasonableness of
the 11.25% return other than the fact that this was the default
rate established by the FCC in September 1990.

In FCC Report MNo. CC 98-33 (Docket No. 98-166) issued
October 5, 1998, the FCC announced that it was seeking comment on
how the formula for calculating the authorized rate of return for
local telephone companies should be modified to reflect current
market conditions. Since the time of the FCC's determination of
the 11.25% rate of return, 30-year Treasury bond rates have fallen
380 basis points from an average of 8.99% in September 1990 to an
average of 5.19% in September 1998. AT&T/MCI witness Hirshleifer
testified that given the significant decline in capital costs as
indicated by the drop in yields on 30-year Treasury bonds, there is
no evidence to support 11.25% as the true cost of capital for the
provision of universal service.

To be consistent with our use of the embedded cost studies
filed by the small LECs for purposes of determining the cost of
providing local service, we have used the company-specific debt and
equity amounts and embedded cost of debt in determining the
appropriate cost of capital for each of these companies. The one
exception is the determination of the return on equity (ROE). The
estimation of an appropriate ROE is the one input that is the same
regardless of whether the return is used in an embedded cost study
or a forward-looking cost model.

Because no evidence was presented by the small LECs regarding
an appropriate ROE for purposes of this proceeding, it is necessary
to estimate a reasonable return. Based upon our analysis in
Section V-B of this Order, we shall require an ROE of 11.50% be
used for determining the overall cost of capital. Because the
purpose of this proceeding is essentially to determine the cost of
providing service to high cost areas, it is reasonable to assume

L
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the cost of equity for this limited purpose would be the same for
all efficient providers of telecommunications service.

Rural Telephone Bank stock was removed from the rate base and
included as part of the capital structure. We used the company-
specific debt and equity amounts, embedded cost of debt, and an ROE
of 11.50% for determining the appropriate cost of capital for each
company. The one exception was the determination of the cost of
capital for Vista-United. Because Vista-United filed a capital
structure comprised of 100% equity, it was necessary to use a
hypothe.ical capital structure to determine the appropriate cost of
capital fur an efficient provider of universal service. Consistent
with our determination in Section V-B of this Order, we shall
require a relative capital structure of 60% equity and 40% debt, a
cost of debt of 6.50%, and an ROE of 11.50% to determine Vista-
United’'s cc - of capital. The return resulting from these
assumptions represents an appropriate cost of capital for an
efficient provider of universal service.

Results

Table VI-1 shows the cost of basic local telecommunications
service per access line per month as filed by the small LECs, the
cost after our modifications as described above, and the cost based
on BCPM defaulrts.

-239-
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Table VI-1:
Comparison of Results: Embedded Costs vs. Cost Proxy Model
Camary | BmzooEp Cost PEa Acczss Lo BCPM DeyauLTs
Par Company Per Commissinn |

ALLTEL s 41.97 s 41.32 5 66.37
Frontier 15 56.13 I$ 44.30 ]5 77.96
(6TC - Florala |§  49.81 s 42.18 | s 96.34
GIC - Gulf  §  38.07 s 33.43 s 64.69
GTC - St. Joe | §  44.16 s  38.99 s 66.85 |
1TS '$  71.00 ';5 65.50 | § 51.76
Northeast $  €5.39 _H 55.43 | 8 55.39 |
Quiney S 44.40 's  42.81 s 50.82 1
Vista-United |§  66.54 s 63.34 5 31.36

The amounts shown above in the column labeled “per Commission”
ar« the results of using the small LEC methcdology and our
adjustments. Those amounts should be reported as the 1997 embedded
costs of basic local telecommunications service using the small LEC
sponsored methodology. The amounts are based on 1997 costs. Costs
change from year to year, and the general trend has been a decline
in costs. Therefore, these costs should be updated and reviewed
before any use is made of the results.

The embedded cost methodology proposed by the small LECs and
adjusted by us generally produces a lower cost for basic local
service than the outputs of the models. We believe that it is
appropriate to use the lower costs. It does not seem reasonable to
provide the small LECs with more financial support than they need
based on embedded costs. Providing the companies with more support
than needed will not necessarily increase competition in the high
cost areas. If the ambedded costs of the incumbent LEC are lower
than the costs of a new entrant, then the incumbent LEC has a cost
advantage and will be able to underprice the new entrant and likely
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keep out competition. Providing the same amount of support per
access line to both the incumbent LEC and the new entrant does not
help the new entrant overcome any cost advantage of the incumbent
LEC.

The amounts do not represent just the cost of basic local
telecommunications service. The small LEC methodology does not
separate out the costs of certain services such as call waiting and
call forwarding. It also does not remove the costs for other
services such as nonrecurring services or operator services, which
are charged for separately. We nevertheless believe the small LEC
methodology is appropriate, and we are not recommending a different
definitio: of basic local telecommunications service than found in
Section II of this Order. However, the small LEC methodeclogy does
generally produce lower costs than the proxy models.

Conclusion
Section 364.025(4) (c) states as follows:

(c) In determining the cost of providing
basic local telecommunications service for
small local exchange telecommunications
companies, which serve less than 100,000
access lines, the commission shall not be
required to use the cost proxy model selected
pursuant to paragraph (b) until a mechanism is
implemented by the Federal Government [or
small companies, but no sooner than January 1,
2001. The commission shall calculate a small
local exchange telecommunications company’s
cost of providing basic local
telecommunications services based on one of
the following options:

1. A different proxy model; or

2., A fully distributed allocation of embedded
costs, identifying high-cost areas within the
local exchange area the company serves and
including all embedded investments and
expenses incurred by the company in the
provision of universal service. Such

-241-
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calculations may be made using fully
distributed costs consistent with 47 C.F.R.,
sections 32, 36, and 64. The geographic basis
for the calculations shall be no smaller than
a census block group.

Therefore, for the purpose of fulfilling our statutory obligation
under Section 364.025(4)(c), we will choose between a fully
allocated, embedded cost study or a cost proxy model different than
the one selected for the three LECS with 100,000 or greater access
lines. Upon consideration, we shall determine the cost of basic
local telecommunications service for each of the Florida LECs that
serve fewer than 100,000 access lines using the embedded cost
methodology proposed by witness Curry, with the modifications
discussed above. The resulting costs are shown below in Table
vi-2: ’

Table VI-2:
1997 Costs per
Access Line
Company per Month
ALLTEL $41.32
Frontier $544.30
GTC-Florala §42.18
GTC~-Gulf $33.43
GTC-8t. Joe $38.99
ITs $65.50
Northeast $55.43
Quincy $42.81
Vista-United $63.34

As stated above, we will not use a different cost proxy modcl
as Section 364.025(4)(c), Florida Statutes, permits. We will,
however, provide the results for the small LECs using the BCPM 3.1
cost proxy model with the Commission-ordered input values. There

-242-
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was concern raised regarding the use of an embedded cost
methodology to determine forward-looking costs for universal
service for any local telecommunications service provider, whether
large or small. Therefore, we will provide to the Legislature the
results for the small LECs using the BCPM with its Commission-
ordered input values in Appendix B with our report.

VII. CONCLUSION

We have conducted this proceeding under Chapter 120, Florida
Statutes, and the directives of Section 364.025(4) (b} and (c),
Florida Statutes. We have based our decision on the evidentiary
record before us, the briefs of the parties, and the advisory
recommendation of our staff. We. believe that our decision is
consistent with legislative mandate. This Order will be attached
toc the report that we submit *o the Legislature to satisfy our
obligations under Section 364.025(4) (b) and (c), Florida Statutes.

Based on the foregoing, it is

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commissicn that the
definition of basic local telecommunications service referred to in
Section 364.025(4) (b), Florida Statutes, is defined in Section
364.02(2), Florida Statutes, as voice-grade, flat-rate residential,
flat-rate single-line business local exchange services which
provide dial tone, local usage necessary to place unlimited calls
within a local exchange area, dual tone multifrequency dialing, and
access to the following: emergency services such as “911," all
locally available interexchange companies, directory assistance,
operator services, relay services, and an alphabetical directory
listing. It is further

ORDERED that the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1 (BCPM),
including the required modifications specified in the body of this
Order, is adopted pursuant to Section 364.025(4) (b), Florida
Statutes., It is further

ORDERED that the costs of basic local telecommunications
service calculated by the Benchmark Cost Proxy Modei 3.1 (BCPM),
with the modifications specified in this Order, should be
aggregated up to and reported at the wire center level. It is
further
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ORDERED that the input values for the Benchmark Cost Proxy
Model 3.1 (BCPM), with the modifications specified in this Order,
are adopted as found in Appendix A to this Order. It is further

ORDERED that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., GTE Florida
Incorporated, and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated shall use the
Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1 (BCPM), with the modifications
specified in this Order, to establish their respective costs for
determining basic local telecommunications service. It is further

ORDERED that BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., GTE Florida
Incorporated, and Sprint-Florida, Incorporated shall make the
modifications to the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1 (BCPM) and its
input values specified in the body of this Order and provide the
results to the Commission no later than January 12, 199%5. It is
further

ORDERED that under Section 364.025(4) (c), Florida Statutes,
the embedded cost methodology, with adjustments as specified in the
body of this Order, is adopted for ALLTEL Florida, Vista~United
Telecommunications, Northeast Florida Telephone Company, Frontier
Communications of the South, Inc., TDS Telecom/Quincy, GTC Inc.,
and ITS Telecommunications Systems, Inc., to determine those
carriers’ respective costs of providing basic local
telecommunications service. It is further

ORDERED that this doécket is closed.

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commissicn this Jih day

of January. 19399.
tgék_,,h._ QA. is“?f;

BLANCA S. BAYO, Directd¥
Division of Records and Reporting

{ SEAL))

WPC

l
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RISSENT

Commissioner J. Terry Deason respectfully dissents from the
majority’s decision to use an embedded cost methodology for the
small local exchange carriers to determine those carriers’
respective cost of providing basic local telecommunication service.
I believe that the Commission had three options available to it
when calculating the cost of basic local service: (1) use the same
cost proxy model that is employed for the large local exchange
carriers; (2) use a different cost proxy model for the small local
exchange carriers; or (3) use a fully distributed embedded cost
study for the small local exchange carriers. I believe that a
unif rm cost standard should be used for all local exchange
carriers in any effort to facilitate competition and encourage
investment through the creation of a permanent, intrastate
universal service funding mechanism. '
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section
120.569(1), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief
sought.

Any party adversely affected by the Commission’s final action
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of
Records and Reporting, 2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard, Tallahassee,
Florida 32399-0850, within fifteen (15) days of the issuance of
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22.060, Florida
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme
Court in the case of an electric, gas or telephone utility or the
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a water and/or
wastewater utility by filing a notice of appeal with the Director,
Division of Records and reporting and filing a copy of the notice
of appeal and the filing fee with the appropriate court. This
filing must be completed within thirty (30) days after the issuance
of this order, pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate
Procedure, The notice of appeal must be in the form specified in
Rule 9.900(a), Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure.

B
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Section V-A: Depreciation Rates
Account Lives Salvage Values

Motor Vehicles 7.5 15.0
Aircraft 5.0 50.0
Special Purpose Veh. 7.0 0.0
Garage Work Equipment 12.0 0.0
Other Work Egquipment 12.0 0.0
Buildings 40.0 0.0
Furniture 11.0 10.0
Office Support Equipment 10.0 0.0
Company Comm. Enuipment 7.0 10.0
Genl. Purpose Computers 5.0 0.0
Digital Switching 13.0 0.0
Operator Systems 10.0 0.0
Radio Systems 9.0 (5.0)
Circuit-DDS 8.0 0
Circuit-Digital 8.0 0.0
Circuit-Analog 8.0 {5.0)
Station Apparatus 6.0 0.0
Large PBX 6.0 0.0
Other Terminal Equipment 6.0 0.0
Poles 30.0 (75.0)
Rerial Cable-Metallic 18.0 {35.0)
Aerial Cable-Fiber 20.0 (35.0)
Underground Cable-Metallic 23.0 (10.0)
Underground Cable~Fiber 20.0 (10.0)

2247-
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Account Lives Salvage Values
Buried Cable-Metallic 18.0 (10.0)
Buried Cable-Fiber 20.0 (10.0)
Submarine Cable-Metallic 18.0 {(5.0)
Submarine Cable-Fiber 20.0 (5.0)
Intra-blg Netwk cable-Met. 20,0 {(10.0)
Intra-Blg Netwk Cable-Fiber 20.0 (10.0)
Conduit 50.0 (10.0)
Section V-B: Cost of Money
Debt Ratio: 40%
Equity Ratio: 60%
Cost of Debt: 6.5%
Cost of Equity: 11.5%
Overall Cost of Capital: 9.5%
Section V-C: Tax Ratas

State Income Tax 5.50

Federal Income Tax 35%

Combined Federal & State 38.57%

Income Tax

Gross Receipts 1.53%

Ad Valorem . 904

Other .30%
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Section V-D: Bupport Structures

Sprint’s Territory-Pole and Guy Spacing and
Relative Pole Units (Feeder & Distribution)

Density Pole Spacing Guy Spacing Relative Pole
(in feet) (in feet) Units
0 250 1500 6.00
6 250 1500 6.00
101 250 1500 6.00
201 250 1500 6.00
651 150 1000 6.67
851 150 500 3.33
2551 150 500 3.33
5001 150 500 3.33
10001 150 500 3.33

GTEFL’s Territory-Pole nd Guy Spacing and Relative Pole Units
(Feeder & Distribution)

Density Pole Spacing Guy Spacing Relative FPole
(in feet) {in feet) Units
4] 175 1750 10.00
6 175 1750 10.00
_;bl 175 1750 10.00
201 175 1750 10.00
651 175 1750 10.00
B51 175 1750 10.00
2551 175 1750 10.00
5001 175 1750 10.00
10001 175 1750 10.00
-249-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Pole and Guy Spacing and Relative Pole
Units (Feeder & Distribution)
Density Pole Spacing Guy Spacing Relative Pole
(in feet) (in feet) Units
0 250 1500 6.00
6 250 1500 6.00
101 250 1500 6.00
201 250 1500 6.00
651 150 1000 6.67
851 , 150 500 3.33
2551 150 500 3.33
5001 150 500 3.33
10001 150 500 3.33
-250-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Foles, Anchors, and Guys

Sprint’s Territory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial Feeder and
Distribution

—q--i-

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zones D-650
Par unic
Cost Adjustaent Installation b Aasigned Welghted
Coata Telephone Aspunt
Foles ' $255.00 §294.00 30% $164.70
Anchors and Guys | $105.27 $209.00 100% $52.38
$217.08

Sprint’s Territory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial Feeder and y
Distribution

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 631-830
Per unlec
Cost Adjustment Installation % Assigned Welighted
Costs Telephone Amount
Poles $255.00 ' $294.00 304 $164.70
Anchors and Guys | §105.27 $209.00 1000 47,14
§211.84

Sprint’s Territcry - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial Feedcr and
Distribution

Activity Baas Cost Density Zones B31»>10001
Fer unit

Cost Adjustment Installation ¥ Assigned Weighted

Coats Telephone Amount

Poles $255.00 $19%4.00 30N §164.70

inchors and Guys $105%.27 205.00 100% $94 .18
$2%8.58

-251-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’'s & GTEFL's Territory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial

Feeder and Distribution

Activity Bass Coat Density Ionas O=650
Per unic
Cost Adjustmant Installation i Assigned Walghted
Costs Telephone Amount
Foles $229.89 s161.81 is.am $1%6.21
Anchors and Guys | § 28.45 §72.01 1000 $16.74
$172.96

BellSouth’s & GTEFL's Territory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial

Feeder and Distributien

Aotivity Base Cost Density Zone E15-850 4
Per unit
Cost Adjustmant Installation i Asslgned Walghted
Coats Telephone Amcunt
Foles §225.89 5161.81 I9.eEn §156.21
Anchors and Guys | § 28.45 $72.01 100% $15.07
§171.29

BellSouth’s & GTEFL's Territory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial

Feeder and Distribution

Activity Basa Cost Density Zons B31->10001
Par unit

Cost Adjustment Installation ' Assigned Waighted

Coats Telaphone Amount

Foles §229.09 8161.8] 19.00% $156.21
Aachors and Guys | § 28.43 $ 72.01 1004 $ 30.14
$186.35

.
-72_52"
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

i Sh IE TR o B

Actavity Base Cost Dencity Zone 0-3

Far Foot

Installed Cost b Activity V Aaslgned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & §$7.47 75.00 95.00 §$5.55%
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 a $9.00 0
Backhoe Trench 7.47 17.00 $9.00 1.26
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 2.00 95.00 15
Boring 53. 0 2.00 95.00 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.97 1.00 99.00 il
Asphalt
Cut & PRestors 13.14 1.00 99%.00 i)
Concreta
Cut & Restore 8.28 2.00 5%.00 16
Sod
100% $B.42
-253-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Activity Bass Coot Density Zone 6-100

Par Toot

Installed Cost b Activicy A Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & $7.47 71.00 9§.00 $3.25
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 95.00 0
Backhce Trench 7T.47 19.00 $9.00 1.41
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 2.00 $5.00 1%
Baring 5).0 2.00 $9.00 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.97 1.00 §5.00 i
ARaphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 2.00 $5.00 iy ]
Concrate
Cut & Restore 8.28 .00 $%.00 .16
Sod
1008 §8.51

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Activity Basa Coat Dansity lone 101-200

Par Foot

Inatalled Cost b Activity V Aspigred Telephons | Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & 57.47 46.00 $9.00 $3.40
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 $5.00 (1]
Backhos Trench T.47 3g.00 $5.00 2.22
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 3.00 $5.00 .37
Bacing 53.94 4.00 $9.00 2.14
Cut & Rasatcre 10.57 $.00 §9.00 .11
Asphalt
Cut & Rsators 13.14 4.00 §5.00 52
Concrets
Cut & Restore 8.28 .00 $5.00 Ay
Sod
100% §5.68
~254-
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— R & N

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Activikcy Basa Cost Dansity Lone 201=650

Far Foot

Installed Cost § Activity V Asalgaed Telephons | Welighted Amount

Adjustment
Tranch & $7.47 35%.00 9%.00 $2.5%%
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 0 99.00 ]
Backhos Trench 7.47 33.00 $3.00 .44
Barnd Dig Trench T.47 3.00 §9.00 22
Boring 53.94 4.00 §#9.00 .14
fut & Restore 10.97 8.00 99.00 .87
Asphalc
Cut & Festore 13.14 7.00 §9.00 .51
Concrate
Cut & Restcre 8.29 10.00 $5.00 B2
Sz
1o0% 5%.5%%

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Aotivicy Base Coat Dbenaity Zone E31-2%50

Per Foot

Insctalled Cost % Actiwvity % Aasigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt

Adjustment
Treanch & BT.47 27.00 $9.00 §1.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 0 §9.00 0
Backhow Trench 7.47 30.00 99.00 2.22
Mand Dig Trench T.47 6.00 §9.00 44
Boring 5.8 2.00 $9.00 1.07
Cut & Rastors 10.97 13.00 §9.00 1.41
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 13.14 12.00 §9.00 1.56
Concrete
Cut & Reatoce B.28 10.00 §9.00 N F;
Sod
100% $5.52
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

EellSouth’s Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Actiwity Base Cost Density Ione 25%1-1000

Par Foot

Installed Cost V Activity % Assigned Telephcna | Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & 57.47 %.00 95.00 .07
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 ] 99.00 [+
Backhoa Trench 7.47 20.00 95.00 1.48
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 8.00 $9.00 -1
Boring 53.94 15.00 §9.00 8.01
Cut & Reators 10.57 25.00 $9.00 2Tl
Asshalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 40.00 §5.00 2.60
Concrets
Cut & Rastore 8.28 1.00 99.00 37
Sod
1008 J16. 1

BellSouth's Territory - Normal Feeder Conduit

Activicy Base Cost Censity Zons >10000

Per Foot

Installed Cost \ Activity % Assigned Telephone | Weighted Anount

Adjustmant
Trench & $7.47 i.00 99.00 §.22
Backfill
Rocky Tranch T7.47 ] §9.00 1]
Backhoe Trench 7.47 15.00 95.00 1.11
Hand Dig Trench T.47 8.00 95.00 .59
Boring 33.94 10.00 §%.00 5.4
Cut & Restorce 10.97 33.00 §9.00 3.58
Asphalt
Cut & Rastorw 13.14 48.00 99.00 J.64
concrete
Cut & Restore 8.28 .00 $95.00 + 25
Sod
1004 SL4.T4
-256-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

'Bellﬁcuth'a Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Looa 0-5

Per Foot

Installed Cast ¥ Activity V Asasigned Telephons | Weighted Amcunt

Adjustmant
Trench & §7.47 87.00 99.00 $6.44
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 0 $9.00 ]
Backhos Trench T.47 %.00 $9.00 .37
Hand Dig Trench T.47 2.00 99.00 15
Boring 33.M 2.00 99.00 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.9%7 1.00 $9.00 R % |
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 1.00 $9.00 .13
Concrate
Cut & Pestore .28 2.00 $5.00 .16
Soa
[ 100 $8.42

BellSouth's Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 6-100

Par Foot

Installed Caat b Activity % Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Adjuatmant
Trench & §7.47 71.00 9%.00 §5.25
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 §5.00 0
Backhows Trench 7.47 19.00 99.00 1.41
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 2.00 99.00 15
Boring 53.94 z.00 99.00 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.9%7 2.00 99.00 (22
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 3.1 2.00 99.00 .36
Concreta
Cut & Restoce B.28 2.00 $95.00 18
Scd
1004 $8.51
' 257~
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit

Activicy EBase Cost Danaity Ione 101-200

PFar Foot

Inatalled Coat b Rctivicy A Assigned Telephona | Weighted Amcunt

Adjustment
Trench & .47 £0.00 99.00 $4.44
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.47 o 93.00 o
Backhos Trench T7.47 18.00 $9.00 1.3)
Hand Dig Toench 7.47 5.00 55.00 -7
Boring 53.94 2,00 85.00 1.07
Cut & Restors 10.97 5.00 9%.00 « 54
Asphalt
Cut & Fastore 13.14 £.00 9%.00 .52
Concrate
Cut & Restore 8.28 6.00 99.00 A9
Sod
100% 58,76

BellScuth's Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit

Activicy Base Cost Density Zone 201-630

Far Foot

Installed Cost § Activicy \ Assigned Trlephone Weighted Amcunt

Aijustmant
Trench & 87.47 45%.00 99.00 $3.1]
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 §9.00 @
Backhoe Trench 7.47 23.00 $9.00 1.70
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 i.00 99,00 .22
Boring 83.0 4.00 ¥%.00 2.1
Cut & Restore 10.97 8.00 9%.00 L8
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 7.00 §9.00 91
Concrate
Cut & Reatore B.28 10.00 9%.00 N Fi
Sod
100% $9.99
-258-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’'s Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit

i _E S _ T _ St S an_ G = S S I S & &

Activicy Basa Cost Denaity I-ae 651-23550

Per Foot

Installed Coat b Activity V Aasigned Telephons | Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & §7.47 40,00 99.00 52.%6
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 0 95.00 0
Backhoe Trench 7.47 7.00 $5.00 .52
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 €.00 98.00 Al
Boring 53,94 2.00 $9.00 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.97 13.00 $9.00 1.41
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 13.14 12.00 §5.00 1.56
Concreata
Cut & Restore B.28 20.00 $5.00 1.64
Sca
100% $5.60
— -

BellSouth’s Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Cost Danality Zons 25%1-10000

Per Foot

Installed Cost V Activity % Aasigned Telephonae Weighted Amcount

Adjustmant
Trench & §$7.47 5.00 99.00 5.7
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 7.47 a 99.00 2
Backhoe Tranch 7.47 19.00 §9.00 1.41
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 B.00 99,00 .59
Boring 23N 15.00 99.00 8.01
Cut & Festore 10.97 25.00 95.00 2.7
Asphalt
Cut & FPestore 13.14 20.00 99.00 2.60
Concrata
Cut & Pestore B.28 8.00 99.00 66
Sod
1008 $1€.33
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TF
980696-TP

BellSouth's Territory - Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Zone >10000

Per Foot

Installed Coat b Activity A Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Tranch & 17.47 J.00 #9.00 8.2
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 0 #9.00 o
Backhos Trench T.47 15.00 93.00 1.11
Fand Dig Trench 7.47 8.00 §5.00 .59
Boring 2.9 10.00 99.00 5.0
Cut & Reatore 10.97 33,00 9%.00 1.58
Asphalt
Cut & Restors 13.14 20.00 9%.00 1.64
Concrete
Cut & Restore .28 1.00 §9.00 5
Sod
100% $14.74
«260-
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PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth':. Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

— I IR & aE =

Activity Base Coat Danaity Zones 0-3
Far Foot
Installed Coat § Activicy V Assigned Telephone Walghted Amcunt
Adjustmant

Plow $1.06 $6.00 $9.00 11.91
Rocky Flow 1.086 0 $9.00 0
Trench & 3.086 0 §9.00 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 ] 99.00 0
Backhoe Trench l.06 ] $9.00 <]
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 0 9%.00 [«
Bore Cable 23.50 '] 99.00 0
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0 99,00 [
Cable
Cut & Restore €.01 1.00 99.00 .08
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 0.9%0 1.00 99.00 0%
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 .00 99,00 A0
Sod

100N 81.51
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PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

980696-TP

AFFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Basa Cost Dansity Ionms 6~-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat ¥ Activity i Assigned Telsphons | Welighted Ascunt
Adjustmant

Plow $1.08 78.00 $5.00 $2.37
Rocky Plow 1.06 0.00 $9.00 ]
Trench & .06 10,00 99.00 + 30
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 0.00 $8.00 ]
Backhos Tresnch .08 .00 95.00 15
Hand Dig Traench .08 1.00 99.00 -2
Bore Cable 23.50 0.00 #5.00 0
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0.00 99.00 0
Cable
Cut & Rastore 6.01 2.00 99.00 .12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore §.90 .00 99.00 .18
Concrate
Cut & Restore 4,80 2.00 $9.00 =10
Sod

100% $).24
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

qEEIlSDUth'S Territory - Buried Feecer Cable

Activicy Base Cost Danality Ione 101-200
Per Foot
Inatalled Coast A Actiwity % Aasigned Telephona | WelyZted Amount
Adjustmant

Flow $3.06 60.00 $9.00 $l.82
Rocky Plow 1.06 0.00 89.00 s}
Trench & 3.08 10.00 95,00 .30
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 0.00 89.00 [+ ]
Backhoe Trench 3.06 6.00 99.00 .18
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 5.00 99.00 .13
Bors Cable 23.50 3.00 95.00 .10
Push Pipa & Pull 26.96 1.00 $%.00 27
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 5.00 89.00 30
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.5%0 ¢.00 §%.00 .15
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.00 6.00 95%.00 2¥
Sod

100% 54.36
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AFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Density Ione 201-630
Par Foot
Installed Coat b Activicy A Assigrned Telephone | Weighted Ascunt
Adjustmant

Plow $1.06 31.00 9%.00 $1.00
Rocky Plow 3.06 0.00 $5.00 0
Trench & 1.06 20.00 99.00 .61
Backfill
Rocky Tranch .06 0.00 99.00 o
Backhos Trench 3.06 10.00 99.00 .30
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 3.00 $9.00 09
Bore Cable 23.%0 4.00 89.00 .91
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 5.00 $3.00 1.3}
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 8.00 95.00 .40
Aaphalt
Cut ¢ Restore 8.9%0 7,00 95.00 .62
Concrete
Cut & Restoce 4.80 10.00 99.00 48
Sod

1008 §5.82
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980696~-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

!ﬂellﬁnuth'u Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Aotivity Base Coat Density Zons 651-233%0
Far Foot
Installed Cost W Actaviry \ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt
Adjustaent

Plow 51.06 15.00 99.00 §.45
Rocky Plow 1.08 0.00 §%.00 o
Trench & 3.086 26.00 9%.00 19
Backfill
Rocky Trench .06 9.00 99.00 0
Backhos Tranch 3.06 11.00 §%.00 .33
Hand Dig Trench J.086 6.00 9%.00 18
Bore Cable 23.50 2.00 99.00 AT
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 5.00 9%.00 1.1)
Cable
Cut & Raatore 6.01 1).00 99.00 77
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.50 12.00 8#9.00 1.08
Cancrate
Cut & Restore i.80 10.00 99.00 .48
Sod

100% $5.87

. «265-




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B80696-TP
PAGE 264
APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost panaity Zone 2551-10000
Far Foot
Inscalled Cost N Activicy \ Assigned Telephone | Welighted Amount
Adjustmant

Flow $3.06 on 99.00% $0
Rocky Plow | .08 1] 9%.00% 0
Trench £ | 1.06 5 ¥5.00% .15
Backfill
Rocky Trench .06 o #5.00% ]
Backhos Trench .06 20 $9.00% .61
Hand ™ig Trsnch 1.08 ] #9.008 . 24
Bore Cable 23.50 1% #5.00% 3. 49
Push Pipe & Pull 26.9¢6 0 #%.00% o
Cable
Cut L Restore 6.01 : 2% 99.00% 1.49
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore B.%0 20 99.00% 1.74
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 7 #9.00% +313
Sod

1004 $8.07

-266-




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 265
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION~-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

!Bellﬁouth's Territory - Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coast Deasity Zons >10000
Fez Foot
Installed Coat V Activity Vv Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjustment

51.06 oN #5.Cn s0
Rocky Plow .08 o 85.000 0
Trench & .06 3 §9.00% .09
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 o §5.00% 0
Backhos Trench .06 1% §5.00% A
Hand Dig Trenach 1.06 [ ] $5.000 L
Bore Cable 23.50 10 ¥5.008 2.3}
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0 $5.00% +]
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 32 #9.000 1.96
Asphalt
Cut & Restore g.9%0 28 §9.00% 2.47
Concrete
Cut & Rastorce 4.80 3 §9.00n 14
Sod

100% §7.69%
' -267-
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Danaity Zone Q-5
Per Foot
Installed Cost V Activicy A Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $3.06 B6.00% 99.00% $2.5)
Rocky Plow 3.06 0.00 #5.008 1}
Tranch & 3.0 10.00 §5.00% .29
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3J.086 0.00 99.00W 0
Backhce Trench .08 0.00 §5.000 0
Hand Dig Trench .06 0.00 §9.00% = ]
Bore Cable 23.50 0.00 9%.00% 2
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0.00 §%.00% 0
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 1.00 §9.00% .06
Raphalt
Cut & Restore 8.5%0 1.00 5%.008 .09
Concrete
Cut & FRestore 4.80 2.00 §5.00% .09
Scod

100% $3.086
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980696-TP

APFENDIK A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory = Buried Distribution Cable

:
w
:
:
!

----*_-_

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat b Activity V Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $3.06 B80. 000 99.004 $2.135%
Rocky Plow .06 ] 59,000 0
Tranch & 1.06 1 89.000 .32
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 0 99.00% o
Backhoe Trench 1.06 3 9%.00M .09
Hand Dig Trench 3.0 4] 55,000 0
Bore Cable 23.50 ) §9.00% 0
Push Fipe & Pull 26.96 e 95.00W 0
Cable
Cut & Rastore 6.01 F4 99.00W 12
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore B.90 | 99.00% 17
Concreate
Cut & Restore 4.80 2 §5.00W .09
S50d

1008 $1.14
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980696-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Ione 101-200
Par Foot
Installed Cosat b Activity \ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Flow $3.76 69, 00% 9%.00% $2.0)
Rocky Plow 3.06 0 99.00% 0
french & 3.06 11 9%.00% .32
Sackfill
Rocky Trench 3. 06 ] @9.00% o
Backhoe Trench 3.08 3 99. 00V 09
Hand Dig Trench 3.08 o 99.000 0
Bore Cable 23,50 1 99,00% .23
Poah Pips & Pull 26.96 1 99.00n% 26
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 5 99.00% 29
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 8.50 i 95.00% .4
Concrete
Cut & HRestoce 4.80 & $9.00% .28
Sod

1008 $1.8)
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

qﬂeHSouth's Territory- Buried Distribution Cable |
J
Activity Bass Cost Density Zone 201=-6%0 |
Par Foot
Installed Cost V Activity % Assigned Telesphone | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant
Plow $3.06 21.00% §%.008 5.62
Rocky Plow j.06 [#] 99.00% o
Trench & 3,086 Jo 99,00% .88
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 1] $9.00% v}
Backhce Trench 1.08 12 99.00% .35
Hand Dig Tranch 1.06 3 §9.00% .09
Bore Cable 21.50 4 99.00% .50
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 5 95,000 1.29
Cable
Cut & Rastore 6.01 8 5. 00% LB
Aaphalt
Cut & Resstoce B.50 T 95.00% .. 50
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 10 99.00% A6
So0d
1004 $%.68
I -271-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
980696-TP

BellSouth’s Territory- Buried Distribution Cable

Activicy Base Cost pDansity lone 651-2550
Par Toot
Installed Coat \ Activity \ Aasigned Telephons | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $).06 20.00% §9.00% $.39
Rocky Plow 3.06 0 §9.00% 1]
Trench & .06 20 99.00% .59
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 o $9.00% 0
Backhoa Trench 3.08 2 99.00% .06
Hand Dig Trench 3.08 6 §9.00% .18
Bore Cable 23.%0 i 99.00% A5
Push Pipe & Pull 26.56 5 $3.00% 1.29
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 13 99.00% « 75
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 8.%0 12 99.00% 1.03
Concrete
Cut & Reatore §.80 20 99.00W .92
Sod

10048 55.8%

lznl




ORDER NO. PSC-95-0068-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO.

PAGE 271

980696-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

!Bellﬁuu:h’ s Territory- Buried Distribution Cable

Activiey Basa Cost Danaity Zone 23851-10000
Far Foot
Installed Cost A Activity V Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

31.08 1] 9. 008 $.0
Rocky Plow 3.04 o §9.00% 0
Tranch & 1.06 3 99. 008 .15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 1] 89,000 o
Backhoe Trench 3.06 1% §5.000 .11
Hand Dig Trench J.06 ] §95.00% .24
Bore Cable 23.5%0 15 89.00% 3.8
Push Pips & Pull 26.9%6 v #9.00% 0
Cable
Cut & Festcre §.01 25 §5.004 S ]
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 6.50 20 99.00W 1.71
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4,00 B 99.00% 27
Sod

1008 $7.64
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PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Buried Distribution Cable

Activicy Base Coat Dansity Zone >10000
Par Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Activity % Assigned Teiephons | Weighted Asount
Adjust=ant

Flow 53.06 1] #5.008 50
Rocky Plow 3.06 4] #9.00% 0
Trcanch & 3.06 ) 85,008 .09
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 o $9.00W (1]
Backhoce Trench 1.06 15 95,008 i
Hand Dig Trench .06 ] 99.00% .24
Bore Cable 231.50 10 99,000 2.26
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0 $9.00% 1+
Cable
Cut & Restore .01 33 89.00% 1.%0
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.%0 28 §5.00W 1.3%
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 3 99.00% .14
Sod

100% §7.46

-274-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED _NPUT VALUES

BellScuth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

— N D -E . .

Activity Base Coat Dansity lone 0-5

Per Foot

Installed Cost b Activity \ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & 17.47 5.00% 99.000 $.37
Backfill
Rocky Treach 7.47 29.00% 99.00% 2.15
Backhos Trench 1.47 52.00% 99. 000 3.8%
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 5.00% 99.00% .37
Bozing 53.94 5.00% 89.000 2.67
Cut & Restore 10.97 1.00% 95.00% «11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 1.00% 9%.00% .13
Concrete
Cut & Restore .28 2.00% 99.00% .18
Sod
1008 §9.80

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Cost Densicty Ione 6-100

Far Foot

Installed Cost b Activity A\ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt

Adjust=ant
Trench & $7.47 $.00% 9%.00% .27
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 17.00% 99,000 2.7
Backhoe Trench 7.47 45.00% 99.00% 1.3}
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 4.00% #5.00% .30
Boring 3.9 J.00n 959.00% 1.60
Cut & Restore 10.97 2.00% 95.000 22
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 2.00W 99.004 26
Concreate
Cut & Restore B.29 2.008 99.00% .16
Sod
Lo0w $8.97
-275-
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Bass Cost Danaity Ione 101-200

Far Foot

Installed Cost V Activity  Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Adjuatmant
Trench & $7.47 5.00% §9.00% 5.17
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 35.00% 95.008 2.5%9
Backhoe Trench 7.47 Js.0oN 99,004 2.81
Hand Dig Trench T.47 4.00% 9%.00W .30
Baring 53.94 3.00n 99.000 1.€0
Cut & Rsstore 10.97 2.00% 99.00W .54
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 4.000 #9.000 .52
Concretes
Cut & Raators 8.20 6.00% 99.00% AT
Sad
100% $9.22

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activicy Base Cost Density Zons 201=630

Fer Foot

Installed Coat b Activity \ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & 87.47 15.00% 99.00% 51.11
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 33.000 ¥9.00W 2.4
Backhoe Trench 7.47 20.00% 9500w 1.48
Hand Dig Tranch 7.47 31.008 9. 004 .22
Boring 53.54 4.00% 99,000 2.14
Cut & Restore 10.97 B.00N #5. 000 N N
Raphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 7.008 99,008 91
Concrete
Cut & Restore 8.8 10.00% 99.00% .82
Sod
LO0N §9.99
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

I SNE NN IE e I EE .

Activity Bass Costc Denaicy Zona 651-233

Per Foot

Installed Coat b Activity \ Aasigned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & 87.47 9.00% 99.00% §.67
Backfill
Rocky Treach 7.47 28.00% $9.00% 2.07
Backhoe Trench 7.47 20.00M 9%.000 1.48
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 6.00% 99,004 .44
Boring 3. 2.00% §9.00% 1.07
Cut & Restore 10.97 11.00% 99.00% 1.41
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 12.00% 9%9. 000 1.56
Concrate
Cut & Restore 8.28 10.00% 86.00% B2
S5o0d
100% £5.%2

.

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

-

.

R R ) =N BN

hotivity Base Cost Density Zone 2551-10000

Par Foot

Installed Coat bV Activity f Assigned Telephons | Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Treanch & §7.47 2.00% §9.00% $15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 5.008 99.00% 2
Backhos Trench 7.47 18.00% 99.00% 1.32
Eand Cig Trench T.47 8.00% 95.00% .59
Baring 53.54 15.00% §9.00% g.01
Cut & Resstore 10.87 25.008 §9.00% 2.71
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastors 13.14 20.00% §9.00% 2.60
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 0.8 7.00% §59.00% .57
Sod
100% 16,34
M o
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zcne >10000

Pear Foot

Installed Coat V Actiwvicy % Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & £7.47 41 99%.00% 30
Backfill
Rocky Trench T7.47 €.00% §9.000 LA
Backhos Trench T7.47 12.00% §9.00% .89
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 B.00% 99.00% .59
Boring 53.94 10.00% §9.00% 5.0
Cut & Rastors 10.97 33.00M §%.00% . 3.58
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 208.00% §9.00% 1.64
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 8.28 3.00n $5.00% 1]
Sod
100% 1l4.74
BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Bass Cost Deansity Zona 0-5

Per Foot

Installed Cost b Activity \ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & 87.47 8.00% 99.00% §.59
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 46,008 §#9.00% J.40
Backhos Trench T.47 32.00% §%.00% .M
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 %.00% §%.00% 1
Boring 53.94 5.00% §9.00% 2.67
Cut & Restore 10.97 1.008 89,000 .11
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 1.00% §5.00% 13
Concrete
Cut & Restorwe 8.20 2.00% #5.00% 16
Sod
100% §9.80
-278-
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BellSouth’'s Territory- Scft Rock Distribution Conduit

S N m Em - -

Activity Bass Cost Density IZone 6-100

Par Foot

Inatalled Coat & Activity A Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt

Adjustment
Trench & §7.47 8.00% #9.00% $.59
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 41.00% #5.00% an
Backhos Tranch T.47 27.00% $9.00% 2.00
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 5.00% 95.00% .37
Boring 3. 3.000 99.00% 1.60
Cut & Restore 10.97 2.00% #5000 .22
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 2.00% §9.00% 26
Concrate
Cut & Restore B.38 2.00% §6.004 .18
Sod
100% §6.97
BellSouth’s Territory~- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activicy Base Coat Dansity Zons 101-200
Far Foot
Installed Cost V¥ Actiwity % Assigned Te.sphons | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & 57.47 B.00% 99.00% §.59
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 48.00% §9.00% 3. 53
l Backhoe Trench 7.47 21,008 99,004 1.8%
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 5.008 99.00N -1
' Boring 53.94 .00 99.000 1.60
Cut & Raatore 10.97 5.00% §9.00W .54
Asphalt
l Cut & Restore 13.14 4.00% 99.004 +52
Concrate
Cut & Restore B.20 6.00% 99.00% A9
I Sod
100% $9.22
l 2279.
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PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 201-630

Par Foot

Inatalled Cost V Actiwvity A\ Masigned Telephone | Welghted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & $7.47 15.00% 9%.00% #l.11
Backfill
Rocky Trench T.47 32.00% 95.00% 2.7
Backhoe Trench T.47 21.00% 95.00W 1.5%
Rand Dig Trench T.47 3.00n 59 .00% .22
Boring 53.94 4.00% 99.00% 2.14
Cut & Restore 10.97 B.00% 99.00% BT
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 13.14 7.00% 99.00% 5
Concrate
Cut & Restors 8.28 10.00W 9%.00% 8 F
Sod
1008 3%.9

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock

Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Dansity Lone 651-2330

Par Foot

Inatalled Cost V Activicy ¥ Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Tranch & 5$7.47 8.00% 99.00N% 5.%%
Backfill
Rocky Trench T7.47 30.00W §9.00% 2.22
Backhca Tranch 7.47 §.00% 99.000 + 87
Band Dig Trench T7.47 €.00% 9%.004 LAl
Baring 53.94 2.00% 55.00% 1.07
Cut & Rastore 10.97 13.00% $9.004 1.41
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.14 12.00% 99,000 1.56
Concrete
Cut & Rastore .28 20.00% 99.00M 1.64
Sod
100% $9.60
-280-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

stivicy Base Cost Dansity lone 2551-10000
Par Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Activity Vv Assigned Telephone | Welighted Amount
Adjustmant
cench & $7.47 2.00% §5.00% 5.15%
okfill
sky Trench T.47 $.00% 95.00% + 3
zkhos Trench T.47 17.00% 99.00% 1.26
.4 Dig Trench 7.47 B.00% §9.000 -1 )
~ing 51.94 15.00% 99.00% 8.01
- & Resstorce 10.97 25.00% 9. 00N JaaTl
ahalt
<t & Restore 13.14 20.00% 99.00W 2.60
:ncreate
l .4t & Restore B.28 E.00W $#5.000 N1
iod
100% 316.35

i

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Reck

Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone>10000
Par Foot
Inatalled Coat V Activicy A Assignad Telephone | Weighted A=scunt
Adjusrtmant
Trench & $7.47 111 §9.00% $.0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 7.47 &.00% $9.00Ch L4l
Backhos Trench 7.47 12.00% #9.00n .89
Hand Dig Trench 7.47 B.00% #9.00% .59
Hjurinq: 53,94 10.00% 95,008 5.0
Cut & Reatore 10.97 33.00% §9.00% 1.58
Asphalt
I Cut & Reatore 13.14 28.00% $9.00% 1.64
Concrete
Cut & Restore B.28 3.00% §#9.000 .23
Sod
100% $l4.74
281-
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Density Zone 0=3
Par Foot
Installed Coat V Actlvity V Assigned Telephones | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow §3.08 44, 00N 95%.00% 1.3
Rocky Plow .06 1} 99.00% 1.0%
Tranch & .06 -] #9.000 .15
Backfill
Rocky Tresnch J.06 5 89.00 .15
Backhce Trench ).06 2 99.00% .08
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 3 95.00 .09
Bore Cable 23.50 1 95.000 x|
Fush Pipes & Pull 26.96 F 99.00% .53
Cable
Cut & Rastore .01 1 99.00% i
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore B.%0 i 95.00% 0%
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 4,80 2 ¥9.00W + 10
Sod

100% $31.8]
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
q BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Bass Cost Density Zone 6=100
Per Foot
Installed Cost § Activity A\ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant
Plow $1.06 35.00% 95,008 $1.06
Rocky Plow 3.06 28 99.00% .85
Treanch & 1.06 10 959.000 1]
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3,06 3 99. 000 .15%
Backhoe Trench 3.06 12 99,004 .36
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 l 99. 00N 09
Bore Cable 23.5%0 1 99.00% 23
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 o 9.00% 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 3 §9.004 12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.50 3 §%.000 .18
Concrete
Cut & Festore 4.80 2 #5.00% «10
Sod
100% $).44
l -283-
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BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity dase Coat Density Ione 101-200
Per Foot
Installed Cost A Activity \ Assignec elephone  Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $31.06 20.00% 89.000 §.61
Rocky Plow 3.06 10 $9.000 g
Trench & 3.06 10 99,000 .30
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 8 9%.00% LA
Backhoe Trench 3.08 10 #9.00% 1
Hand Dig Trzench 3.06 ] 99.000 +15
Bore Cable 23.50 §9.00% .23
Push Pips & Pull 26.96 1 99.00% .27
Cable
Cut & Restore &.01 5 99.00% .30
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.90 4 86.00W .38
Concrete
Cut & Reastore 4.80 ] 39.00% 29
Sod

100% $31.93%

-284-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

S GE R =R DN SR OB mE N me N MR NI N B OE S8 o

Actavity Base Cost Dansity Zons 201-=£50
Per Foot
Installed Coat \ Activity % Assigned Telephona | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $1.06 5.00% §5.000 5.15
Rocky Plow 3.086 13 99.00% + 39
Tranch & 3.06 5 $9.00% 15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 25 935.000 JT6
Backhoe Trench .08 15 #5.000 A5
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 3 99.00% .09
Bore Cable 23.50 4 9%.00N « ¥
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 -] 99%.00% 1.3}
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 8 ¥95.00% 48
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 8.90 7 §95.000 . 6l
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 10 %3.008 AE
Sod

1008 £§5.81
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Ione €51-15%0
Far Foot
Installed Cost V Activity \ Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjustment

FPlow $).06 3.00% 9%.00% 5.09
Rocky Flow .06 b 5,000 .09
Trench & .06 13 9. 000 LA
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 25 9. 004 16
Backhoa Tranch 1.06 1] #3.000 i8
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 [ 99,000 18
Bore Cable 23.50 F 59.00% 47
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 - 99,008 1.33
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 13 §9.000 .17
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.%0 12 9.00% 1.06
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 10 §3.00% A8
Sod

100% $5.07
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BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

HE_ R EE R =S - om

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zone 2551-10000
Pear Foot
Installed Coat V Activity \ Assigned Welghted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone

Plow $1.06 o #5.00% $0
Rocky Plow . l.06 0 95.00% [V
Trench &. 1.06 2 #5.00% .0é
Backfill
Rocky Trench .06 5 99.00% .15
Backhoa Trench 3.06 18 95.00% « 39
Hand Dig Trench 3.08 ] 99.00% 1 |
Bors Cable 23.50 15 95.00% 1.48
Fush Pipe & Pull 26.96 0 F9.00W o
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 23 99.00% 1.45%
Asphalt
Cut & Rastoce 8.5%0 20 99.00% 1.76
Concrete
Cut & Restors 4.80 7 $9.00W .33
S5cd

1004 $8.07

=287-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION~ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’'s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Tone>l0000
Par Foot
Installed Cost V Activity \ Asalgned Welghted Amount
Adjustment Tealephone

Plow §1.06 os §9.00W 50
Rocky Plow 1.086 o §5.00n o
Trench & 1.06 ] 99.00W 0
Backfill
Focky Trench .06 € §9.00% .18
Backhos Trench 3.06 12 §9.00% .36
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 L] 95.00% -]
Bore Cable 21.50 10 95.00% 2.3}
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0 95,00 0
Cable
Cut & Restore §.01 13 99.008 1.96
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 8.90 28 99.00% 2.47
Concrate
Cut & Restoras 4.80 i %9.00W A4
Sod

100% $7.65%
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory=- Soft Rock Buried Distributicon Cable

— I R _ s S0 = .

Activicy Base Cost Denaity Zone 0-5
Par Foot
Installed Cost b Activiry ¥V Assigned Haighted Amount
Adjustment Telaphone

Plow $3.06 47.00% #9.00% $1.38
Rocky Plow 3.06 29 99.00% B5
Trench & 3.08 & 99%.00% 15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 4 §5.00% .12
Backhoe Trsnch .06 2 §9.00% .06
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 3 99.00% .09
Bore Cable 21.30 1 §5.00% 23
Push Pips & Pull 16,96 5 §9.00% 1.2%
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 1 99.00% .06
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.9%0 1 §9.00M .08
Concrate
Cat & Restorw 4.80 2 99.00n .09
Sod

100% S4.40
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory = Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Bass Cost Danaity Ione 6-100
Per Foot
Installesd Coat N Activity ¥ Asaigned Haighted Amcunt
Adjustmant Telephone

Flow §1.06 46.00% §3.00% $1.35%
Rocky Plow . 1.06 28 99.00% .82
Tranch &, 3.06 10 9%.00% 29
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.08 L] 95.00% «1d
Backhos Trench 3.06 2 95.00n .08
Hand Dig Trench 3.086 k| 99.00% .09
Bore Cable 23.50 1 95.00% .23
Push Pipa & Pull 16.96 o §9.00% 0
Cabla
Cut & Restors 6.01 2 99.00% 12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore .90 2 §9.00% .17
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 2 99.60% .0%
Sod

1004 $3.34
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BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

|
i
I PAGE 289

Activity Bass Cost Density lona 101-200
Par FooC
Inatalled Coast % Activicy \ Assigned Walghted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone

Plow $1.96 5.00% 99,000 $.85
Rocky Plow 1.06 a0 #9. 000 .88
Trench & 1.06 12 99.000 .35
Backfill
Rocky Tranch .06 ] 95.004 24
Backhos Trench 3.06 2 99,000 .06
Hand Dig Trench .06 ] 95.00v . 08
Bora Cable 23.50 1 ¥5.000 «23
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 i ¥9.000 3 1
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 5 99.00% .29
haphtalt
Cut & Rastore B.950 4 99.00W -
Concrete
Cut & Festore 4,80 [ 59.00W .28
Sod

1008 $3.8)
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Rctivity Base Cost Density lone 201-650
Per Foot
Installed Cost § Activity V Asaigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Telesphone

Plow $1.06 J.00% 99.00% $.09
Rocky Plow 3.06 12 99.00% -5
Trench & 1.06 ] 99.00% 1%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 a7 #9.00% «79
Backhoa Trench .06 16 99.00% AT
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 ] 99.00% . 09
Bore Cable 21.50 4 99.00% 30
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 3 99.00W 1.29
Cabla
Cut & Resstore 6.01 ] $5.00M .46
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.5%0 7 99.00% .60
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 10 $5.008 A6
S5od

100% §5.66
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

R R |k N TR N a»

Activity Base Cost Denzity Ione 651-=2530
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Activity \ Assigned Welghted Amount
Adjustmant Talephone

Flow $1.06 2.00% §5.00% 5.086
Hocky FPlow 3.06 F #9.00% .06
Trench & 3.06 - §9.00% .15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 25 §9.00% LT
Backhoe Trench 1.06 ] §9.000 1)
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 € 99.00% . «18
Bore Cable 21.50 Fi 99.00W 4%
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 - 99.00n8 1.2%
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 ’ 11 ¥%.000 1%
Asphale
Cut & Restore B.3%0 12 #9.00% 1.0}
Concrets
Cut & Restore .80 20 59.00% .82
Sod

100% §5.8%
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaity ZTone 2531-10000
Per Foot
Installed Coat I bV Activity \ Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Talephone

Plow $3.06 o 99.00% 30
Rocky Plow .06 ] 99.000 0
Trench & 1.06 F§ §9.00% .08
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 5 #9.00% 18
Backhos Trench 3.06 17 99.00% .50
Hand Dig Treach J.06 ] §9.00% -]
Bore Cabla 2).50 1% #5.00% i.xe
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0 9%.00% 1]
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 25 99.00% 1.44
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.%0 20 95.00% 1.7
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 4.80 B §5.00N .37
Scd

1004 $7.84
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BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

l PAGE 293

Activity Base Cost Density Zone >10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat i Actiwity A Aapigned Walghted Amscunt
Adjustmant Telephons

Plow $31.086 ow 95.00% 50
Pocky Plow 3.06 ] §5.00% ]
Tranch & 3.06 95.00% o
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.06 6 95.000 .18
Backhos Tranch J.06 12 99.000 + 35
Hand Dig Trcench .08 8 99.00% ok

e Cable 23.50 10 99.00% .36
Puah Pipe & Pull 26.96 L] 99.00W 0
Cable

t & Resatore 6.01 13 $9.00% 1.90
Asphalt
ut & Reatore 8.%0 28 99.00% 2.39

crete
Cut & Raatore 4.00 3 §9.00% i4
Scd

100% $7.46
" -295-
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APFEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

hotivity Bass Cost Danaity Lons 0-5

Parc Foot

Inscalled Cost V Activity N Aasigned Weighted Amount

Adjustmant Telephone
Trench & $60.98 Q.00% 99.00% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench €0.98 55.004 99.00% 11.21
Backhoe Trench 60.98 34.00% §9.00% 20.5)
Hand Dig Trench £0.98 4.00% #9.00% i.02
Boring 23.94 2.00% 99.00% 1.07
Cut & Restore €4.40 1.00% §9.00% .64
Asphalt
Cut & Restors 66,65 1.00% §9.00% .66
Concrete
Cut & Pestore 61.79 2.00N 89.00% 1.22
Sod
100% $E0.34

BellSouth’s Territory=- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Lone 6-100

PFer Foot

Installed Coat V Activity % Assigned Weighted Amount

Adjustment Telephonae
Trench & §60.99 0.008 99,008 $3
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.98 55.00% ¥5.008 33.21
Backhoes Trench 60.58 3z.00% 95.00% 19.32
Hand Dig Trench 60.98 4.00M 995.00% .41
Boring 53.54 3.00% 99.00% 1.60
Cut & Restore 64.48 2.00% 99.00% 1.20
Asphalt
Cut & Fesstore 66,65 2.00W 99.00% 1.32
Concrete
Cut & Restocre 61.7% 2,008 99,008 1.1
Sod
100W $60.36
-296-
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i
i
i
-

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activicy Bass Toat Danaity Zone 101-200
Par Foot T
Installed Coat § Activity ¥ Asaigned ¥eighted Amount
Ajustmant Telaphone
Treach & §60.58 0.00N 95.00% 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench &0.58 53.00% 95.00W 32.00
Backhos Trench €0.98 25.008 99.00% 15.0%
Hand Dig Trench 60.98 4.00% 99.008 2.41
Boring 3.9 3.00% §9.00% 1.60
Cut & Restore 64.48 5,004 #9.000 1.1%
Asphalr
Cut & Reatore 66.65 4.,00% 95,000 .64
Concrate
Cut & Festore 61.79 6.00% 99.000 1.67
Sod
1008 260.61
BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Basa Cost Denaity Zone 201-630
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | v Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & $60.98 0.00% 95.00% $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.98 50.00W §9.00% 10.19
Backhowe Trench 60.98 19.000 §9.00% 10.87
Hand Dig Trench 60.98 1.00% 9%.00% 1.81
Boring 23.04 4.00% 99.00% 2.0
Cut & Rastore 64.48 B.00% 29.00W 311
Asphalr
Cut & Reatore 66.63 7.00% 99.000 1,62
Concrete
Cut & Restore 61.79 10.000 99.000 6.12
Sod
100% $60.84
-297-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Rctivity Bass Cost Density Zones 651-2550

Par Foot

Installed Cost V Actiwvity | V Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount

Adjustmant
Tranch & §60.98 0.00% §9.00% $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.58 45.00% 99. 004 27.17
Backhos Trench 60.58 12.00% 8%.000 7.42
Hand Dig Trench 60.98 6.000 95. 008 3. 62
Boring 53.94 2.00% 99.00% 1.07
Cut & Reatore E4.48 13.000 99.00% . B.30
Asphalt
Cut & Rsatore 66.65 12.00M8 §9.00W 7.92
Concrete
Cut & Reastore 6L.7% 10.00% 89,004 6.12
Sod
100% SEL.44

BellSouth’'s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Cost Density Zones 2551-13000

Per Foot

Installed Coat % Activity | ¥ ARssigned Telephone Welghted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & 560.98 0. 00N 95,000 80
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 60.58 15.00% 99, 00% 9.60
Backhoa Trench €0.98 10.008 99. 000 €.04
Hand Dig Trench 60.98 8.00% 99, 00W 4.8}
Boring 53.94 15.00% $9.00W B.01
Cut & Rastore 64.48 22.00% 9%.00% 15%.96
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 66.63 20.00% 95.008 13.20
Concrete
Cut & Restore 61.79 7.00% §5.000 4.28
Sod
100W §561.37
=298-
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BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

SN WS S A G O

Activity Base Cost Density Zone >10000

Fer Foot

Installed Coat % Activity | V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & $60.99 0.00% $9.00% 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.9%8 10.00% 99.00% £.04
Backhos Trench 60.58 B.00N $9.000 4.83
Hand Dig Trench 60.9%8 8.00% 99.00% 4,83
Boring 23.04 10.00% §9.000 5.0
Cut & Restore G4.48 33.00% §9.000 21.07
Asphalt
Cut £ Reatore 6E. 6% 28.00% 95.000 18,48
Concrate
Cut & Reatore 61.79 3.00% $5.000 1.04
Sod
100% £62.41
BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Aotivity Base Coat Density Zone 0=3

Fer Foot

Installed Cost A Activizy |V Assigned Telephone ¥eighted Amount

Ajustment
Tranch & $60.98 0.00% 99.00% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.98 50.00% §5.000 10.19
Backhos Trench 60.98 19.00% 99.00% 23,45
Hand Dig Trench 60.58 4.000 §5.000% .02
Boring 53.54 2.00% $5.000 1.07
Cut & Restore B4.40 1.00% §5.008 . B4
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 66.65 1.00% 99.008 . B
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 61.79 2.00% §%.00% 1.22
Sod
100% $60.34
l IIH-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Zons 6-100

Par Foot -

Installed Cost L] i Assigned Telsphone Welghted Amount

Adjustmant | Activity
Trench & 360,598 o.00% 99.00% 0
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 60.98 50.00% 89.00% 30.159
Backhos Trench 60.598 37.00% 99.00% 1.34
dand Dig Teench £0.58 5,000 $9.00% 3.02
Boring 5).94 2.00% 99.004 1.87
Cut & Rastore 64.48 2.00% 9%.00% - 1.28
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 66.65 2.00% #9.000 1.32
Concrats
Cut & Restors £1.79% <.00% 995,000 1.22
Sod
1008 S60.42
BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Bases Cost Dansicty Zone 101-200

Par Foot

Installed Cost L] \ Asslgned Telephona Walghted Amount

Adivstasnt Activity
Trench & $60.98 0.00% 99,008 $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench €0.98 47.00% §9.00% 20.38
Backhoe Trench 60.5%8 31.00W 9%.008 18.72
Hand Dig Trench 60.98 5.00W 95.00% .02
Bocing 53.84 2.00% 95.000 1.07
Cut & Restorw &4.48 5. 000 9. 004 3.19
Asphal®
Cut & Restore 66.63 4.00W 99. 00N 2.64
Concrete
Cut & Resatore 6l.79 6,004 99.00% .67
Sont
1008 $60. 460
=300-
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BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

tivicy Base Cost Denaity Ione 201-630
Par Foot
Installed Cost % Activicy | % Asalgned Telephona Weighted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & 860.98 0.00N 99.00% 50
Backfill
Pocky Trench €0.98 £0.00% 99.00% 30.1%
ckhoa Trench €0.9%8 18.00% 85.008 10.87
Hand Dig Trench 60.5%8 3. 00% $9.00% 1.681
Boring £3.9 4.00v 9%9.00% 2.14
Cut & Restore 64.48 §.00% 99.00% V511
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 66.65 7.00M 99.00% 4.62
Concrete
t & Restore 61.79 10.00% $9.00W .12
od
100% $60.04
BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Cost Density Lonea 651-2550
Fer Foot
Installed Cost A Activity |V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment
Trench & 560.98 5.00% 95.00% $3.02
Backfill
Rocky Trench €0.98 J2.008 99.00% 19.32
Backhoa Trench 60.58 10.00W 9. 008 6.04
Hand Dig Trench 60.98 6.00% 45,008 3.62
Boring 53).94 2.00% 99.00% 1.07
Cut & Rescore 64.48 13.00% §5.00N 8.30
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 66.65 12.00% 99,0008 7.5
Concrete
Cut & Restore 6L.7% 20.00% 9%.00% 12.2)
Sod
100% §6l.32
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territery- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

hotivity Base Coat Density Zones 2531-10000

Par Foot

Installed Cost V Activity | % Assignasd Telephone Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Tranch & $60.98 0.00% 99.00% $0
Backflill
Rocky Trench 60,99 14,008 99.00% B.45
Backhoe Trench 60.98 10.00% 99,004 6.04
Hand Dig Treanch 60.98 8.00% 99.00% 4.63
Baring 53.94 15.00% 959.00% 8.01
Cut & Restore 64.40 25.00% 99.00% A15.96
Asphalt
Cut & Hestore 6E6.65 20.00% 95.00% 13.20
Concrete
Cut & Restore 61,79 &8.00% 99.00% 4.09
Sod
100% $61.39

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activicy Base Cost Dansicy Icne >10000
Per Foor
Installed Coat L] V hasigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adjustment Activicy
Trench & $60.98 0.00% 91,008 0
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 60. 98 10.00% $9.00% 6.04
Backhos Trench 60.98 B.00W §9.00% 4.8)
Hand Dig Trench €0.98 B.00% §9.00% 4.8}
RBoring 53.94 10.00% §9.008 5.0
Cut & Restore 64.48 3. 00 §9.00% 21.07
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 66,65 28.00% §99.00W 18.48
Concrete
Cut & Restore 61.7% 3.00% 99.00% 1.84
Sod
100% 362.41
tmi

R A o E LS T oy & . o e aF B aa B AP aE @




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF~-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 301
APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
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BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Basa Coast Danaity Zone 0=5
Far Foot
Installed Coat ¥ A\ Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount
Adjustment Activity

Plow $3.06 0,00% 55.70C% 50
Rocky Flow .08 15.00W §9.00% 1.67
Trench & 3.06 §.000 99.00% .18
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.06 29.00W $9.00% .ae
Backhoe Trench 1.06 4.00% 99.000 i
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 1.00% §99.00% .03
Bore Cable 231.50 1.00% 93.00% 23
Push Pipe & Full 26.96 1.00% 99.00w .27
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 1.00% 95.00W 06
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.90 1.000 99,004 .0%
Concrete
Cut & Featore 4.80 2.008 99.00% .08
Sod

100% $1.%8
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Zone €-100
Par Foot
Installed Cost A Activity | % Aasigned Telephons | Weighted Ascunt
AMjustmant

Flow $3.06 0.00N §5.00% 20
Focky Plow 3.06 4B.00% 95.000 1.48
Trench & 3.08 10.00% 9.008 30
Backfill
Rocky Trench .08 31.00% §9.00% .54
Backhoe Trench .06 2.00% §9.00% .08
Hand Dig Tranch 3.06 1.00% #5.00% 03
Bore Cable 23.5%0 1.00% 95.00% +23
Push Pipe & Full 26.96 1.00% 95.00% .27
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 2.00% 99.00W 13
Asphalt
Cut & Restcre B.50 2.008 99.00% .17
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 4.80 2.00% §9.00% .08
Sod

100% §1.67
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

ik N BN oE O

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zone 101-200
Par Foot
Installed Cost \ Activity \ Assiyned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $).08 0.00N 99.00% 50
Rocky Plow J.08 45.00% §9.00% 1.3%
Trench & .08 3.00M 9%.00% 0%
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.06 28.00% 59.000 3]
Backhoes Trench .06 2.00% §%.0uN 08
Hand Dig Trench .08 L. 00N 99.00% 1%
Bore Cable 231.50 1.00% 9%.00% e
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 1.00% #5.00% .27
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 $.00% #9.00% -2
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.%0 4.00% $3.00W i
Concrete
Cut L Rastore {.80 6.00% ¥5.00W .23
Sod

100% $3.%2
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AFPPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
980696-TP

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Ione 201-630
Par Foot
Installed Cost % Activity |V Assigned Telsphona | Welghtsd Amount
Adjustmant

Flow $31.06 0.00% 99,000 50
Rocky Plow 3.06 13.00W $5.00% .39
Trench & 3.06 0.00% 95,000 o
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 40.00N 5%.00% 1.21
Backhoa Tranch .08 10.00% 99.00% 30
Hand Dig Trench J.086 J.00n 99.00% 0%
Bore Cable 23.50 4.00% 99.00% .93
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 5.00% 95.00% 1.3}
Cable
Cut & Reastooa 6.01 8.00% 99.00W 52
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.90 7.00% 95.00% .6l
Concreate
Cut & Rastore 4.80 10.00% §3.00% .38
Scd

100% $3.M
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Actiwvity Base Coat Density Zones 631-2330
Far Foot
Inatalled Cost A Activity |\ Assigned Telephons | Welghted Amcunt
Ajustaant

Flow $3.06 0.00% §9.00% 50
Rocky Plow 3.06 3. 006 ¥9.000 .09
Trench & J.06 0.00N 99.00W g
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.08 35.00M 99.000 1.06
Backhoe Trench .06 14.00% §%.00% o i
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 6.00% §9.00% .18
Bore Cable 231.50 Z.00% 99.00% A7
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 %.00% 99.00% 1.3
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 13.00M 99.00% LB
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore 8.%0 12.00% §9.00M 1.04
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 4.80 10.00% $9.00% . 38
Sod

100% $5.82
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AFFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Coat Density Zones 2551-10000
PFer Foot
Inscalled Coat ¥ Activity |V Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $1.08 0.00% 99.000 0
Rocky Plow i.06 0.00% 95.00% 0
Trench & 3.06 0.o0N 85.000 ]
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 15.00% 99.000 LAY
Backhos Trench 31.08 10.00% 99.00% .30
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 §.00% 9. 004 i
Bore Cable 23.%0 15%.00% 99.00% J.49
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0.00% §%. 00N v]
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 25.00% §9.00% 1.62
Asphalt
Cut & Reastors B.5%0 20.00W 95.00% 1.73
Concrate
Cut & Restore 4.80 7.008 995.00% .27
Sod

100% $4.11
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

&2 = 0m = & B»

AcTivity Base Coast Density Tone >10000
Par Foot
Installed Cost Y Activicty | % Assigned Telephone | Welighted Amcunt
Adjustmant

Flow §1.06 0.00% #9.000 $0
Rocky Plow .06 0.00% 99.00% o
Tranch & 1.06 0.00% §98.00% o
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.08 10.00% 99.000 .30
Backhoe Trench 3.06 " @.00% 99.00% -2
Hand Dig Trench .08 B.00% 99.00W . 24
Bore Cable 23.50 10.00% 89.000 2.3}
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0.00% 99.00% a
Cable
Cut & Hestore 6.01 33,000 99.00% 2.14
Asphalt
Cut & Restore B.50 28.008 99.00% 2.42
Concrete
Cut & Festore 4.80 3.00% 99.00% 11
Sod

100% $7.79
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
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BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat Density Zone 0-3
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | b Aasigned Telephons | Weighted mmount
Adjustmant
Plow $3.086 0.00% 99.00% $0
Rocky Plow 3.06 48.00% 95.00% 1.41
Trench & 3.06 5. 000 99.000% .15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 38.00% $5.000% 1.12
Backhoe Trench 3.06 2.00% #9.00% 06
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 1.00% §99.00% .03
Bore Cable 23.50 1.000 99.00% |
Fush Pipe & PFull 26.96 1.00% #95.008 26
Cable
Cut & Rasasteore 6.01 1.00% §5.00% 06
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.90 1.00% 99.008% .08
Concrets
Cut & Restore 4.80 2.0 99.00% .07
Sod
1008 B).A47
=310-
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BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

G N I R N am_ aGn R G

Activity Base Cost Censity Zone 6-100
Par Foot
Installed cost A Activity |V Assigned Telesphona | Welghted Amcunt
Adfustoant
Plow $3.06 0.00% #5.00% 30
Rocky Flow 3.08 47.00M #3.00% 1.38
Trench & 3.06 10. 00W §5.00% .29
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 9.0 95.00% .85
Rackhos Trench J.06 5.00M 99.000 o |
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 1.00% 99.00% v
Bore Cable 21.50 1.00% 99.00% .23
Push Pips & Pull 26.96 1.00% 99.00% 1
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 2.00% $9. 000 .13
Asphalt
Cut & Rsstore 8.80 2.00% 95.000 17
Concrate
Cut & FRestore 4.80 2.00% §9. 004 .07
Sod
100% $3.56
311-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution

Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 101=200
Par Foot
Installed Cast % Activicty | % Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjuatment
Plow $3.08 0.00% 99.008 50
Rocky Plow 1.06 40.00% 99.00% 1.18
Trench & 1.06 7.00% $5.00% - § |
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.086 32.00% §9.00% 1
Backhoe Trench 3.06 2.00% §%.00% .08
Hard Dig Trench 1.06 2.00% §9.00% « 08
Bore Cable 21.50 1.00% 85.00% .23
Push Pipa L Pull | 26.96 1.00% §9.00% 28
Cable
Cut & Reators 6.01 &.00% 95.00% .31
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 8.%0 4.00W 9%.00% - M
Concreta
Cut & Restore 4.80 G.00% $95.00% 22
Sod
100% 5$3.80
-312-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity
|
|
Rocky Flow

Ease Cost Density Zomne 201-630
Per Foot
Installed Cost N Activity | ¥ Assigned Telephons | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant
$3.06 0.00% 99.00% $0
3 06 13.00% 95.00% 38
| Trench & 1.06 8.00% 99,00 .24
Backfill
Rocky Tranch .06 Jo.oon 99.00% o1
Backhos Trench 3.086 12.00% $99.00% .35
Hand Dig Trcench J.0% J.00% 95.00% 0%
Bore Cable 23.50 4.00% §5.00% .50
Fush Fipe & Pull 26.96 5.0CHh 99.00% 1.29
Cable
Cut & Restorwe 6.01 8.00% g%.00% . 50
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 8.50 7.00% #3.000% 59
Concrete
| Cut & Restore {.80 10.00% 99.00% .37
Sod
I 1008 §%. 60
3
|l -313-
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BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution

Cable

Activity Basa Cost Denaity Zones 851-2550
Par Foot
Installed Coast % Activity | % Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.086 0.00% 99.00% $0
Rocky Plow 3.06 J.oo $9.00% .09
Treanch & .06 0.C0M §5.00n o
Backfill
Rocky Trench 2.06 27.000 89.00% .18
Backhos Trench 3.06 12.000 59.00% .35
Hand Dig Trench .08 €.00% 99.00% .18
Bore Cable 23.50 2.00% §5.00% A5
Puah Pipe & Pull | 26.96 §.00% 99.00% 1.29
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 13.000 59,008 .82
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 8.%0 11.00% §%.00N 1.01
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 4.80 20.00% 99.00% .74
Sod

10008 $5.72
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BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activicy Base Cost Dansity Zones 2351-10000
Far Foot
Installed Coat & Activity | % Assigned Telephcne Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $3.06 0.00% 99.00% 0
Rocky Plow 3.06 0.00N 9. 00N [#]
Trench & 3.086 0.008 95.00% o
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 3.086 14.00W 95.00M .41
Backhoe Trench 3.06 10.00% 99,000 .29
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 §.00% 29,000 .24
Bore Cable 23.30 15.00% 98,000 1.38
Push Pipe & FPull 26.56 .00 #%.00% o
Cable
Cut & Reatore é€.01 25. 000 95.00% 1.47
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore B.90 20. 004 §5. 008 1.68
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 8.00% 59,004 .30
Sod

100% $7.87
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution

Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone >10000
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Activicy A Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $3.06 0.00% %9.00% 30
Rocky Plow 1.06 0.00% §5.00% 0
Tranch & . T 0.00% §5.00% -]
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 10.00% $5.00% .29
Backhoa Trench .06 B.00% #5.00% .24
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 8.00% #5.000 24
Bore Cable 23.50 10.00% §9.000 2.26
Push Pipe & Pull | 26.96 0.00% ¥5.000% 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 33.000 99.00W i.08
Raphalt
Cut & Rastore B.%0 28,004 59.00% 2.35
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.60 1.00% 99.008 11
Sod

1004 §7.5%6
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-NHormal Feeder Conduit
Activity Basea Coat Tensity Zone 0=3
Par Foot
Inatalled Caost V Activicy \ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Trench & $2.27 75.000 §7.180 $1.6%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.22 0.00% 97.18% -
Backhos Tranch 2.7 17.00% §7.16% 0.45
Hand Dig Trench 4.9% 2.00% $7.100 g.10
Boring 11.80 Z.00% ¥7.18% 0.23
Cut & Festore 8.72 1.00% 97.18% L 0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 9.63 1.00% 7,180 0.0%
Concrete
Cut & Restoce 3.7% 2.00% §7.18% .07
Sod

100.00% £2.68
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-CRDERED INFUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Cost Density Zons €-100
Per Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Aztivity A Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amouny
Adjustment
Trench & 82.27 0.11 71.00 87,180 $1.64
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.22 0.1% 0.00 §7.18%
Backhos Trench 2.70 0.17 19.00 §7.18% 0.5)
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 0.25% 2.00 §7.18% 0.10
Boring 11.80 0.37 2.00 §7.18% 0.24
Cut & Restoce B.72 0.18 2.00 §7.16% - 0.17
Asphalt
Cut & Restore §.63 0.16 2.00 S7.16N 0.1%
Concrete
Cut & Rastors 3.78 €.17 2.00 97.18% 0.08
Sod
100.00% §1.9%5%

GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Zona 0=5

Par Foot

Inatalied Caost V Activity \ Asaigned Telephona | Welighted Asmount

Adjustmant
Trench & $1.27 87.00 §7.18 $1.92
Backfill
Pocky Tranch i.22 0.00 §7.18
Backhce Tranch 2.70 5.00 37.18 i |
Hand Dig Trench 1.9 2.00 §7.18 0.10
Boring 11.80 2.00 $7.18 0.23
Cut & Restoze 8.72 1.00 §7.18 0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 9.8 1.00 97.18 0.09
Concreta
Cut & Redtore 3.1% 2.00 §7.18 0.497
Sod
10048 §2.8)
-318-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-QRDERED INFUT VALUES
q GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Astiwity Base Cost Density Ionae 6-100
Pear Foot
Installed Coat V¥ Activity V\ Asaigned Telephona | Welghted Amcunt
Adjustmant
Trench & $2.27 0.11 71.00 $7.18 §1.64
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.22 0.15% 0.00 #7.18
Backiwce Trench 2.70 0.17 1%.00 97.18 0.%3
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 0.2% 2.00 §7.18 0.10
Boring 11.80 0.27 2.00 97.18 0.24
Cut & Festore 8.72 0.18 2.00 §7.18 . 8.17
Asphalt
Cut & Restore .63 0.16 2.00 §7.18 .19
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 3.75 .17 2.00 §7.18 .08
Sod
d 100.00% $2.9%
. -319-
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AFPPENMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Base Cost Density Zons 0-3
Par Foot
Installed Cost § Activity \ Aasigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Flow $1.14 96.00% 100 $1.09
Rocky Plow 1.37 0.00% 100 -
Tranch & 2.2 0 100 -
Backfill
Rocky Trench i.22 o 100 -
Backhoa Trench 2.70 o 100 -
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 o 100 -
Bore Cable 11.80 0 100 -
Fush Fips & Pull 6.80 0 100 -
Table
7d% & Rastors B.72 L 100 g.0%
Asphalt
Cut & Fastore 9.8} | 100 0.10
Concrete
Cut & Restore .75 2 160 0.08
Sod

1008 §51.33

-320-
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! GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Base Cost Dansity Zona 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Cast V Activity % Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amcunt
MAjustment
Flow $1.14 0.02 T8 100 $0.532
Rocky Plow 1.37 0.0 0 100 =
Trench & .7 0.11 10 100 0.4
Backfill
| I
| Rocky Trench 4.22 0.15 ] 100 -
Backhoe Trench 2.70 0.17 5 100 0.14
Hand Dig Trench 4.9 0.25 1 100 0.0%
Bore Cable 11.80 0.37 0 100 -
Puah Pips & Pull 6.80 0.30 0 100 -
Lable
Cit & Restore 8.72 0.18 2 100 .18
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 5.62 0.16 2 160 0.20
Concrete
| Cut & Restore 3.78 0.17 2 100 0.08
fel=ts
100% $1.79
' -321-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activitcy Danslty Zone 101-200
Cost § Activity V Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount
Adjustment
Trench & $0.21 i6 $7.18 $1.11
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 0.30 ] $7.18 -
Backhos Trench 0.4 a0 $7.18 0.9%
Hand Dig Trench 0.50 3 $7.18 0.27
Baring .73 i §7.18 0.4%
Cut & Restore 0.37 ] $7.18 L4
Asphalt
Cut L Restore 0.33 4 $7.18 0.39
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 0.3 [ $7.18 Q.24
Sod
1008 33.02
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Deansity Zone 201-650
Cost % Activicy V Assigned Telephone Welghted Amcunt
Adjustmant
Trench & §0.32 33 97.18 §0.88
Backfill
Rlocky Trench 0.45 0 97.18 .
Backhoe Trench 0.51 33 §7.18 1.03
Hand Dig Trench 0.7% 3 $7.18 0.17
Boring 1.10 4 97.18 0.50
Cut & Festore D.53 ] $7.18 0.72
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 0.5%0 7 97.18 0.&9%
Cancrete
Cut & Restore o "1 10 §7.18 0.41
Sod
100% S4.40
322-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
! GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Density Zons 101-200
Coat \ Activicy A Assigned Telaphone Waighted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & $0.21 &0 §7.18 31.45
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.3 0 $7.18 &
Backhoe Trench 0.34 18 97.18 0.53
Hand Dig Trench 0.5%0 -] 97.18 0.27
Boring 6.73 2 97.18 0.24
Cut & Restore 0.37 & §7.18 -0.44
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 0.33 i $7.18 0.38
Concrete
Cut & Restors 0.3} 6 #7.18 0.4
Sod
1008 31.5%
GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Acriviey Density Zone 201-630
Cost % Activity A Assigned Telaphcona Weighted Amcount
Adjustmant
Trench & $0.32 45 §57.10 51.12
Backflill
Rociky Trench 0.45% ] 97.18 =
Backhoe Trench 0.51 23 97.18 0.72
Hand Dig Trench 0.7% ] §7.18 0.17
Bozring 1.10 4 97.18 0.50
Cut & Restore 0.55 # 57.18 .12
Asphalt
Cut & Rsstore 0.5%0 7 97.10 0.69
Concrets
Cut & Resatore 0.50 10 97.18 0.41
Sod
1004 $4.34
l -323-
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Density Zone 101-200
Coat V Activity \ Asaigned Telsphone Maighted Amsunt
Adi ratmant

Plow §0.04 60 160 $0.71
Rocky Plow 0.07 0 100 -
Tcanch & 0.21 10 100 0.2%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.30 0 100 -
Backhoa Trench o.M 6 100 0.18
Hand Dig Trench 0.5%0 L 100 , 8.27
Bore Cable 0.73 | 100 c.3
Push Fipe & Full 0.59 1 100 0.07
Cable
Cut & Restorae 0.37 S 100 0.45
Asphalt
Cut & Restcore 0.33 L] 100 0.40
Concrate
Cut & Resatore 0.33 6 100 0.24
Sod

1000 $2.96
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AFPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Density Ione 201-630
Coat b Activicy % Asaigned Walghted Amount
Adjustmeant Telephona

$0.06 1 100 $0.40
Rocky Plow 0.10 0 100 -
Trench & . 0.32 20 100 0.52
Backfill
Rocky Tranch .43 L 100 -
Backhoe Trench 0.5 10 100 0.32
Hand Dig Trench 0.7% 3 100 .0.17
Bore Cable 1.10 i 100 0.5
Pusk Pipe & Full 0.8% 5 100 0.38
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.5% B 100 Q.74
Asphalct
Cut L Restors 0.%0 7 100 0.71
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.5%0 10 100 0.4
Sod

1008 §4.18
ll -325-
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DOCKET NO. 980696-TP

PAGE 324
AFFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Cansity Zonae €31-8%0
Cost ¥ ¥ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment | Activity
Trench & $0.42 27 §87.18 50.71
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.61 o 97.18 -
Backhos Trench 0.68 30 §7.18 0.9%%
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 é 97.18 0.35
Boring 1.46 2 97.18 0.26
Cut & Resstore 0.73 13 $7.18 . 1.19
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.867 12 §7.18 1.20
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.68 10 §7.18 0.43
Sod
100% $5.12
e =
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
herivicy Danaity Zone B51-2550
Cost V Activity | b Assigned Telephone Weightea Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & $0.42 27 87.18 $2.71
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.61 [+ 57.18 =
Backhos Trench 0.68 30 97.18 0.5%
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 & $7.18 0.2%
Boring 1.46 2 §7.18 0.26
Cut & Rastors 0.73 1) 97.18 1.1%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.87 12 §7.18 1.20
Concrete
Cut & Pestore 0.66 10 97.18 0.43
Sod
1004 $5.12
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APPENMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
q GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Dersity Zone 651-850
Cost % Actiwvity \ Assigned Weighted Amsunt
Adjustment Telephone
Trench & $0.42 40 87.18 $1.0%
Backfill
Rocky Toench 0.61 o §7.18 -
Backhoe Treach 0.68 7 97.180 g.23
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 é §7.18 0.3%
Boring 1.46 F 97.18 0.26
Cut & Restore 0.73 13 57.18 1.1%9
hsphalt ;
Cut & Restore 0.67 12 87.18 1.20
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.66 20 57.18 0.86
Sod
1008 $5.14
GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Denaity Zone 851-2550
Coat b Activicy ' Aaalgned Waighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone
Trench & $0.42 40 87.18 $1.05
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.61 0. 97.18 =
I Backhoe Trench D.68 7 §7.18 0.23
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 3 $7.18 0.3%
I Boring 1.46 F 4 #7.18 0.26
Cut & Hestore 0.73 13 §¥7.18 1.1%
Asphalt
. Cut & Reastore 0.67 12 #7.18 1.20
Concrete
Cut & Festore 0.66 20 97.10 0.86
' Sod
1008 $5.14
' -327-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Denaity Lone 631-8350
Cost i Activity V Asaignaed Walghted Amount
Adjustmant Telsphone

Plow $0.08 15 100 $0.18
Rocky FPlow 0.14 '] 100 -
Teanch & - D.42 26 100 .70
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 0.61 0 100 -
Backhoe Trench 0.&8 11 100 0.37
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 [ 100 .B.36
Bore Cable 1.48 ? 100 0.27
Push Pipe & Pull 1.18 5 100 0.40
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.73 13 100 1.23
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.67 12 100 1.24
Concrate
Cut & Restore 0.66 10 100 0.44
Sod

100% §5.18
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l PAGE 327
APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
! GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Density Zona 851-25%50
Cost b Activitcy b Assigned Walghted Asount
Adjustsent Telephone
FPlow $0.080 15 100 $0.18
I Rocky Plow 0.14 o 100 -
Trench & D.42 i6 100 0.70
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.61 o 100 -
Backhoe Trench 0.68 11 100 Q.37
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 [ 100 0.36
Bore Cable 1.46 2 100 0.27
Push Pipe & Pull 1.18 -] 169 0.40
Cable
Cut & Restores 0.73 13 100 1.23
Asphalt
Cut & Reatorw 0.67 12 100 1.24
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.686 10 100 0.44
Sod
100% $5.18
l «329-
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PAGE 328
APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Density Zonae 2551-5000
Cost b Activicy % Pssigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Talephone
Trench & §0.53 5 §7.18 $0.14
Backfill
Rocky Trench 6.78 :] §7.18 -
Backhoes Trench 0.85% 20 ¥7.18 0.69
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 B 97.18 2.4%
Boring 1.82 15 §7.18 1.5%
Cut & Reatore 0.92 2% §7.18 L2.
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 0.83 20 97.18 2.03
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.84 7 97.18 0.31
Sod
100% 57.580
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Aotivity Density Zone 5001-10000
Cost \ Actiwity A Assigrned Welghted Amount
hdjust=ent Telephone
Trench & $0.53 5 §7.18 $0.14
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.76 o §7.18 =
Backhoe Tranch 0.8% a0 §7.18 0.69
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 ] §7.18 0.49
Boring 1.82 13 97.18 1.99
Cut & Restore 0.92 28 87.18 .M
Aaphalt
Cut & Reatore 0.83 20 §7.10 Z.0}
Concrete
Cut & FReatore 0.84 7 §7.18 0.11
Sod
1008 $7.98
-330-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit

(uvnr

Density Zore 23551=5000

-331-

Cost ¥ Activicy § Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Talephone
Trench & $0.35] -] 97.18 50.14
Backfill
Pocky Trench 0.76 0 §7.18 -
Backhoe Trench 0.85% 1% 97.18 0.86
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 ] §7.18 0.49
Boring 1.82 15 ; 97.18 1.99
Cut & Restore 0.92 25 §7.18 2.0
Asphalt
Cut & Pestore 0.83 0 §7.18 .03
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.64 B 57.18 0.36
Sod
100% £7.39
GTE Territory-Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Density Zone 5001-10000
Cost § Actiwity V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustmant
Tranch & $0.53 L] 97.18 80,14
Backfi1l
.| Rocky Trench 0.76 ¢ 87.18 =
Backhoe Trench 0.085 19 87.18 0.66
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 g 97.18 0.49%
.l Boring 1.82 135 27.18 1.99
Cut & Restore 0.%2 25 87.18 1.3
II Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 0.83 20 97.18 2.0
Concrete
I Cut & Restore 0.84 ] 97.18 0.6
Sod
l 1004 $7.99
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activicy Denaity Zona 2551-5000
Coat b Activity \ Assigned Telephone | Weightec Amcunt
Adjustoe
nt
Plow %0.10 0 100 30
Rocky Plow 0.17 [ 100 -
Tranch & 0.53 5 100 o.14
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.76 ] 100 -
Backhce Trsnch 0.8% 0 100 !
Hand Dig Trench 1.26 8 100 " 0.50
Bore Cable 1.82 15 100 2.04
Push Pipe & Pull 1.47 v 100 -
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.53 25 100 2.41
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.8) 20 166 .08
Concrets
Cut & Restore 0.84 7 100 0.32
Sod
100m §8.22
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable

— iR N N a2 . .

Activity Density Zone 3001-10000
Coat A Activity % Assigned Telephons | Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $0.10 0 100 50
Focky Plow 0.17 0 100 -
Trench & 6.5 L’ 160 0.4
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.76 0 100 =
Backhoe Trench 0.85% 20 100 0.71
Hand Dig Trench 1.6 -] 100 0.50
Bore Cable 1.82 1% 100 2.04
Push Fipe & Pull 1.47 4] 100 -
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.92 25 100 2.41
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.81 20 100 .09
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.84 7 100 0.32
Sod

100% $0.22
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Density Zone >10001
Cost ¥ Activicy A Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustment
Trench & $0.59 3 §97.18 $0.08
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.84 0 97.18 =
Backhoe Trench 0.94 15 §57.18 0.%)
Hand Dig Trench 1.40 L] 97.18 0.50
Baring 2.02 10 97.18 1.3
Cut & Rastore 1.02 k] §97.18 L3132
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.33 20 57.1E 2.87
Concrete
Cut & Reastore 0.93 3 %7.18 0.14
Sod
100% 88.58
GTE Territory-Ncormal Distribution Conduit
Activity Density Zons >10001
Coat L] ¥ Assigned Telephone Maighted Amount
Adjustmant Activity '
Trench & $0.59 3 97.18 50,08
Backfill
Rocky Tranch D.84 1] 97.18 "
Backhoe Trench 0.54 15 §7.18 0.53
Hand Dig Trench 1.40 ] §7.18 0.50
Boring 2.02 10 §7.18 1.0
Cut & Restore 1.02 1 §7.18 3.12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.93 8 §7.18 2.07
Concrete
Cut & Restors 0.9 3 97.18 Q.14
Sod
1008 §8.5%




l ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B0696-TP
l PAGE 333
APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
‘ GTE Territory-Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Density Zone >10001
Cost % Activicy A Assigned Waighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone
Plow $0.11 [+] 100 50
Rocky Plow 0.19 0 100 -
Trench & 0.5% 3 100 0.0%
Backfill
Rocky Trench o.84 1] 100 -
Backhce Trench 0.9 15 100 0.5%%
Hand Dig Tranch 1.40 ] 100 0.5%1
Bore Cabls 2.02 10 100 1.)8
Push Pips & Pull 1.64 0 100 -
Cable
Cut & Restore 1.02 1 100 3.11
Asphalt
CJut & Restore 0.93 8 100 2.96
Cencrete
Cut & Res 1 0.93 b | 100 0.14
Sod
100% $8.084
l -335-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution Cable

Activwity Base Cost Censity Zone 0-5
Pear Foot
Installed Cost i % Assigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adjustment Activity

Flow $1.14 - BE.00% 100 $0.98
Rocky Plow 1.37 - 0.00% 100 =
Treanch & 2.27 - 10 100 D.23
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.22 — 0 100 -
Backhos Trench 2.70 - 0 100 -
Hand Dig Trench 4.59% - o 100 -
Bore Cable 11.80 = 0 100 -
Push Pipe & Pull 6.80 - i) 100 -
Cable
Cut & Reatore 8.72 - 1 100 0.0%
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore §.63 - 1 100 0.10
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3,73 - i 100 o.08
S5od

100% s1.47
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution Cable

—JN  ENE SN NN IE Im .

-
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Activity Bass Cost Dansicy Zona &-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat V Activity % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant

Plow §1.14 0.02 80.00% 100.00% $0.9)
Racky Plow 1.37 0.0} 0.00% 100.00% -
Trench & . 2.27 0.11 11.00% 100.00% 0.26
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.22 0.1% 0.00% 100.00% -
Backhce Trench 2.70 0.17 3.00% 100.00% 0.0%
Hand Dig Trench 4.99 0.25 0.00% 100.00% .
Bore Cable 11.80 0.37 0.00% 100.00% -
Push Pipe & Pull .80 0.30 0.00% 100.00% -
Cable
Cut & Restore e.72 . 0.18 Z.00% 100.00% 0.18
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 9.63 0.16 2.000 100.00% 0.20
Concrete
Cut & Restore 1.7% 0.17 2.00% 100.00% 0.08
Sod

100.00% $1.73
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Density Zone 101-200
Cost % Activity | ¥ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Flow $0.04 &% 100 $0.01
Rocky FPlow 0.07 1] 100 -
Trench & 0.21 11 100 0.27
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.30 1] 100 =
Backhoa Trench o.M : | 100 0.0%
Hand Dig Trench 0.50 +] 1060 -
Bore Cable 0.73  § 100 0.1
Push Pipe & Pull 0.59 1 100 g.07
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.37 - 100 0.45%
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore c.3] 4 1C0 C.40
Cencreta
Cut & Restore 0.33 & 100 0.24
Scd

100% $2.48
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
! GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution
Activity Danaity Zone 201-630
Cost ¥ Activicy \ Assigned Welghted Amount
Adjustmant Talephone
Plow $0.06 21 100 $.25%
Rocky Plow 0.10 () 100 -
Trench & 0.32 a0 100 .18
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.45 i 100 -
Backhos Trench 0.51 12 160 | ]
Hand Dig Trench 0.7% 3 100 .17
Bore Cable 1.10 L] 100 . 52
Push Fipe & Pull 0.8% 3 100 .38
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.5% [} 100 .74
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 0.%0 7 100 « 11
Concrete
Cut & Resatore 0.50 10 100 43
Sod
100% $4.36
I -339-
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PAGE 338

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution
Aotivity pensity Zone 651-2550
Coat i Activity ¥ Assigned Waighted Amcunt
Adjustmant Telephone
Plow $0.08 20 100 $0.24
Rocky Plow 0.14 L] 100 -
Trench & « 0.42 0 100 G.5%4
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.6l 0 100 -
Backhoe Trench 0.68 2 100 0.07
Hand Dig Trench 1.01 6 100 0.8
Bore Cable 1.46 2 100 0.37
Push Pipes & Pull 1.18 5 100 Q.40
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.73 13 100 1.123
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 6.67 12 100 1.24
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.66 20 100 C.88
Sod
100% $5.22
=3440-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Dansity Zone 2351-10000
Coat L] i\ Aasigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Activity

Plow $0.10 0 100 30
Rocky Plow 0.17 <] 100 =
Trench & 0.% -] 100 0.14
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.76 1] 100 -
Backhoe Trench 0.85% 19 100 0.67
Hand Dig Trench 1.28 ] 100 . 0.50
Bore Cable 1.82 15 100 2.04
Push Pipe & Pull 1.47 0 100 -
Cable
Cut &£ Reatore 0.92 5 100 .41
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 0.83 20 100 .09
Concreate
Cut & Restore 0.64 8 100 0.3
Sod

100% $8.2)
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Normal Buried Distribution Cable

Activiny Dansity Zone >10000
Coat L ] § Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Activity Talephone

Plow $0.11 0 100 30
Rocky Plow 0.1% 0 100 =
Trench i 0.59% 3 100 .09
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.84 0 100 -
Backhos Trench 0.9 1% 100 0.55%
Hand Dig Trench 1.40 B 100 _0.51
Bore Cable 2.02 10 100 1.8
Push Pipe & Pull 1.64 0 100 -
Cable
Cut & Restore 1.02 . 33 100 .21
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.93 28 100 2.96
Concrats
Cut & Restorw 0.9 L | 100 014
Sod

1008 $8.64
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GTE Territory=-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

PRGE 341

l APPENMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

‘ GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Cost Density Ione Q0 -3

Par Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | N Asalgned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant

Trench & 82.34 3 §7.18\ §0.11
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 29 $7.18% 1.22
Backhoe Trench 2.81 52 §7.18% 1.42
Hand CGig Trench £.15 s 97.18% .02%
Boring 12.0% 5 97.18% 0.5%
Cut & Restore 10.84 1 §7.18% .8.11
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 11.70 1 97.18% G.11
Concrete
Cut & Resstore 4.54 2 97.18% 0.1%
Sod

i 100 $3.89

Activity Base Cost Dansity lone 6 =100
Par Foo!
Installed Coast b Activity | % Asaigned Telephona Welghted Amount
Adjuatmant
Trench & $2.4 0.12 5 §7.18% 50.12
Backflill
[
Rocky Trench 4.3 0.17 37 §7.18% 1.61
Backhos Trench 2.81 0.1% 45 97.18% 1.31
Hand Dig Trench 5.15 0.28 L} §7.18% 0.21
Boring 12.0% 0.40 3 97.18% 0.3¢
Cut & Festore 10.64 0.21 2 §7.18% 0.21
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.70 0.22 2 §7.18% 0.23
Concrate
Cut & Fastore 4.54 0.19 2 97.18% 0.63
Sod
1008 #.186
i | %
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft

Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zone 0 =%

Per Foot

Installed Cost % Activity | % Asasigned Telsphone | Welghted RAscunt

Adjustmant
Trench & $2.0M - B §7.18% $0.18
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 - 16 $7.18\ 1.93
Backhoa Trench z.01 - 32 97.18% 0.87
Hand Dig Trench 1.1% - ] §7.18% 0.25%
Boring 12.0% - 5 97.18% 0.59
Cut & Restore 10.84 - 1 97.18% .11
hzphalt
Cut & Restore 11.70 - 1 §7.18% 0.11
Concrets
Cut & Restore 4.5 - ) 97.18% 0.09
So0d
100% §4.13

GTE Territory-Soft

Rock Distribution Conduit

Activicy Base Coat Dunsity Icne 6-100

Par Foot

Inatalled Coat % Activity |\ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & 2. M ] §7.18% $0.19
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 51 §7.18% 2.23
Backhos Trench 2.01 21 §7.18% 0.7%
Hard Dig Trench 5.15 5 §7.186% 0.26
Boring 12.08 3 87.18% 0.36
Cut & Reastore 10.84 F 3 #7.186% 0.21
Asphalt
L & Restore 11.70 2 §7.180 0.23
CG.. -rete
Cut & Festore 4.5 2 $7.18% 0.08
Sod
100% M.
-344-
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APFEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

R -SE  Em EW

Activicy Base Cost Density Zons 0=5
Fer Foot
Installed Coat % Activaty | N Assigned Telephons | Walighted Amount
Adjustmant

Flow $1.15% 44.000 100.00% $0.51
Rocky Plow 1.3% 34.00% 100.00% 0.47
Treach & 2.M 5.000 100.00% 0.12
Backfill
Focky Trench 4.32 5.00% 100.00% 0.22
Backhos Tranch 2.01 2.00% 100.00% Q.06
Hand Dig Trench 5.1% 3.00% 100.00% 0.15
Bore Cable 12.08 1.00W 100.00% 0.12
Puah Pipe & Pull 7.00 2.00% 100.00% 0.14
Cable

t & Restore 10,84 1.00% 100.00% 0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.74 1.00% 100,008 0.12
concrace
Cut & Restors 4.54 2.00% 100. 008 0.09%
Sod

100.00% $2.10C
£ i
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Rotiviey Base Cost Density Zone 6-100
Far Foot
Installed Coat b Activicy \ Assigned Telephone Walghted Amount
Adiustaant

Plow $1.1% 0.02 44.00n8 100.00% 50.31
Focky Flow 1.3% 0.04 Ju.o0n 100.00% 0.47
Trench & 2.4 0.12 5.000 1G0.008 0.12
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 0.17 5.000 100.00% 0.22
Backhoa Tranch 2.01 0.1% 2.008 100.00% 0.06
Hand Dig Trench 5.15% 0.28 3.00% 100.00% 0.15%
Bore Cable 12.0% 0.40 1L.008 100.00% 0.12
Push Pipe & Pull T7.00 0.33 2.00% 100.00% 0.14
Cable
Cut & Restore 10.84 0.21 1.00W 100.00% 0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.74 0.18 1.00W 100. 00% 0.12
concrete
Cut & Rastore 4.54 0.19 2.00% 100.00% 0.0%
S0d

100.00% §2.48
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ORDER NO. PSC=-95-0068-FOF=-TP

DOCKET NO. 9B069&-TP

PRGE 345

AFPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activirty Dansity lone 101-200
Cost Adjustmant ¥ Activity V Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amcunt
Trench & $0.24 - §7.100 30.13
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.34 35 §7.18% 1.59
Backhos Trench 0.38 w $7.18% 1.18
Hand Dig Trench 0.57 4 $7.18% 0.22
Boring 0.81 ) 97.18% g.37
Cut & Restore 0.41 -1 #7.10% 0.5%%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.41 i §7.18% 0.47
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.38 & §7.18% 0.2%
Scd
100% Bd.7%

GTE Territory-S5cft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Density Zona 201-65%0
Cost Adjustment V Activity % Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount

Trench i 5$0.25% 15 §7.18% 50.3%
Backfil
Rocky Trench 0.5 3 §7.16% 1.5%
Backhoe Trench 0.57 20 97.10% .66
Hand Dig Trench 0.85% 3 57180 Q.17
Boring 1.21 ] B7.18% 0.52
Cut & Rastore D.61 ] 7.16% 0.8%
Asphalt
Cut & Restcre 0.60 7 97.18% 0.84
Concrete
Cut & Rsators 0.5% 10 $7.180 0.48
Sod

100% 15.51

- EE .
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Density Zons 101-200
Cost Adjustmant N Retivity % Rssigned Telephone | Welighted Amount

Tzanch & $0.24 '] §7.18% $0.20
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.34 18 #7.108% 2.1
Backnoe Trench 0.38 1 97.18% 0.65
Hand Dig Trench 0.57 5 87.18% a.48
Boring 0.81 k| 27.18% 0.3
Cut & Restore 0.41 3 §7.10% 0.55%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.41 4 #7.16% 0.47
Concrate
Cut & Restore 0.8 6 $7.10% 0.2%
Sod

100% 84.98

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit
Rotivity Density Ione 201-650
Coat Adjustmant % Activicy V Aspigned Telsphone Waightec ;ant

Tranch & $0.35% 15 57.18% 50.29
Backfill
Rocky Trench D.51 a2 §7.18% 1.50
Backhoe Trench 0.5%7 i1 §7.18% 0.6%
Hand Dig Trench 0.85 3 §7.18% 0.17
Boring 1.21 4 §7.18% 0,52
Cut & Restore 0.861 8 $7.18% 0.0%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.60 7 97.18% 0.8
Concrate
Cut & Restore 0.3% 10 87.180% .49
fod

100% $5.50
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GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activicy Censity Zone 101-200
Cost Adjustment b Activity A Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount

Plow $0.08 20.00% 100.00% $0.24
Rocky FPlow 0.08 30.00% 100.00% 0,44
Trench & 0.24 10,004 100.00% 0.26
BackfilL
Rocky Trench 0. 8.00w 100.00% 0.37
Backhoe Trench a.38 10.004% 100.00% 0.32
Hand Dig Trench 0.37 5.00% 100.00% 0.2%
Bore Cable 0.0 1.00% 100.00% " D.13
Push Pipe & Pull 0.6% 1.00% 100.00% 0.08
Cable
Cut & Rastore 0.41 5.00% 100.00% 0.%6
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.3 4.00% 100.000% 0.48
Concrate
Cut £ Restore 0.8 6.00% 100.00% 0.30
Sod

100.00% $1.46
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory=-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Density Zone 201-850
Cost Adjustment W Activity \ Asaigned Telephones | Weighted Amount

Plow $0.07 5.00% 100.00% $0.06
Rocky Plow 0.12 13,008 100.00% 0.20
Trench & 0.35 5.00w 100.00% 0.13
Backfill
Rocky Tresnch 0.5 25.00% 100.00% 1.21
Backhoe Trench 0.57 15.00% 100.00% 0.51
Hand Dig Toench 0.8% .00 100.00% .18
Bore Cable 1.21 4.00% 100.00% -
Push Pipe & Pull 0.98 S.00% 100.C0% 0.40
Cable
Cut & Restore 0.61 8.00% 100.00% 0.92
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.5%6 T.00% 100.00% 0.86
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 0.55% 10.00% 100.C0% 0.51
Sod

100.008 $5.50

-350-
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AFPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Density Tone E31-2530
Cest Adjustment b Activiey A Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Tranch & §0.47 9.00% 97.18\% $0.25
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.67 28.00% §7.100 1.36
Backhoa Trench 0.76 20,00W 87.18% 0.69
Hand Dig Trench 1.13 €.00W 97.180 0.3
Boring 1.61 2.008 $7.18% 0.27
Cut & Pestore 1.82 13, 00% $7.18% 1.47
Raphalt
Cut & Restorw 0.78 12.00% 97.18% 1.46
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.74 10,004 87,10 0.51
Sod
100.00% $E.17

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

N R N EF 0 SGE SN s e

Activity Density Zone 631-2550
Cost Adjustmant N Activicy ¥ Assigned Telephou.a Waighted Amcunt
Tranch & $0.47 §.00% 87.18% 30.22
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 0.867 in.oon %7.18% 1.4%
Backhos Trench 0.78 9.000% §7.160 0.31
Hand Dig Trench 1.13 €.008 §7.180 0.37
Boring 1.61 2.00W 87.18% g.27
Cut & Reatore 0.82 13.004 87.18% 1.47
Asphalt
Cut L Rastore 0.78 12.00% §7.108% 1.486
Concrate
Cut & Aesatore 0.74 20.00W 97.18% 1.03
Sod
100.00% §6.47
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Danaity Zone 651-2530
Cost Adjustment b Activity \ Aspigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Plow $0.09 J.00% 100.004 §$0.04
Rocky Plow 0.15 1.00W 100.00% 0.05
Trench & 0.47 15.00% 100.00% 0.42
Backfill .
Rocky Trench 0.67 25.00% 100.00% 1.2%
Backhoe Trench 0.76 €.00W 100.000% 0.21
Hand Dig Trench 1.1) 6.00% 100.00% 0.38
Bore Cable 1.61 2.000 100. 000 "0.27
Push Pipe & Pull 1.31 5.00% 100, 00% D.42
Cable
Cut & Rastore 0.82 13.00% 100.00%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 6.7 12.00W 100.00W 1.%0
Concrete
Cut & Restore 0.74 10.00% 100.00% 0.%3
Sod
100.00% $6.%7
-352-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
GTE Territory=-Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Danalcy Zone 2551-10000
Cost Adjustmaent A Activity V Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt
Trench & $0.59 2.00% 97.18% §0.06
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.84 5.00% §7.180 D.2%
Backhoa Trench 0.95% 18.00W 97.18% 0,68
Hand Dig Trench 1.41 B.00% 57,188 0.5
Boring 2.02 15.00% §7.18% 2.05
Cut & Restore 1.02 25.00% §7.16% 2.88
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 0.87 20.00% §7.18% 2.48
Concreta
Cut & Restore 0.91 7.00% §7.18% 2.3
Scrd
100.00% 85.34

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

R OR N ) N R N E ok qan R B N G ER gt om R om

Actiwity Danaity Zone 2551-10000
Cost Adjusatmant ¥ Activity % Aasigned Telepuone | Welghted Amcunt
Toeanch & $0.59 2.00% B7.18% $0.06
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.04 %.00% §7.18% 0.25%
Backhos Trench 0.95% 17.00% §7.1a% 0.62
Hand Dig Treach 1.41 i.00% §7.18% 0.51
Bering 2.02 15.00% §7.18% 2.0%
Cut & Restore 1.02 25.00W 57.168% 1.0@
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.97 20,008 97.18% 2.46
Concrete
Cut & PFestors 0.9 B.0O0% $7.18% 0.42
Sod
100.00% $9.28
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

GTE Territory=-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Density Ione 2551-10000
Cost Adjustmant V Actiwvity ¥ Assigned Telephons | Welighted Amcunt
Plow 80,12 0.00% 100.00% 30
Focky Plow 0.19 0.00% 100.00% .
Trench & 0.59 2.008 100.00% 0.06
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.84 5.00% 100.00% 0.26
Backhos Trench 0.95 18.008 100.00% 0.68
Hard Dig Trench 1.41 8.00% 160.00% 0.%2
Bore Cable 2.02 15.00% 100.00% T2.11
Push Pipe & Pull 1.62 0.00% 100.00% -
Cable
Cut & Restore 1.02 25.00n 100.00% 2.97
hsnhalt
Cut & Restore 0.93 20.00% 100.00% 2.5
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 0.%3 7.008 100.00% .38
Sca
100.00% 59.51
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Feeder Conduiti
Activity Dansity IZona >10001
Cost Adjustment V hctivicy V Assigned Telephone Iﬂhlqhtid Amount
Trench & $0.65 0.00% §7.18% $0
Backfill
focky Trench 0.93 6.00% §7.180 0.31
Backhoa Trench 1.04 12.000 §7.10% 0.435
Hand Dig Trench 1.55% 8.00% §7.16% 0.52
Boring 2.12 10.00% 87.18% 1.39
Cut & Reatore 1.06 313.00% 87.18% 3.84
Asphale
Cut & Reptore 1.0) 28.00% 97.18% 347
Concrate
Cut & Restors 3.00% §7.16% 0.16
Sod
100.00% $10.13
-354-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

—T_-_

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit.

‘ Actiwvity

Danaity Eone >10001

Cost Adjustment |V Activicy A\ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Trench & 50.6% 0.00% 97.18% 30
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.93 6.00% 97.180 0.3
Backhoe Tranch 1.04 12.00% 7. 180 0.45%
Hand Dig Trench 1.59% B.00N $7.18% 0.%2
Baring .42 10.008 87,180 1.39
Cut & Rastore 1.06 33.00% 97.18% 1.84
Asphalt ;
Cut & Restore 1.03 20.00% 97,108 3.47
Concrate
Cut & Restore j.oon §7.180 .18
Sod
100.00% $10.13]
GTE Territory-Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activicy Density Zooe >10001
Cost Adjustment | ¥ Activity A Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amount
Flow §0.1) 0.00% 100.00% 580
Rocky Plow 0.21 0.00% 100.00% -
Trench & 0.65 0.00% 100.00% -
Backfill
Rocky Trench 0.53 €.00% 100.00% 0.32
Backhoe Trench 1.04 i12.000 100.00% .46
i]‘llnd Pig Trench 1.35 B8.00% 100.00% 0.54
Bore Cable 2.2 10.00% 100.00% 1.43
Push Pipe & Pull 1.80 0.00% 100.00% -
Cable
I
Cut & Restore 1.12 33.008 100.00% 3. 98
Aaphalt
l Cut & Reatore 1.02 28,008 100.00W 31.57
Concrete
Cut & Restore 1.03 3.000 100.00W 0.17
Sod
100.00% §10.43
-355-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat Denaity Zone 0-5
Par Foot
Installed Cost L] \ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment | Actlivity

Plow $1.13 47.004 100% §.54
Rocky Flow 1. 29.00% 100w .40
Trench & 2.3 L.00% 100W .12
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.32 4.00% 100% 17
Backhos Trench 2.81 2.00% 100w 08
Hand Dig Trench 5.13 J.00N 100% 15
Bore Cable 12.05 1.00% 100% .12
Push Pipe & Pull 7.00 5.00V 1004 .38
Cable
Cut & Restore 10,84 1.00% 100% .11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.74 1.00% 100% «1d
Concrats
Cut & Rastore 4.5 2.00% 100% .0%
Sod

100% $2.21

-356-




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 355

AFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

i

Activity Basa Cost Dansity Zone €=-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat L V Assigned Telephons ¥Weighted Amount
Adjustment | Activity

Plow $1.1% .02 4€.00% 1008 $.5
Rocky Plow 1.3% .04 28.00% 1008 A0
Trench & 2.3 «12 10.00% 100% .25
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 +17 4.00% 100% 1B
Backhos Tranch 2.81 .19 2.00M 100% 06
Hand Dig Trench 5.15 .28 3.00% 1008 16
Bore Cable 12.0% .40 1.00% 100% 12
Push Pips & Pull 7.00 «33 0.00% 100% o
Cable
Cut & Reatore 10.84 .21 2.00% 1008 22
Asphalt
Cut & Fastore 11.74 .18 2.00% 100% 2l
Concrate
Cut & Restore 4.54 19 2.00% 100% 0%
50d

100% §2.27
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 101-200
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | ¥ Assigned Telsphone Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.15% .05 29.00% LooN §5.3%
Rocky Plow 1.3% .08 30.00% 1004 Y
Trench & .M i) 11.00% 100% -3
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 4.32 M 8.000 100W .1
Backhoa Trench 2.81 <38 2.00M 1008 .06
Hand Dig Trench 5.1% 57 2.00% 100% «11
Bore Cable 12.0% o} 1.00W% 100% «13
Push Pipe & Pull 7.00 + 8% 1.00W 100W% .08
Cable
Cut & Restorwe 10.84 AL 5.00% 1006 56
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 11.74 37 4.00% 100% .48
Concrets
Cut & Rastore 4.54 .38 6.000 100% .30
Sod

100% $3.20
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GTEFL's Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

M) Sp Snm am Gn Gn =R o

Activicy Base Coat Density Zone 201-650
Par Foot
Inatalled Cost L] % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment | Activicy

Plow $1.15 §.07 1.00% 100% 5,.04
Rocky Flow 1.39 .12 12.000% 100% 18
Tranch & 2.1 «35 5.000 100w .13
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 .81 27.00% 100W 1.30
Backhos Trench 2.01 «37 16.00% 100% 54
Hand Dig Tranch 5.15 B35 .00 100% .18
Bore Cable 12.0% 1.21 4.00% 100% 53
Push Fipa & Pull 7.00 .98 5.00% 100% A0
Cable
Cut & Restore 10.084 .81 8.006 1008 .92
ARsphalt
Cut & Restore 11.74 .56 7.000 100% 1]
Canccete
Cut & Restose 4.54 «53 10.00% 100% -}
Sod

1004 $5.59
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980696-TP

GTEFL’s Territory-Soft

Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activicty Base Cost Density Zones 631-2330
Par Toot
Inatalled Coat A Activity % Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Telesphone

Flow 51.15% §.09 2.00% 100% §$..02
Rocky Plow 1.3% + 13 2.00% 1004 .40
Trench & 2.0 A7 5.00% 1008 12
Backfill
Rocky Tre.ch 4.22 &7 25,004 100% 17
Backhos Trench Z.81 76 8.00% 100% +08
Hand Dig Trench 5.1% 1.13 6.00% 100% 13
Bore Cable 12.05% 1.61 2.00% 1004 .12
Push Pipe & Pull 7.00 1.31 5.00% 103% 35
Cable
Cut & Festore 10.84 B2 13.00w 1008 11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.74 L 12.00W 1008 .12
Concrete
Cut & Restoce .54 « T4 20.00% 100% .09
Sod

100% $6.96
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GTEFL's Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Dansicty Zones 25351-10000
Per Foot
Installed Coat N Activicty | v Rssigned Weighted Amount
Adjustaent Talephone

Plow $1.1% «12 0.00% 1008 $0
Roc = 1.39 +19 0.00% 100% 0
Trench & 2.ad .59 2.00% 100% 08
Backfill

Rocky Trench 4.32 .04 %.004 100% .26
Backhos Trench 2.81 .95 17.004 100% JEd
Harnd Dig Trench 5.15 1.41 8.00% 100% 52
Bore Cable 12.08 2.02 15.00% 100% 2.11
Fush Fipe & Full 7.00 1.63 0.00% 100% 0
Cable

Cut & Restore 10.84 1.02 25.000 100w .97
Raphalt
| Cut & Reatore 11.74 .93 20.00% 100% 2.5)
Concrete

Cut & Festore §.54 .53 8.00% 100% LA
Sod

100% §9.5%)
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

GTEFL’'s Territory-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Basa Cost Dansity Zonae >10000
Per Foot
Installed Coast i \ Assigned Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant Activicy Telephone

Plow $1.15 .13 0.00% 100% it
Rocky Plow 1.3% 21 0.00% 1008 0
Trench & 2.3 65 0.00% 100% 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 4.32 .93 €.00W 100% - 32
Backhoe Trench 2.81 1.04 12.00% 150% A6
Hand Dig Trench 5.1% 1.55% 8.004 ioow .54
Bore Cable 12.05% 2.32 10.00% 100% 1.43
Push Pipe & Full 7.00 1.80 0.00% 100W e
Cable
Cut & Rastore 10.84 1.12 33.00W 100w 3.9
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore 11. 4 1.02 28.00N% 100% .57
Concrets
Cut & Restore 4.54 1.0 3.00n 100% 17
Sod

1CaN 510.4)
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

) e G oa Wl on

Activity Base Coat Density Zone 0=-5
Fer Foot
Installed Cost NV Activity | Vv Assigned Telephone Waighted Amcunt
Adjustmant
Trench & $3.04 0.00% §7.18% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3) 55,008 $7.18% 2.8%
Backhoe Trench 1.9% 3¢.00% 97.180 1.31
Hand Dig Trench €.84 5.00% $7.18% =33
Boring 14.47 2.00% §7.180 28
Cut ¢ Rastore 12.06 1.00% §7.18M 12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.008 §7.10% .12
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 5,68 2,00% §7.18% 11
Sod
100% §%.12
GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity SBase Coat Density lone 6€-100
Par Foot
Installed Cost \ Activity \ Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone
Tranch & $3.04 - | 0.00% 3N $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench £.33 34 5. 000 am .03
Backhoe Trench 3.9% .37 12,008 97N 1.34
Hand Dig Trench 6.84 56 4.00% 478 .29
Boring 14.47 .81 3,000 Erl} .43
Cut & Reatare 12.06 Al 2.00% aTh 24
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 37 2.008 87N 26
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.85 « M 2.00% 87N .12
Sod
100% $5.72
I“]i
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

£5C=-99-0066-FOF~TP

GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Actiwvity Base Cost Dansity Ione 6-100

Fer Foot

Installed Cost b Activity | v Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & $).04 §.47 0.00% 7. 180 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.23 67 53.00% 97.18% 3.0
Backhos Trench 3.95 « 15 25,000 $7.18% 1.14
Hand Dig Trench E.84 1.12 4.00% §7.18% .31
mrlﬂ.ﬂ 1"-‘1 1»“ 3.00% 97.18% AT
Cut & Restors 12.06 02 5.00% §7.180 .63
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 el | 4.00% 87,184 .33
Concrate
Cut & Restoce 5.63 .75 6. 00N #7.180 <37
S5od
1008 $6. 54
GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Cost Dansity Lone 201-650

Far Foot

Installed Cost & Activity | % Assignad Telephone Walghted Amount

Adjustaant
Treanch & $3.04 §.70 0.00% 97.18% $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 1.01 50.004 §7.18% 1.08
Backhos Trench 1.9 1.13 18.00% §7.18% .89
Hand Dig Treach 6.84 1.68 3.00% 37.18% 2%
Boring 14.47 2.43 4.00% §7.18% N1
Cut & Restore 11.06 1.22 8.00% §7.18% 1.0)
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 12.86 1.11 7.00% #7.18% 5 L]
Concrete
Cut & PRestore 5. 6% 1.11 10.008 $7.180 .66
Sod
1008 §7.51
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

) R N M W G

Activity Base Coat Dansity Zones €31-2530
Per Foot
Installed Cost \ Activity § Assigned Waighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone
Trench & 53.04 .9 0.00% §7.18% i0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.3 1.3% 45,00% 97,180 1.92
Backhoe Trench 3.95 1.51 12.00% 97.18% .64
umd Dig Tranch 6.84 2.2 6.00% 97.18% .53
la:mq 14.47 3.13 1.00% $7.168% .34
Cut & Rastore 12.06 1.6} 13.00% 87.10% 1.712
Asphalt
Cut & Rasatorwe 12.86 1 .49 12.00W §7.18% 1.67
Concrete
C‘ut & Restore 5.65 1.4% 10.00% 87.18% .69
100% 58.5)
GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Bass Cost Density Zcres 2551-10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat \ Actiwvity \ Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone
Tranch & 51.04 #1.17 0.00W 97.18% &0
Backfill J
Rocky Tranch 5.2 1.60 15.00% 97,100 1.02
Backhoe Trench 4. 95 1.89 10.00% 97.160 .57
Hand Dig Trench 6.04 2.00 8.00% 97.16% 1%
Boring 14.47 4.04 15,000 97.10% 2.70
Cut & Restcre 12,06 2.04 25%.00% §7.10% 3.43
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastors 12.0E 1.86 20. 008 37.18% 1.86
Concrete
Cut L Restore 5.65% 1.05% 7.00% 87.108% .51
Sod
100W $11.82
-365-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Bass Coat Lanaity Zons >10001
Per Foot
Installed Cost b Activity | V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant
Trench & $3.04 §1.29% 0.00% 97.18% 30
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 1.85% 10.00% 97.18% +10
Bacikhos Trench 3.95 2.00 B8.000 7.1 47
Hand Dig Trench E.84 J.o0% 8.00% 7. 18% .17
Boring 14.47 4,45 10.00% 97.18% 1.84
Cut & Restore 12.06 2.24 31.00% §7.180 4,59
Asphalt
Cut & Restors 12.86 2.08 28.00% §7.18% 4,08
Concceta
Cut & Restore 5.65 .15 3,008 87.18% «dd
Sod
1008 $12.64
GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit
Aotivicy Base Cost Density Zone 0-3
Per Foot
Inatalled Cost ¥ Actiwvity \ Assigned Weighted Amount
Aijustmant Telephona
Trench & $3.04 D.00N 97.18% Iy
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 5.13 50.00% 97.18% 2.59
Backhoe Trench 3.95% 3%.000 87.1800 1.50
Hand Dig Trench &.84 5.000 §7.168% .33
Bozing 14.47 Z.00% #7.18% 8
Cut & Restore 12.086 1.00% 97.18% A2
Asphalt
Cut & Rasators 12.86 1.00% §7.100 .12
Concrate
Cut & Reatore 5.65 2:000 §7.18% «11
Sod
100% §5.0%
-366-
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G oh R o

GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activicy Basa Cost Danaity Ione 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat § Activicy ¥ Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone
Trench & $3.04 5.24 0.00% t il 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.3} « M 50.000 Ll 2.78
Backhos Trench 3.9 .37 37.000 Ll 1.55
Hand Dig Trench €.84 .56 5,000 il 6
. Boring 14.47 LBl 2.00% I .30
Cut & Restore 12.06 +il 200W 3 .24
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 12.86 +37 2.00% 5Th 1
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.65 « 38 <.00% t il iz
Sod
100% §5.50
GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Cost Dansity Zona 101-200
Par Foot
Inatalled Cost ¥ Activity A\ Assigned Telephonas Weighted Amount
MAdjustmant
Trench & $3.04 $.47 0.00% #7.10% 30
Backfill
Rocky Treach 5.13 .67 47.00W 97.18% 2.74
. Backhoe Tranch 3.9% .18 31,000 97.18% 1.42
Hand Dig Trench 6.84 1.12 5.000 §7.10% +39
' Boring i4.47 1.62 2.00% §7.18% .31
Cut & Restore 12,086 .82 5.004 §7.18% .63
Asphalt
' Cut & Restore 12.86 .74 4,000 97.10M .33
Cencretes
Cut & Fastore 5.63% .15 6.00% 97.18% .37
Illnm
I 1008 §E. 00
: B
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GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Bass Cost Density Zons 201-630

Fer Foot

Installed Cost A Acciwvicy V Assigned Welghted Amount

Adjustmant Telephone
Tranch & 53.04 $.70 0.00% 87.18% 30
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 5.32 1.01 50.00% §7.180 J.o8
Backhoe Trench 3.9 1.13 18.00% 87.18% .89
Hand Dig Trench 6.04 1.68 J.o0w 97.18% .25
Boring 14.47 2.43 4.00% §7.100 11
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.22 8.00% 7.18% ,l.03
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 12.86 1.11 7.00% §7.18% L85
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.68 1.11 10.00% §7.180 .66
Sod
100% $7.51

GTEFL’s Territory~- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost pansity Zones €51-25%0

Par Foot

Inscalled Cost V Activity % Assigned Telsphone Maighted Amcunt

Adjustment
Tranch & $1.04 §.94 5.00% §7.18% $.19
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 1.35 32.000 97.18% i.08
Backhoe Trench 3.9% 1.51 10,008 §7.168N .53
Hand Dig Trench 6.04 .4 6.0008 57.10% .51
Boring 14.47 .23 2.008 §7.18% 1
Cut & Rastore 12.06 1.63 13,008 97.18% 1.73
Asphalt
Cut & Rastors 12.06 1.49 12.008 97.18% 1.67
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.6% 1.49 20.00% 97,188 1.3%
Sod
100% $8.47
-368-
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GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Bass Cost Dansity Ione 2551-10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat ¥ Activity \ Asaigned Waighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephons
Tcench & 53.04 $1.17 C.00% §7.18% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 1.68 15.00% $7.18% 1.02
Backhoe Trench .95 1.8% 10.00% $7.18% .57
Hand Dig Trench 6.084 Z.00 &.00n 27.18% -
Boring 14.47 4.04 15.C0W 57,180 2.70
Cut & Raatore 12.086 2.04 25.00% 97.18% .34
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.086 20.00% $7.18% b [
| Concrete
Cut & Restore 4,65 1.8% 7.00W 97.18% .51
Sod
1008 $11.84

GTEFL’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

s

Rotivicy Base Cost Denaity Zone 2>10001
Par Foot
Installed Coat b Activity V Asalgned ¥alghted Amount
Adjustmant Telephona
Trench & 83.04 $1.2% 0.00% §T.18% 50
Backfill
Rocky Trench .33 1.8% 10.00% ¥7.18% -70
Backhoe Trench 3.9 2.00 8.00% §7.180 -47
Hand Dig Trench 6.84 .09 8.00% 27.10% .17
Boring 14.47 4.45 10.00% $7.180 1.84
Cut & Rastore 12.06 2.24 33.00% $7.18% 4.59
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 12.86 2.0% 20.008 @7.18% 1.06
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5,65 2.0% 3.00% §7.18% .22
Sod
1008 $12.64
-369-
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GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Dansity Ions 0O=3
Par Foot
Installed Cost § Actiwity A Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjusts
ant

Flow 51.329 0.00% 1004 10
Rocky Plow 1.62 55.000 1008 8%
Trench & 3.04 5.000 1008 15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 29.00% 1008 1.5%
Backhoe Trench .95 4.000 100W .18
Hand Dig Trench 6.8% 1.00% 100% .07
Bore Cable 14.47 1.00% 1Gow .14
Push Pips & Pull 0.96 1.00% 100% .09
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.08 1.00% 1008 .12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 i.00% 1006 .13
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 5.65 2.00% 100% .11
Sod

1008 $3.41

-370-
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q GTEFL’'s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Bass Coat Density Zone &=100
Per Foot
Installed Coat v Activity |V Asaigned Telephone ¥alghted Amount
Adjustment
Plow $1.29 $.27 0.00% 100% 30
Rocky Plow 1.62 .09 46.00% 100% .02
Trench & * L 04 24 10.00% 100W .33
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 M 31.00W 100% 1.76
Backhos Trench 3.9% «37 2,008 100% .09
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 «51 1.008 100% .07
Bore Cable 14.47 .0l 1.00% 100% 15
Push Pipe & Pull 8.96 .65 1.00% 1000 .10
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 .41 2.008 100% 25
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 .37 2.00% 100% A8
Concretes
Cut & Restore 5.65% .38 Z2.00% 100% 11
Sod
100% ; $3.9%
. -371-




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 370
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Ione 101-200
Par Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | Vv Assigned Telephonas Waighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $1.29% $.09 0.00% 1004 §0
Rocky Flow 1.62 «13 45.00% 1008 .80
Trench & J.04 A7 J.00n 1008 .11
Backfill
Rocky Treach 5.13 67 20,000 1008 1.68
Backhoe Trench 3.95% .75 2.00% 1008 .09
Hand Dig Trench 6.85 1.07 5.000% 100% . .40
Borw Cable 14.47 1.82 1.00% 100% 16
Push Pipe & Pull 8.96 1.31 1.00% 100% 160
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 B2 3.000 100W B4
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 12.86 T4 4.00% 100% -1
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.65 .75 &.00% 100% .30
Sod

100% $4.91

I_]n-




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO.
PAGE 371

980696-TP
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GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

S ah T S Oh AR SR R G 'E o

.*_

Aotivity Base Cost Dansity Zone 201-6350
PFar Foot
Installed Cost  Activity V Assigned Telephons | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow §1.29 $.14 0.00% 100% 50
Rocky Plow 1.62 .23 13.00% 100w - {
Trench & 3.04 LT0 0.00M8 100w 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 1.01 40.00% 1008 2.54
Backhoa Trench .85 1.1) 10.00% 1008 -1
Hand Dig Tranch 6.8% 1.63 1.00% 1008 1]
Bore Cable 14.47 2.43 4.00% 1008 .68
Push Pipe & Pull 8.96 1.9¢ 4. 00% 100% « 33
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.06 1.22 8.00% 1008 1.08
Raphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.11 7.00% 1008 .98
Concrete
Cut & Esatore 5.65 1.11 10.008 100% .68
S5od

100% $7.48
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1

GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

hotivicy Base Cost Density Zones £31-253%0
PFer Foot
Installed Coat l b Activity % Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt
Adjustaant

Plow 51.29 $.19 0.00% 100% $0
Rocky Plow 1.62 31 J.oon 100w T
Tranch & 3.0 .1 0.008 100% 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 1.3% 35.00% 100% 2.3
Backhoe Trencs 1.9% 1.51 14.00% 100% .16
Hand Dig Trench 6.8% 2.1% 6.00% 100% « 54
Bore Cable 14.47 3.3 2.00% 100% - 3%
Push Pipe & Pull 8.9% 2.61 5.00% 1008 - 58
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.06 1.63 13.000 100%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.086 1.49% 12.00% 1008 1.72
Cancrate
Cut & Raptore 5.6% 1.49 10.00% 100% Tl
Sod

100w $6.08%

~374-
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GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

AR G5 S G 'R =

R G EH o G = OR TR

Activicy Base Cost Density Zones 25351-10000
Per Foot
Installed Coat V Activity \ Asaigned Telsphona | Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.29 $.23 0.00% 100% 30
Rocky Plow 1.62 .38 0,004 1008 o
Tranch & * .04 1.17 0.00% 100% 0
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 5.3} 1.68 15. 008 100N 1.05%
Backhoa Trench 3.9 1.89 10.00% L00% - 58
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 2.75 8.00% 100k .17
Bore Cable 14.47 4.04 15.00% 1008 2.78
Push Pipe & Pull .96 3. 27 0. 004 1004 ]
Cable
Cut L Rastore 12.0€ - 2.04 25.00% 100% 3.53
Asphalt
Cut & Fastoce 12.86 1.886 20.00% 100 i.9%4
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 5.65 1.8% 7.004 100w .53
S0d

100% 512.1%
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GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable :
hetivicy Base Coat Density Zone >10000
Par Foot
Installed Cost % Rctivity ;| & Assigned Telephons Weighted Amount
Adjustmant
Plow $1.29 $.26 0.00% 100% 50 '
Rocky Plow 1.62 A2 0.00% 1008 B
Trench & 3.04 1.29% 0.00% 100W 0 ' |
Backfill
Rocky Treach 3.33 1.85 10.00% 100% .72
Bacikhos Trench 1.9% 2.08 8.000 100% .48 .
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 3.04 8.00% 100% . <19 i
Bore Cable 14.47 4.45 10.00% 100W 1.89 ' i
Push Pipe & Pull B.56 3.5 0.00% 100% [¥]
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.086 2.24 331.000 1008 4,72 .
Asphalt
Cut & Restorw 12.986 2.08 28,000 1004 4.17 |
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.65 2.0% 3.00% 1000 .23
Sod Il [
100% $13.01 |
-376- .
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL'’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

@ Gk 55 G TR

Activity Base Cost Danaity Zone 0=3
Par Foot
Installed Cost AV Activicy | @ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment

Flow $1.29 0.00% 100% 30
Rocky Plow 1.62 48.000 100% T8
Trench & J.0a 5.000 100% .15
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 lg.oon 1008 2.03
Backhoe Trench 3.5% 2.008 100W .08
Hand Dig Trench E.85 1.00% 1008 07
Bore Catble 14.47 1.00% 100% .14
Push Pipe & Pull B.96 1.00W 1008 .09
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.00W 1008 .12
Asphalt
Cut & Restorwe 12.86 1.00% 1004 .13
Concreta
Cut & Festore 5.6% 2.00% 1008 i1
Sod

: 100% $3.70
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GTEFL’s Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activicy Base Cost Denaity Zons 0-3
Par Foot
Installed Cost V Actiwity |V Assigned Telsphons ¥aighted Amount
Adjusteant

Plow $1.25 .3 0.00N 1004 $0
Rocky Flow 1.62 09 47,008 1004 N 1=
Trench & . 3.04 1| 10.00% 100% .33
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.13 I 25.00% 100% 1.64
Backhos Trench 31.95 37 5.00% 100% sdd
Hand Dig Townch 6.89 51 1.000 1008 07
Bore Cable 14.47 .8l 1.00% 100% 1%
Push Pipe & Pull B.96 .65 L.00% 1004 .10
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 L4l 2.000 1008 .25
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 12.86 27 2.00% 100% 26
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.65 .38 2.00% 1000 12
Sod

100% $3.95%

-378-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

G Gh R AR AN G IS o . .

----’_-.

Retivity Base Cost Dansity Iona 101=-200
PFar Foot
Installed Cost Y Activity | % Aasigned Telephone Waighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.29 $.09 0.00% 100% 30
Rocky Plow 1.62 «15 40.00% 100% .11
Trench & J.od A7 7.00% 100% 2%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.33 67 32.008 Lo00% 1.92
Backhos Tranch 3.93 + 15 Z.00% 1008 0%
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 1.07 2.00% 100W 16
Bore Cable 14.47 1.62 1.00% 1008 .16
Push Pipe & Pull 8.96 .. 1 20% 1008 .10
Cable
Cut & Resatore 12.06 82 5.00% 1008 64
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore 12.8¢6 < Td 4,000 100% 1]
Concrete
Cur & Raatore 5.63 14 6.00% 100% .38
Sod

100% §4.56
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard

Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Aotivity Base Cost Denaity Iona 201-630
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Activity |V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Flow $1.2% 5.14 0,008 100% 50
Rocky Plow 1.62 23 13.00% 100% 24
Trench & 3.04 .70 6.00% 100% i 1]
Backfill
Rocky Troench 5.23 1.01 30.00N 100w 1.60
Backhos Trench 3.9 1.13 12.000 100% .61
Hand Dlg Tranch E.99 2.4) 1.00% 1008 26
Bore Cable 14.47 1.:6 4.00% 1008 .68
Fuah Pips & Pull .96 1.22 $.008 1008 -1
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.11 #.00% 1004 1.06
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.11 7.00% 100% .98
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.65% 10.00% 1008 . 68
Sod

1008 87.35%
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GTEFL’s Territory-Hard

Rock Buried Distribution Cable

-G G5 S aGE R W

Activity Base Cost Denaity Cones €51-2350
Per Foot
Installed Coat % Activity | % Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjustoant

Plow $1.2% $.1% 0.00% 100% 30
Rocky Plow 1.62 «31 J.00N 1008 06
Trench & J.04 .1 0.00% 100% 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.32 1.3% 27.008 100% 180
Backhoce Trench 3,93 1.51 12.008 1008 .66
Hand Dlg Trench 6.89 2.1% €.00% 100% « 5
Bore Cable 14.47 1,1) 2.008 1008 .35
Push Pipe & Pull 8.56 2.61 5.00% 100% 58
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.086 1.61 13.00% 100W i.78
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 12.06 1.45% 12.00% 100% 1.72
Concrete
Cut & Reatorce 5. 63 1.49 20,.00W 100W 1.42
Sod

100% $8.5%2

' -381-
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GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Oensity Iones 2531-10000
Per Foot
Installed Coat ] \ Assigned Telephone Feighted Amount
Adjustmant | Activity

Plow $1.29 $.23 0.00% 100% 30
Rocky Flow 1.62 .38 0.00% 1008 Q
Trench & J.oe 1.17 0.00N 1004 o
Backfill
Focky Trench 5.32 1.68 14.000 1000 .98
Backhos Trench 3.95 1.8% 10.00% 100% -]
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 2.75 8.0 1008 i)
Bore Cable 14.47 4.04 15.004 100% .78
Push Pipe & Pull 8.% . 0.00% 100% 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 2.04 25.00% 1008 3.5%3
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 1.86 20.00% 100% 2.94
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5,65 1.8% 8.00% 1ngs . 60
Sod

1008 $12.18
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GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

m—

Activity Base Coac Densicy Ione >10001
Per Foot
Installed Cost b Activity | % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Aijustmant

Plow $1.29% $.26 0.00% 1004 30
Rocky Plow 1.62 A2 0.00% 100% Q
Trench & 3.04 1.29 0.004 1008 0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 1.85% 10.00% 1008 .72
Backhoe Trench 3.5% 2.08 B.00% 100% A8
Hand Dig Trench 6.89 3.04 B.00% 1008 .18
Bore Cable 14.47 4.45 10.00% 100% 1.89
Puah Pipe & Pull 6.96 3.59 0.00% 100% 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 2.24 3)..008 1508 4.72
Asphalt
Cut & Restcre 12.86 2.0% 28.000 100w 4.17
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5.65 2.05 3.00% 1004 & |
Sod

100% §13.01
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Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Cost Density Zone 0-3
Par Foot
Installed Coat 1] N Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustmant | Actiwvity
Trench & $1.50 Bé. 68N 100.00% §1.84
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00W 0.60
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.15 0.1 100.00W4 0.0)
Cut & Festore 12.63 0. 604 100.00% « Q.08
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.00% 100.00% G.00
Concrete
Cut & Rsscore .00 1.5 100.00% 0.c8
Sod
1004 $2.02
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Cost Density Zone €-100
Pear Foot
Installed Cost b Activity |V Assigned Telephone Weighted Aacunt
Adjustmant
Trench & §1.9%0 $6.200M 100.00% $1.7%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 » 100.00% 0.00
Backhow Trench 1.90 0 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Tranch 1.90 7 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.15 .41 100.00W 0.06
Cut & Restore 12.63 + &7 100.00% 0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 15.37 +13 100.00% 0.02
Concrete
Cut & Rastoce j.00 2.38 100.00% 0.07
Sod
100 $2.02
-384-
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q Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Activicy Base Cost Denaity lone 101-200
Far Foot
Inatalled Coat L] A\ Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount
Adjustmant Activity
Trench & $1.90 5. 800 L00. 00N $1.73
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.50 .00 100.00% 0.00
Rand Dig Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.1% 0. 68% 100.00% 0.10
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.7M 100.00% . 0.0%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 o.48% 100,00% 0.07
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 1.00 2.2 100.00% Q.06
Sad
1008 $2.0%

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit

Activicy Base Cost Danaity Zone 201-€30

Far Foot

Installed Cost V Activicy | V Assigned Telephona Walghted Amount

Adjustmant
Tcench & §1.9%0 5. 360 100. 00N $1.72
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100. 004 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100,000 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Borong 15.15 0.92% 100.008 -.11
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0.80% 100.00% 0.10
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.07 0.83% 100.00% 0.12
Concreta
Cut & Restore 1.00 2.08% 100, 00% 0.06
Sod
1008 §2.13
-385-
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Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Coast Density Ione 651-830
Par Foot
Ins:alled Cost \ Activity V Aasigned Welghted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone
Trench & §1.%0 94,030 100.00% $1.71
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00n8 100.00% 0.00
Backhoe Tranch 1.90 0.008 100.00% 0.co
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100.008 6.c0
Boring 15.15 1.1 100.00% 0.17
Cut & Restore 12.63 g.8M 100.00% .0.10
Asphalt
Cut & Raastore 13.37 1.18% 100.00% .17
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.594% 100.00% .06
Sod
100% $2.21

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit

Activity Bass Cost Dansity Zone B51-2330

Fer Foot

Installed Cost V Activity V Assigned Telsghone Waighted Amount

Adjustment
Tcench & $1.90 94.33% 100.000 $1.70
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100,008 0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.1% 1.41% 100.00% 0.20
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0.8 100.00% 0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.237 1.53% 100.00% 0.22
Concrete
Cut & Feaatore y.o0 1.79% 170, 00% 0.05%
Sod
89.99% $2.29
=386~
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Feeder Conduit
Activity Base Cost pansity Lone 2551-5000
Fer Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Activity V Asaigned Telephone | Welghted Amcunt
Adjustment
Trench & $1.90 9l.82% 100.00% V1.6%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 1039.00% 0.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 C.o0N 100, 00% 0.00
Hang Dig Tranch 1.90 Q.00% 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.15% 1.66N 100.00% 0.24
Cut & Festore 12.6) 1.00% 100.00% .0.12
Asphalt
Cut & Reztore 15.37 1.88% 100.00% .27
Cancrate
Cut & Hestore .00 1. 640 100.00% 0.0%
Sod
1008 %2.37

Sprint’s Territory- Normal

Feeder Conduit

tivity Base Coat Density Zones 5001->10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat & Activity \ Asaigned Telephone Waighted Amount
Adiustment
Trench & 51.50 83.30% 100.00% §1.68
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.15% 1.900 100.00% 0.27
Cut & Rastore 12.63 1.07% 100.00% 0.13
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 2.2 100.00% 0.3}
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.5%0% 100,008 0.04
Sod
100% §2.48
' -387-




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

PAGE 386
APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit

-

Activity Base Cost Denaity Ione 0-3

Per Foot

Installed Coat A Activity \ Assigned I Welighted Amcunt

Adjustmant Telephons
Trench & $1.50 96. 68Y 100.00% §1.84
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 o.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhow Tranch 1.90 0.00% 100.00n 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 &.00% 100. 008 0.00
Boring 15.15% .13 100,008 0.03
Cut & Rastore 12.63 0. E0% 100.00% . 0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Concrece
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.5 100.00% 0.08
Sod
1004 $2.02

Sprint‘s Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Cost Density Zone €-100

Par Foot

Installed Cosat i\ Actiwirty N Assigned Waighted Amount

Adjustmant Telephona
Trench & #1.50 96.35 100.00% $1.74
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100. 008 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100,00 0.00
Boring 15.15% G. 428 100.00% 0.086
Cut & Restore 12.63 6.69e-03 100.00% 0.c8
Asphalt
Cut & Rasatora 15.37 1.25%e=03 100.00% .02
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 3.00 238,008 100.00% .07
Sod
100% $1.97
-388-

l



ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 387

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’'s Territory- Normal Distributicn Conduit

_-_-_‘

Actiwvity Baas Coat Denaity Zone 101-200
Per Foot
Installed Cost V Activicy \ Asaigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telsphone
. Trench & $1.9%0 §5.088% 100.00% $1.64
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0. 008 100.00% ¢.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0,008 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0,008 100,004 0.00
Boring 15.1% 6.78e-0) 100.00% Q.09
Cut & Reatore 12.63 7.35e-0) 100.00% - .08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.7T6a-0) 100.00% 0.07
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.2Je-02 100.00% 0.06
Sod
1004 §1.94

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit

G 0 = G G W _ SR G

Retivity Base Cost Dansicy Zonae 201-630

Per Foot

Installed Coat b Activity \ Assigned Weighted Amount

Adjustment Telephone
Trench & §1.%0 95. 360 100.00% §1.6)
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.004% 0.00
Hard Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% .00
Boring 15.1% 9.32e-0) 100. 00N 0.13
Cut & Restore 12.6) £2.02e-0) 100. 00N 0.09%
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 8.20e=-0) 100.00W 2.11
Concrets
Cut & Restore j.o0 2.08e-02 100.00W 0.08
Sod
Lo0a §2.02
-389-
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AFPPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

Sprint’'s Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 631-830

Fer Foot

Insctalled Cost % Activity A\ Assigned Telephons | Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Tranch & §1.9%0 §4.05% 100,008 8l.62
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.0 0.00N 100.00% 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 2.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00M 100.00N 0.00
Boring 15.15 1.17e=03 100.00% .16
Cut & Rsacore 12.6) 6.660-03 100.00% «0.10
Asphalt
Cut & Rastors 15.0 1.18a=-03 100.00% 0.1%
Cancratas
Cut & Restore J.00 1.%e=-02 100.00% 0.0%
Sod )
100a $2.10

Sprint’'s Territory- Normal Distribution Conduit

Activicy Bass Cost Dansity Ione 851-4550

Per Foot

Installed Cost § Activity \ Assigned Telephona | Welghted Amcunt

Ajustmant
Trench i $1.%0 84.320% 160.00% $1.61
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.13 l.4le-02 100, 00% 0.19
Cut & Restore 12.63 9.35e=01 100.00% 0.11
Asphalr
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.53a=02 100.00% 0.21
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.7%e-02 100.00% 0.0%
Soa
100W $2.17
=390-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Mormal Distribution Condult
Activity Bass Coat Dansity Ione 2531-35000
Per Foot
Installed Coat % Activity 4 Assigned Meighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephons
Trench & §1.90 83,820 100.00% $1.60
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100.008 0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 0.00
Boring 15.15 1.66% 100.00% 0.23
Cut & Reatore 12.63 1.000 100.00W C01k
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15. 17 1.880 100, 00N 0.26
Concreta
Cut & Rastocra 3.00 1.640 100.008 0,04
Soc
1004 $2.2%
Sprint's Territory- Normal Distribution Condult
Activit Base Cost Densicy Zons 5001->10000
Fer Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | % Assigned Telephche Weighted Amount
Adjustment
Trench & §1.90 §3.30% 100.00% §l.60
Backfill
Iacﬁy Tranch 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 40.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Boring 15.1% 1.50e-02 100.008 §0.26
Cut & Rsstore 12.63 1.07% 100.00% $0.12
Aaphalt
Cut & Resactore 15.37 2:230=-02 160.00% $0.31
Concrate
Cut & Raatore 1.00 1.50e-02 190.00% $0.04
Sod
1cow 3$2.11
-3191-
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

980696-TP

Sprint”s Tercitory- Mormal Buried Fesdsr Cable

Activity Base Coat Density Ione 0-%
Per Foot
Installed Cost b Activity \ Assigned Weighted Asount
Adjustmentc Telephone

Plow 51.50 §1.1m 100.00W $1.77
Rocky Plow 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Tranch & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% ‘Iﬂ.ﬂﬂ
Bore Cable 15.15% 0.19% 100.00N $0.0)
Push Pips & Pull 10.12 3.580 100.00% $0.36
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.63 0.58% 100.00%
ARaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 o.00N 100.00% $0.00
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 3.00 .45 100.00% 50.07
Sod

100% 52.131

-3192-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

[ Sprint’s Territory- Normal Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 6-100
'l Per Foot
Installed Cost b Activity Y Assigned Weighted Amcunt
Adjustsant Tealephone
Plow $1.90 92.91% 100,008 $1.7M
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.30 0.00% 100.00% 40.00
Backfill
Recky Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% #0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0,00% 100.00% ‘ll:I.DD
Bore Cable 15.15% 4.23a-01 100.008 §0.086
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 1.55%e-02 100.00% §0.3%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 6.41e-01 100.00% $0.08
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.1%e-03 100.00% $0.02
Concrete
|y
Cut & Restore 3.00 2:31le-02 100.00% $0.07
5042
100% $2.3%
' -391.
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSEION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Buried Fesdar Cable l
Activity Base Coat Density ZTone 100-200
Par Foot
Installed Cost b Astivity |V Assigned Welghted Amsunt
Adjustment Telephone
Plow $1.90 92.42% 100. 00% $1.76 l
Rocky FPlow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Treach & 1.90 0.00% 100. 00V $v.00
Backfill '
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 C.00N 100.00% $0.00 l
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 6.5%0a-0) 100.00% 80.09 '
Puah Pips & Pull 10.12 3.5%e-02 100.00M. $0.33
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 7.05e=03 100.00% 80.08 l
Asphalt
Cut L Rasstore 18.27 4.5%6e=03 100.00% 27
Concrete '
Cut & Restore 3.o00 2.17e=02 100.00% .06
Sod
1004 $2.41 '
-394~ '

-




I ORDER NC. PSC-99-00&8-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9B80696-TP
l PAGE 393
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Wormal Buried Fesdar Cable
Activity Base Cost Density Tone 201-65%0
Par Foot
Installed Coat %V Activity ¥V Assigned Weighted A=gunt
Adjustment Telephone
Plow $1.%0 §1.92% 100.00% $1.73%
Rocky Plew 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.008 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% £0.00
Backnhoe Trench 1.%0 £.o0% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 10G.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 0.09% 100.00% $0.13
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 608 100.00% $0.3%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.62 0.7 100.00% $0.0%
Asphale
Cut & Reastore 15.37 0.79% 100.00W 30.12
Concrets
Cut & Festore 3.00 2.02% 100.00% $0.086
Sod
99.99% $2.49
. »395.
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Normal Buried Fesder Cable
Activity Base Cost Density Zone 631-830
Par Foot
Installed Cost V Activicy i Assigned Welghted Amcunt
Adjustment Telephone
Flow $1.90 Fl.am 100.00% $1.74
Rocky Flow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00W 100.00W $0.00
Backhce Trench 1.%0 0.00N 100.00W $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% }51Dﬂ
Bore Cable 15.1% 1.13e=02 100.00% $0.16
Push Pilpa & Full 10.12 3. 60e-02 100.00% $0.15%
Cable
Cut & Restorce 12,63 8.33a=-03 100.00% $0.10
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.27 1.13a-02 100.00% $0.17
Concrate
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.00e-02 100.00% 50.0%
Sod
100% §2.5%6
-396-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
. Sprint’s Territory- Mormal Buried Fesder Cable
hetivicy Base Cost Dansity Zona B531-2330
l Par Foot
Installed Cost v Activivy V Rssigned Heighted Amcunt
Adjustment Telephone
. Plow $1.90 90,944 100. 004 $1.73
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Tranch & 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.80 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
l Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
.- Bore Cable 15.15% 1.36e-02 100. 004 50.20
Push Pips & Full 10.12 Y. 6le-02 100.00% £0.35%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 8.9Te=01 100.00% #0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 147.00% 100.00% $0.21
Concrata
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.73e-02 100.008 £0.08%
Sod
100w §1.64
B b
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AFPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint’s Tercitory- Normal Buried Teeder Cable
Actiwvity Bass Cost Deanaity Zcne 2%51-5000
Far Foot
Installed Coat b Activity i Asaigned Waighted Amount
Adjustaent Telasphons

Flow $1,90 80. 448 100.00% $1,72 .
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 0. 00N 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
BackEill '
Rocky Trench 1.5%0 0.008 100.00% §0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00 I
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1.60e-02 100.00% 30,23 l
Push Plpe & Full 10.12 ). 6le=02 100.00% 50.23
Cakble
Cut & Fesatore 12.63 9. 60e-013 100.00% $0.12 l
Asphalt
Cut & Restorw 15.37 1.8le=02 100.00% 50.26
Concrete l
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.58e-02 100.00% $0.0%
Sed

100% $2.72 l
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’'s Territory- Normal Buried Feadsr Cable
Aceivity Bass Cost Danaity Zones 5001->10000
Par Foot
Inatalled Cost ¥ Activity | % Assigned Welghted Ascunt
Mjustmant Telephone
Flow §1.90 9. 85y 100.02% $1.77
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100,004 $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 100, 00% 50.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100. 008 $0.00
Backhoa Tranch 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% ¥0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1.83a=02 100.00% $0.03
Push Pipe ¢ Pull 10.12 1.62e-02 100.00% $0.36
Cable
Cut & Rastorce 12.6) 1.02e-02 100.00% $0.07
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.29 2.140-02 100.00% $0.00
Concrate
Cut & Reatore 3.00 1.440-02 100, 00N $0.07
Sod
100% $1.11
l -399-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Normal Buried Distributicn Cable

Aoctivity Base Cost Denaity Icne 0-5
Far Foot
Insctalled Cost § Activity | N Rasignaed Waighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone

Flow $1.50 #3.19M 100.00% $1.17
Rocky Flow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.590 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Hand Oig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Bore Cable 15.158 0.19% 100.00% $0.03
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 .5 100.00% $0.36
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.58% 100.00% §0.07
Asaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Concrate
Cut & Rsstore 3.00 2,464 100.00% §0.07
Sod

100% §2.11
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Basa Cost benalty Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat % Activity A Assigned Welghted Amcunt
Adjustmant Telephone

Plow $1.9%0 82.91v 100.00% $1.M
Rocky Plow 1.%0 C0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.000 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 0.42% 100.00% $0.06
Fush Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.5 100.00% 30.35%
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.63 0. 64N 100.00% 50.08
Asphalt
Cut & Reacore 15.37 0.12% 100.00% $0.02
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 3,00 2.3 100.00% $0.07
Sod

59.99 $2.3)

' -401-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Normal Buried Distribution Cable .
Activity Base Coat Denaicy Zone 101-200
Par Foot l
Installed Cost % Activity ¥ Asaigned Weighted Amount
Adjuatmant Telephone
Plow $1.90 92.42% 100.000 $1.76 l
Recky Plow | 1.90 0.00V 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Backfill
Racky Treanch 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00N 100.008 $0.00 '
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Bore Cable 15.15 0.66% 100.00% 30.0%9 .
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.5 100.00% $0.33
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.71% 100.00% $0.08 .
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 1%.07 0. 46N 100.00% $0.06
Concrete l
Cut & Reatore 3.00 Z2.17% 100.00% $0.08
S04
1004 $2.)8 l
o b
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory=- Mormal Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Coat Density Zone 201-650
Fer Foot
Installed Cost v Activity V Assigned Welghted Amocunt
Adjustment Telephone
Plow $1.90 91.92% 100.00% 51.7%
Rocky Plow 1.80 0.00% 100.004% 50.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.590 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 0.85% 100.00% 80.12
Fush Pips & Pull 10.12 3. 600 100.00% 30.3)
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.62 0.7 100.00% $0.09
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15. 07 0.79% 100.C0% $0.11
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 3.o00 2.02% 100.00% 50.0%
Sod
1006 83.45%
-403-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory= Mormal Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Basa Cost Dansity lons £51-850
Per Foot
Installed Cost t Activicy § Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone

Plow $1.90 F1.42% 100.00% 1.1
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Trench & 1.90 o.000 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhce Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.50 0.00N 100.00% 50.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1.1m 100.00% $0.15%
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 1.600 100.00% 10.1)
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.6] 0.683% 100,004 $0.00
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.13% 100.00% 50.16
Concrete
Cut & Reatorce 3.00 1.88% 100.00% $0.0%
Sod

100% $2.5%2
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ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO.
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Sprint’s Territory- Mormal Buried Distributicn Cable

Activity Base Cost Denalty Zone B51-25350
l Par Foot
Installed Cost bV Arcivity V% Assigned Welghted Amount
Adj. Telephone
l Plow $1.90 90. 940 100.G0\ $1.73
Rocky Plow 1.80 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $3.00
. Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $¢.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
I Bore Cable 15.15 1,36 100.00% 50.1%
fush Pips & Full 10.12 3.6l 100.00% 50.3)
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.6) 0.90% 100,.00% $0.10
Asphalrt
Cut & Aestore 15.37 1.47H% 100.00% 50.20
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.7% 100.008 50.05%
Sod
ll 1004 $2.499
. -405-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint‘s Territory- Normal Buried Distribution Cable
Rorivity Base Cost Dansity Zone 2551-5000
Par Foot
Installed Coat ] \ Assigned Telsphone Weighted Amount
Adj. Activity
Plow $1.90 20.40v 100. 00N §1.72
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Trench & 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
i Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 100. 0o% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.000 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1.600 100.00% #0.22
Push Pipa & Pull 10.12 3.61% 100.00% $0.13]
Cable
Cut ¢ Restore 12.63 0.964 100.00% $0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.810 100. GOV $0.2%
Concrete
Cut & Restorw 3.00 1.5%80 100. 000 30.04
Sod
100% $2.87
406-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

Sprint's Territory- Normal Buried Distribution Cable

- E D IR O S N I O G S5 R G B G §n SN N o

Activity Base Cost Density Zones 5001->10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat A\ Activity \ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant

Plow 51.90 89.955% 100.00% §1.71
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00M 100.00% §0.00
Tcench & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 80.00
Backfill
Rocky Treach 1.%0 0.00% 10G.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% 160,008 £0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% Jlu.ﬁl}
Bore Cable 15.15% 1.8 100.00% $0.2%
Fush Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 6N 100,008 $0.11
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 1.02% 100.00% $0.12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15. 37 2.14% 100.00% 30.30
Concrete
Cut & Rastors i.00 1.440 100.00% §0.04
Sod

100.00% $2.74
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AFFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Condult
Activicy Base Cost Density Zone 0-5
Per Foot
Installed Cost b Activity \ Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone
Trench & $1.90 96. 60N 100.00% §1.64
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.9 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00N 100.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15 Q.19 100. 0un $0.03
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.60% 100.00% 50.08
Rsphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.00N 100.00% 30.00
Concrete
Cut & Festoce 3.00 2.53% 100.00% $0.08
Sod
1008 §2.02
Sprint's Territory= Soft Rock Feeder Condult
Activity Base Cost Danaity Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat ¥ Activity § Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone
Trench & 31.%0 #6.39 100.00% §1.7%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.004 100.00% $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.50 0.00N 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15 0.42% 100.00% $0.06
Cut & Rastore 12.63 0.6 100.00% $0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.1% 100.00% #0.02
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 3.00 2.38% 100.00% §0.07
Scd
1004 §2.02
408-




ORDER NO. PSC-59-0068-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP

N B = S ..

PAGE 407
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
Sprint*s Tarritory- Soft Rock Fesdar Conduit
Activity Base Coat Density Zone 101-200
Par Foot
Installed Cost bV Activity v\ Assigned Weaighted Amount
Adjustmant Telaphons
Trench & §1.90 85.00% 87.50% $1.73
Backfill
Recky Trenach 1.90 0.00% 97.5%0% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0.00% §7.50% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 97.500% 80.00
Boring 15.1% 0. 68V $7.500 $0.10
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.7 97.500% $0.09
Asphalt :
Cut & Restore 15.1 0.48% 97.50% 50.07
Concrete
Cut & Restore .00 2.5 97.50% $0.08
Sod
l 1000 $2.0%

Sprint’as Territory= Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Aotiwvity Bass Coat Density Lone 201-630

Par Foot

Installed Cost L1 & Assigned Telegphone Haighted Amcunt

Adjustent Actiwvity
Trench & §1.50 #5. 368 95.00% Bl.72
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.00% $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.90 0.00% 9%.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% §5.00% $0.00
Boring 15.1% 0.92% 85,000 $0.13
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.80% 95.00% $0.10
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.8 95.00% $0.12
Concrate
Cut & Restore 3,00 Z.08% 95.00% $0.06
Sod
lI 100W $2.13
409-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

Sprint’'s Territory=- S5oft Rock Feeder Conduir

Activicy Bass Cost Density lona 651-850

Par Foot

Installed Cost % Activity | V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt

Adjustment
Trench & §1.90 4.8 95,000 $1.72
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 95. 000 §0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00% 95. 000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00W% S5.00% 50.00
Boring 15.13% 1.17% 9%.00% 50.13
Cut & Restore 12.6) 0,87y #5.000 $0.10
Asphalt -
Cut & Reatore 15.)7 1.18% $5.00% $0.12
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.940 95.00% §0.06
Sod
100.01% $2.13

Sprint’s Territory= Boft Rock Feeder Conduit

Aceivity Bass Coat Deanaity Zone 851-2530

Par Foot

Installed Coat § Activity % Assigned Te.ephona Waighted Aacunt

Adjustment
Tranch & $1.90 $4.300 8%.00W $1.70
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 9%.004 $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 9%.00N $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.00% §50.00
Boring 15.15% 1.41% §5.00% §0.20
Cut & Rastoce 12.63 0.9%3% #5.00% 50.11
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.27 1.5 95.00% $0.22
Concrete
Cut L Rastors .00 1.7 95.00% 50.05
Sod
100w $2.29
410-
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Feadar Condulit

BAGE 409
APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint'a Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit
Activity Basze Cost Dansity Zone 2551-3000
Par Foot
Installed Cost | t Asrigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Adjust=ant Activit
Y
Trench & $1.50 93 B2\ 100.00% 51.6%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00N 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.,00% 160. 00N 30.00
Boring 15.1% 1.66% 100.00% 50,24
Cut & Rastore 12.6] 1.00% 100.00W ¥0.12
Raphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.88% 100.00% $0.27
Concrets
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.64% 100.00% $0.08
Sod
. 100% §2.37

Activicy Base Cost Denaity Zones 5001->1ul01

far Foot

Installed Coat b Actiwvicy \ Assigned Weighted AmOunt

Adijustmant Telephone
Trench & $1.90 93.30% 100.008 $1.68
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.008 $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Troench 1.%0 C.o0N 100.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15 1.90% 100.00% $0.27
Cut 4 Restore 12.6) 1.07% 100.00% $0.1)
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 .20 100.00% §$0.33
Concrete
Cut & Restore .00 1.50% 100,004 $0.04
Sod
100% $2.4%
~“411-
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AFFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Cost Denaity Lone 0-3
Pear Foot
Installed Cost ] ¥ A\ Assigned Weighted Amount
Adjuscsant Activity Telephone
Trench & $1.%0 96,680 100.00% 51.04
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.008% 80.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.008 $0,00
Boring 15.1% 0.1: 100. 00 $0.03
Cut & Rastors 12.63 0. 600 190.00% $0.08
Asphalt ‘
Cut L Restore 15,37 0.008 100,008 80.00
Cancrete
Cut £ Restore 3.00 2.5 100.00N% 30.08
Sod
100% §2.02
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Condult
Activity Base Coat Density Zone 6-100
Par Foot
Installed Cost L] % Assigned Telaphone | Weighted Amcunt
Adjustsant Activity
Trench & $1.580 96.3% 95,008 $1.74
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.00% $0.00
Backhce Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95,004 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.008 $0.00
Boring 15.15 .40 95,008 $0.06
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.67% 95.00% $0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.1 85,008 30.02
Concrete
Cut & Reatore j.o0 .38 95.00% $0.07
Sod
100% $1.97

412-
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APFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory=- Soft Rock Distributlon Conduit
Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 101-200
Per Foot
Inztalled Coat b Actiwvity \ Assigned Waighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephons
Trench & $1.90 95.680% 0. 000 $1.64
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00N %0.00W §$0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 30.00W $0.00
Boring 15.158 0.68% §0.00W $0.0%
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.7TW 90, 000 $0.08
Asphalt :
Cut & Reatore 15.37 o.48% §0.00% $0.07
Concrete
t & Restore J.oo 2.2 90.00% 50.086
Sod
100% 1.94
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Condult
Activity Base Cost Denaity Zons 201-650
Pear Foot
Installed Coat % Activicty | % Assigned Telephona Weighted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & $1.90 55.36% 90.00% $1.63
Backfill
Pocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 90.00W 80.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% $0.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% §U.00% §0.00
Boring 15.15 0.92% §0.00% $0.11
Cut & Restore 12.81 0.80% §0.00% $0.0%
Asphalt
t & Festore 1%.37 0.83% 80.00% $0.11
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.08% $0.00% $0.08
Sod
99.00% §2.02
413-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Cost Density Zone 651-850
Per Foot
lnatalled Coat % Accivity | % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant

Trench & §1.50 94.85% §0.00% $1.62
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% $0.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 0.00% 90.000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% $0.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15 1.17% $0.00% $0.16
Cut & Restore 12.863 0.87% 90.00% §0.10
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.07 1.18% 90.0C% 30.16
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.940 $0.00% $0.0%
Sod

100,01 $2.10

Sprint's Territory= Soft Rock Distribution Condult

Activity Base Coat Density Zons B51-2550

Per Fool

Installed Coat b Activicy i Assigned Telephons | Melghted Amount

Adjusimant .
Trench & $1.%0 94.33% 90.00% $1.61
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% §0. 000 $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.%0 0.00% &0.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.008 90,000 $0.00
Boring 15.1% 1.41% $0.00% $0.19
Cut & Reastore 12.63 0.9 90.00% $0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.27 1.5 $0.00% §0.21
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.79% 90.00% §0.05
Sod
9.9 $2.17
414-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
! Sprint’'s Tarritory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Base Coat Density Zons 2531-5000
Par Foot
Installed Coat ¥ Actiwvity % Assigned Telephone Welighted Amount
Adjustment
Trench & $1.9%0 81.82% 0. 00% 51.60
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.% 0.00% 90, 00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 50.00W §0.60
Boring 15.15% 1.660 30.00% 50.2)
Cut & Restore 12.63 1.00% 90.00% 50.11
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 1.7 l1.88% 0. 004 $0.26
Concrete
Cut & Resstorce 3.00 1.640 $0.00W §0.04
Sod
100.00% §2.25%

Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

- m s

tivity Base Coat Density Zones 5001->10001
Fer Footr
Inatalled Cost b Activity N Assigned Telesphone ¥alghted Amount
Adjustmant
Trench & $1.90 93,300 #0.00% §1.60
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% §0.00% $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.%0 0.00% 8#0.00% 80.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00W 90.00% §0.00
Boring 15.15% 1.90% §0.00% $0.26
Cut & Rescore 12.6) 1.07% $0.00% $0.12
Asphalt
Cut & Peatore 15.37 2.23 #0. 008 §0.31
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.50W S0.00% $0.04
Sod
100% $2.33
l “415-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Fesder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Zona 0-3
Par Foot
Installed Cont % Activity |V Assigned Telephons | Welyhted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $1.50 §3.19 100.00% .M
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Trench & 1.80 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.C0% $0.00
Backhows Tranch 1.90 0.004 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 0.1 100.00% $0.0)
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.580 100.00% 30.36
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0. 588 100.00% $0.07
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.00% 100.00% 80.00
Concrate
Cut & Restore 3.00 Z.468 100.00% §0.07
Sod

1004 $2.11
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Fesdsr Cable
Activity Base Cost Density Zone 6=100
Par Foot
Installed Coat A Actiwvity ¥ Assigned Telephons | Welghted Amount
Adjustment

Plow 5$1.90 92.91M 100.00% $1.77
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Tranch & 1.90 0.00% §7.30% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 97.5%00 §0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% 97.50% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0 .00 97,500 50,00
Bore Cable 15.15% O.42% 87.50W $0.06
Puah Pipe & FPull 10.12 3.3m §7.50% §0.1%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.8) 0. 64N 97.50% $0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 0.12% §7.50% $0.02
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.1 87.50% $0.07
Sod

1008 §2.3%
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Feedar Cable

Activicy Base Cost Denaity Zone 101-200
Fer Foot
Installed Cost & Activity | % Assigned Telephons | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $1.%0 §2.42% 100.00% $1.76
Rocky Plow 1.5%0 0.00N 100. 008 $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% #5.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Troench 1.%0 0.00% 95.00M $0.00
Backhow Trench 1.%0 0.C0% 95.00% §0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.80 0.00% #5.00% ‘lﬂ.ﬂﬂ
Bore Cable 15.1% 0. 664 95.00% 50.09%
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.55% 95.00% 50.3%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.71% $5.00W 0,09
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 13.27 0. 468 95.00% $0.07
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 3.00 2.1T% 95,008 $0.06
Sod

100% $2.41

“418-




ORDER NO.

PSC-59-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 417

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

i
i
i
-

Sprint's Tercitory- Soft Rock Duried Fesder Cable

tivity Base Cost Denaity Zone 201-650
Per Foot
Installed Coat L] i Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount
Adjustmant | Activity

Plow $1.%0 #1.92% 100.00% $1.7%
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 ' 0.00% 100.000 $0.00
rench & 1.90 0.00% 95.00% 30.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% #5.00% §$0.00
Backhoe Trencn 1.%0 0.00% 95.008 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95,004 !a.nu
Bore Cable 15.15 o.95% 95.004 $0.13
Push Pipe & Pull 16.12 3.60% 95,000 $0.33
Cable

ut & Restore 12.63 0.7 95,000 30.0%
Asphalt
Cut & Festore 15.17 0,79 95,004 $0.12
ancrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.02% 95.000 30.086
Sod

100% 52.49%
l 419.
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Fesder Cable

Aooivicy Base Cost Dansity Zone 631-830
Par Foot
Installed Cast L] V Assigned Telesphons Waighted Amount
Adjustment Activicy

Plow $1.%0 Fl.42% 100.00% $1.74
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Treanch & 1.90 0.00% 85.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00N 95.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00W 95.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00N 95,008 $0.00
Bore Cable 15.13 1.1m §5.000 $0.18
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 60N 95.00% $0.33%
Cabls
Cut & Rastore 12.61 0.8 9%.00% $0.10
Asphalt
Cut & Reators 15.37 1,13 §5.00% $0.1&
Concrete
Cut & Resstore 31.00 1.89% $5.00% .0%
Sod

100% §2.5%6
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
' Sprint’'s Tecritory- Soft Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Basa Coat Density Zone 851-255%0
Par Foot
Installed Cost L] A Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Activicy
Flow $1.9%0 90. 94N 100.00% 51.7)
Rocky FPlow 1.590 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 5.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 85.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 0.00% 9%. 000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% §5.00W $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.36% 95.00% $0.20
Push Plpe & Pull 10.12 J.E1% 95%.00% $0.15%
Cable
Cut & Rmatore 12.63 0. 908 9%.00% §0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.4 §5. 004 §0.21
Concrete
Cut & Resatore 3.00 1.73% 35.00% $0.05%
Sod
1008 $2.64
. 421-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’'s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Fesder Cable
Aectivicy Base Cost Dansity Zone 2551-%000
Par Foot
Installed Coat L ] \ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant hctivity

Plow §1.90 90. 440 100.00% 81.72
Rocky Plow 1.80 0.00% 100.00% §$0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 85.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.80 0.00% 95.00% 50.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% 9%.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 95,008 $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.60% 95,00W $0.23
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.61% §5.008 $0.3%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0. 96k 35.00W% $0.12
Rsphalt
Cut & Rmstore 15.37 1.81% 95.00% SC.26
Concrate
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.5B% 95.00% $0.05
Sod

100% §2.72
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
| Sprint”s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Fesder Cable
[
ACTIVALY Base Cost tmnaity Iones 5001-210001
Per Foot
Installed Cost L] V Assigned Telsphone Welighted Amount
Adjustment | Activicy
Plow $1.90 089,95 100.00% $1.71
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0,00 100.C0% $0.00
Trench & 1.%90 0.00% 95.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00W §#5.000 $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.80 0.00% 95,000 $0.00
Hand Dig Tranch 1.5%0 0.00% $5.00% $0.00
Eore Cable 15.13% 1.8 95.00% $0.26
Puah Pipe & Pull 10.12 N 1] §5.00W $0. 3¢
Cable
Cut &L Restose 12.6] 1.02% 85,000 $0.14
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 2.14% 95,000 §0.131
Concrete
L & Restore 3.00 1.440% 95.004 $0.04
100% §2.00
l 423-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint‘s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Cost Censity Zone O-%
Par Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | & Assigned Telephone Helghted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow 31.9% F1.19M 100.008 1.M
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% 30,00
Tranch & 1.9%0 0.008 160.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 ¢.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 £.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% A0.00
Bore Cable 15.1% g.19m 100.00W §0.01
Pusk Pips & Pull 10.12 1.58% 100.00% §0.36
Cable
Cut &L Rastore o 12.63 0. 58w 100.00% $0.07
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 13. 37 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Concrete
Cut & Reastore j.o0 2.46% 100.00% 50.07
Sod

100% $2.21
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
q Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Coat Density Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat § Activicy \ Assigned Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment Telaphone
Plow 51.9%0 $2.910 100.00% §1.77
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100.0uw 5$0.00
Treanch & - 1.9%0 0.00% 95.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00M 95.00% 50.00
Backhca Trench 1.90 0.00% 95.00% §0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 95.00M §0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 0.42% 9%.00% 40,06
Push Pipa £ Pull 10.12 J.5m §5.00% 50.35
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0. 640 §5.00% $0.08
Asphalc
Cut & Restorce 15.37 0.12% 95.00% $0.02
Concrete
Cut & Restoce 3.00 2.31n 95,000 $0.07
Sod
100% $2.31
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APPENDIX A -~ COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’'s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Coat Density Lona 101-200
Far Foot
Inatalled Cost V Activity | N Aasigned Telephone Waighted Amount
AMjustoent
Flow $1.90 92420 100.00% $1.76 l
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% $0. 00 $0.00 l
Backfill
Recky Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 50.00W $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% 80. 008 $0.00 l
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% $0.00% 50.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 0.66% 90. 00V $0.03 .
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 1.5 90, 004 $0.33
Cablae
Cut & Resators 12.6) 0.71n #0. 000 $0.080 l
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 0.468 20.00% $0.06
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.1 0. 00W 50.06
Sod l
100% §2.38
426~ l
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
‘ Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Coat bensity Zone 201-650
Par Foot
Installied Cost % Activity % Assigned Telephone | Weilghted Amount
Adjustmant
Flow $1.9%0 §1.92% 100.00% $1.75%
Rocky Plow 1.50 0.00% 100.00% 30.00
Trench & 1.50 C.00% 90.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00N §0.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.5 ©.00% $0.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% $0.004 §0.00
Bare Cable 15.15% 0.85% $0.000 $0.12
Push Pipe & Pull 10.132 3. 600 50.00% $0.33
Cable
Cut & Reastore 12.86) 0.77h 90.00% $0.0%
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.7 90.00W $0.11
Concrets
Cut & Rastore 1.00 2.02% S0.00% $0.05
Sod
100% £2.45%
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AFFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint’s Terzitory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Cost Density Zone €51-850
Par Foot
Installed Coat L] \ Assigned Telephons Weighted Amount
Adjusemant | Activity

Plow $1.50 81,420 100.00% £1.74
Rocky Blow . 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Trench & . 1.%0 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9 0.00% $0.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% 90.00% 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 50.00% #$0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.1 50.00W $0.13
Puah Pips & Pull 16.12 3. 606 50.00% $0.1)
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.83% 50, 00% 50.09
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 1.10 50.00% $0.16
Concrete
Cut & Featore 3.00 1.88% 30.00% $0.0%
Sod

1008 §2.52
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Sprint‘s Territory=- Soft Rock Buried ODistribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Ione 851-2350
Par Foot
Installed Cost 1 \ Assigned Telsphons Welghted Amcunt
Adjustment Activity
Flow $1.90 90. 340 100.00% $1.73
Rocky FPlow 1.9 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.5%0 0.00% SC.00% 50,00
Backfill
Racky Trench 1.80 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% $0.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Tranch 1.%0 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.36% #0.00% 10.19
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 61N $0.00% $C. 33
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0. #ON 90.00% 50.10
haphalt
Cut & Festoce 3.0 1.47TH 90.00W $0.20
ncrate
Cut & Reatore 3.00 1.72% $0.00% $0.0%
Sod
1000 12.5%9
|
.
|
I -429-




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 9580696-TP

PAGE 428
APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Soft Rock Burled Distribution Cable
Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 2551-5000
Per Foot
Installed Cost A Activity | ¥ Assigned Telephone Welighted A=acunt
Adjustmant

Plow $1.50 F0.440 100.00% 51.72
Rocky FPlow 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0. 00% 90.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 80.00W 40,00
Backhos Trench 1.50 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 50.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 1.60% §0.00% 50.22
Puah Pipe & Pull 10.12 J. 61N 0.00% 50.3)
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.6) 0.96% 0. 00% 80.11
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 1.0\ 90.00% $0.2%
Concrate
Cut & Rastores 1.00 1.58% 0. 008 $0.04
Sod

1008 11.87
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
q Sprint's Territory- Scft Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Basa Cost Denaity Zone 5001->10001
Par Foot
Installed Cost % Activity |V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant
Plow $1.%0 85.95% 100.00% $1.71
Rocky Flow 1.90 0.00% 100,00 30.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% §0.00M 80.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 Q.00 §0.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.C0s $0. 000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% §0.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.83% %0.00% 30.2%
Push Fipe & Full 10.12 1. 62% 0. 004 $0.3)
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.62 1.02% $0.00% $0.12
Aaphalc
Cut & Restore 15.17 1.14% $0.00% $0.30
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 .44y $0.00% §0.04
Sod
1004 $2.4
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Fesdar Condult
Activicy Base Cost Dansity Zona 0-%
PFer Foot
Inatalled Coat SActiviey % Assligned Telephone Walghrted Amount
Mj+
Trench & 51.5%0 6. 68% 100.00% $1.84
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 0.00N 100,008 §0.00
Backhos Tranch 1.9%0 0.0oN 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Boring 15.13% o.19% 100.00% $0.03
Cut & Rastore 12.63 Q. 608 100.00% $0.08
Rsphalt )
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.00N 100.00% $0.00
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 3.00 2.53% 100.00% $0.08
Sod
100% $2.02
Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Feedear Conduit
Activity Bass Cost Denaity Zone €-100
Per Fool
Inscalled Cost V Act. ¥ Asaigned Telephone Waighted Asount
Ady.
Trench & §1.50 96.00% 58 . 008 $1.7%
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00N 98.00% $0.00
Backhoa Troench 1.%0 0.00N 98 .00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trcench 1.%0 0.00N %8 .00% 50.00
Boring 15.1% 0.00% 96 .00 50.07
Cut & Restore 12.6) 1.00% 98,004 $0.08
Asphalt
Cut i Rastore 15.137 0.00% 58,008 50.0)
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.00% 88 .00% 50.07
Sod
1008 52.04
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
q Sprint’s Terzitory- Hard Rock Fesdar Conduit
Actiwvity Bass Cost Density Ione 101-200
Par Foot
Installed Cost V Act. V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amcunt
M.
Trench & #1.50 $5.800 85.000 $1.71
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% §%.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 95.00W 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 D.00N §5.00% §0.00
Boring 15.15% 0.68% 95.00% §0.10
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.7 95%.00% 50.0%
Asphalt
Cuot & Restorw 15.37 0.48% 85.00N $0.07
Concrete
Cut & Rastore .00 2.20 55.00N $0.06
Sod
1008 $2.08

Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Condult

Activity Bass Coat Danaity Lone 201-637

Per Foot

Inatalled Cost V Act. § Aasigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Adj .
Trench & $1.50 5. 360 95.00% $1.72
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 95. 000 §0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 95. 008 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.50 0.00% §5.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15% 0.8av 93.00% $0.13
Cut & FReatore 12. 863 0.804 95.00% 30.10
Aaphalt
Cut & Restoce 15.137 0,830 #5.00% $0.12
Conccreta
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.00% 95,008 $0.06
Sod
100% $§2.1)

SR @ =R
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AFFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory=- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit
Aotivity Bass Coat Density Zohe 651-850
Per Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Act. i Asaigned Telephone Weighted Amount
AdY.
Trench & $1.90 §4.85% 85.00W 51.71
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.90 0.00% 95.000% 50.00
Backhos Toench 1.90 0.00% 95.00W S0.00
Hand Dir Trench 1.90 0.00% §5.008 $0.00
Boring 15.15 1.17h 95.00% $0.17
Cut & Rastoce 12.6) 0.87% 95.00% 50.10
Asphalt
Cut & Restors 15.27 1.16% 5,008 $0.17
Concrete
Cut & Restore 1,00 1.5%40% §5.000 $0.06
Sod
1008 $2.21

Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activicy Base Cost Density Zone B51-2550

PFear Foot

Installed Cast b Act. % Aasigned Telephone Weighted Amount

M.
Trench & §1.90 94,300 §5.00% $1.70
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% $5.000 $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.000 $0.00
Hand Olg Trench 1.%0 0.008 §5.00% $0.00
Boring 15.14% 1.406 §5.00% $0.20
Cuot & Restore 12.6) 0.%0% §5.00% $0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Rsatore 15.37 1.%0% §5.00% $0.32
Concrets
Cut & Restorws 3,00 1.80% #5,00% $0.0%
Sod
9%.50% $2.29
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

H—--

tivity Bass Coat Dansity Zone 2351-5%000
Per Foot
Installed Coat § Act. V Assigned Telephons Weighted Amount
Ady .
Trench & $1.90 §3.82% §%.00% §1.6%
ckfill
ky Trench 1.%0 0.00% §3.00% $0.00
ckhoe Trench 1.90 0.00N §5%.000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00W §5.000 $0.00
eing 15.15 1.66% $5.000 $0.24
Cut & Restore 12.63 1.00% §5.00% $0.12
phalt
ut & Restore 15.37 1.88% 9% . 000 $0.27
Concrete
'g:: ¢ Restore 3.00 1,648 95.00% 800"
1008 7
Sprint's Terzitory- Hard Rock Feeder Condult
Activity Base Coat Dansity Zones 5001->10001
Pear Foot
Installed Cost A Aot % Assigned Telephone Welg! Amount
Ady.
Trench & $1.90 $3.30h $5.00% $1.68
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 G 00w §3.000 $0.C0
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% 25.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 9%.00% $0.00
Baring 1%.15% 1.90% $5.00% $0.27
Cut & Restors 12.63 1.07% 95.00W $0.11
Raphale
Cut & Restors 15.37 2.2M 9%.00% $0.1)
Concrates
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.500 95.000 $0.04
Sod
1008 §$2.45%

ol Gl ==
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint‘s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Condult
Activity Base Cost Dansity Zone O-5
Par Foot
Installed Coat b Act. \ Asaigned Telephone Walghted Amount
Adj .

Trench & $1.%0 96. 684 100.00W $1.84
Backfill
Focky Trench 1.9 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.8%0 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Boring 15.15 0.1%% 100.00% $0.03
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0.60% 100.00% 80.08
Asphalt :
Cut & Rastore 5.3 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.5 100.00% $0.08
Sod

100% 82,02

Sprint’s Territery- Hard Rock Dlatribution Condult

Activity Bass Coat Density Iona 6-100

Par Foot

Installed Coat bV Act. V Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount

Adj.
Tranch & §1.9%0 §6.00% $5.00% $1.7]
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.%0 0.00% #5. 000 $0.00
Backhoa rench 1.5%0 0.00% 35.00W $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 85.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15% 0.00% 95.004 $0.06
Cut & Restore 12.6) 1.00% 95.00% $0.07
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.00N 5,000 §0.02
Concrets
Cut & Rastore .00 2.00% 95.00% $0.07
Sod
100% $1.96
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APPENMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
! Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Distributlieon Conduirt
tivity Base Cost Density Zone 101-200
Far Foot
Inatalled Coat b ActL. A\ Assigned Telsphons Walghted Amcunt
Adj.
reanch & $1.9%0 §5.08% $0.00% $1.64
ckfill
cky Trench 1.90 0.00% 30,000 $0.00
ckhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 90.000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0,008 $0.00W $0.00
cing 15.15 0.68% 30.00% $0.0%
Cut & Rastore 12.63 0.7 30.000% §0.08
phalt
t & Restore 15.37 0.48% §0.00% $0.07
Concrete
t & Restore 3.00 2.2M 90.00% §0.06
od
100% 1.3
Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Condult
Acrivity Base Cost Danalty Zons 201-63%0
Per Foot
Installed Cost bV Act. ¥ Asaigned Telephone Welghted Amcunt
Adj.
Trench & $1.90 95,260 $0.008 $1.6)
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 0.00% §0.00% 30.00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00% §0.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% S0.00% $0.00
Soring 15.15 Q.92% %0.00W §0.11)
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0.80% §0.00% $0.09%
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.07 o.8% $0.00% $0.11
Concrate
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.08% 90.00% 50.06
Sod
100% $2.02
437-




ORDER NO.
DOCKET NO.
PAGE 436

PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP
9580696-TP

APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Ione 6&631-833

Fer Foot

Installed Cost V Act. ¥ Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount

Ady.
Trench & 31.%0 #4050 $0. 00N 1l1.62
Backfill
Focky Trench 1.50 0.008 0. 00W $0.00
Backhos Trench 1. 0.006 80.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 0. 000 $0.00
Boring 15.1% 1.17% 90.00% $0.18
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0.87% $0.00% 50.10
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.180 #0.00% §0.16
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.84% §0.008 30.05
Sod
1006 $2.10

Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Condult

Activity Base Coat Dansity Ione #5]1-2550

Par Foot

Installed Coat ¥ Act. V% Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Ay .
Trench & $1.%0 §$4.30% 90.00% $1.61
Backfill
Rocky Treoch 1.90 0.00% 50.00W $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% §0. 008 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% $0.00N $0.00
Boring 15.15 1.4ln $0.00% §0.19
Cut & Rastore 12.63 0.8 $0.00% $0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.)27 1.50% §0.00W #0.31
Concrece
Cut & Reatore 3.00 1.79% 90,004 50.0%
S5od
#5.900 82.17
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit
AcTivity Base Coat Density Zone 2351-3000
Far Foot
Inatalled Cost ¥V Act. V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Adj.

Trench & $1.90 93.02% §0.00% 41.60
Backfill
Rocky Treach 1..9 0.00% $0.00W $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% $0.00% 50.00
Rand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 50.00% $0.00
Boring 15.15 1.66% §0.00% $0.23
Cut & Fastore 12.63 1.00% $0.00% §0.11
Asphalt
Cuat & Restoze 15.37 1.00% #0.00% $0.26
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.64% $0.00% $0.04
Sod

100.00% $2.35%

Sprint’'s Territory=- Mard Rock Distribution Condult

Activity Bass Coat Denaity Zones 5001->10001

Par Foot

Installed Cost \ Act. %V Asaigned Telsphone Welghted AmSunt

Ady.
Trench & $1.%0 93.30% §0.00% §1.80
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 a.00% 90,008 $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.5%0 0.00% #0. 000 §0,00
Hand Dig Tcench 1.50 0.00% 0. 300 §0.00
Boring 15:.15 1.90% $0.00% §0.26
Cut & Rastore 12.63 1L.0m $0.00% §0.12
Asphalt
Cut & Restoze 15.37 .20 0. 00% §0.31
Concrete
Cut & Restore l.o00 1.508 0. 00N §0.04
So0d
100.00% $2.3)
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Burlied Feeder Cable
Activity Base Coat Density Ione 0=5
Far Foot
Installed Coat N Act. \ Assigned Telephone walghted Amcunt
Adj .

Plow $1.90 §3.160 100.00% 1.7
Rocky Plow | 1.50 0.00% 100.00W 50.00
Teanch & 1.90 0.00M 10C.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 100.000 $0.00 '
Hand Dig Trench 1.80 0.00% 100.00% 50.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 0.19% 100.00% $0.0) .
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 1,588 100.00% 50.36
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 ; 0.58% 100.00% $0.07 '
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Concrete l
Cut & Restore l.00 2.46% 100.00% $0.07
Sod

100% $2.11 .

P




— (S S5 m - a-- a0 Sk @R

oo

ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO. 9B069&6-TP

PAGE 439

APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint’s Terzitory=- Hard Rock Burisd Feeder Cable
Activity Base Cost Density Zona &-100
Per Foot
Installed Coat % Ahct. |V Assigned Telephone Maighted Amount
Adj.
Plow §$1.90 §2.91% 100.000 31.77
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.008 100.00% $0.00
Tranch & 1.%0 0.00% §7.%0% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% §7.50h 30.00
Backhoce Trench 1.50 0.00% 97,500 30.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% §7.500 $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 o.42% $7.504 $0.06
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.50m 97.50% $0.15%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 O.64% §7. 500 $0.08
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.12% 97,500 §0.02
Concreate
Cut & Pastore 3.00 2.31n §7.500 $0.07
Sod
1008 $2.3%
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
Bprint's Territory- Hatd Rock Buried Fesder Cable
Activity Basa Cost Denaity Zone 101-200
Per Foot
Installed Coat ¥V Act. ¥ Assigned Telephone Weighted A=acunt
Adj.

Flow 51.5%0 §2.42% 100.00% 51.76
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 85.00% §0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0. 00w 9%.00% $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.50 0.00% 95.00% 80.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 o.008 9%.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 0.668 §5.000 50.09
Push Pipa & Pull 10.12 3.50 95.00% §$0.3%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.863 0.71% 95, 00N $0.09
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 O.460% 95.00W% $0.07
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.1 9% . 00% $0.06
Sod

100% §52.41




DOCKET NO.

PAGE 441

PSC-99-006B-FOF-TP
980696~TP

APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

l ORDER NO.

Sprint’s Tercitory- Hard Rock Buried Feedsr Cable

tivity
Plow
Rocky Flow

Base Coat Density Zone 201-630
Par Foot
Installed Cost b Act. \ Assignad Telephone Weighted Amcunt
Adj.
$1.90 21.82% 100.00% $1.7%
1.%0 .00 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% 95.000 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.00% 95.008 $0.00
Backhoa Tranch 1.% 0.00M #5.000 30,00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0. 00N 9%.00% §0.00
Bore Cable 15.1% 0.89% 95%.00W 50.12
Push Fipe & Pull 10.12 1.60% 95.000 $0.3%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.63 0.7 §5.00W 50.09
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.75% 9% .00% $0.12
Concretes
Cut & Restore 3.00 2.02% 9%, 000 $0.06
Sod
100% §2.4%

“443-




ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 442
APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES
Sprint’a Territory- Hacd Rock Buried Feeder Cable
Aoctivity Bass Cost Density Zona 631-830
Par Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Act. A Assigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adl.

Plow 51.%0 1.4 100.00% 1.7
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% 80.00
Trench & 1.%0 C.00% §5.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 95.00% §0.00
Backhos Trench 1.9%0 0.00% $5.00% 50.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 95,000 dw,{m
Bore Cable 15.15 1.1 §5.00W 80.14
Pash Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 60N 9% . 00N $0.3%
Cable
Cut & Reptore 12.63 0.8 95.00% $0.10
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.07 1.1 $5.00W $0. 1€
Concrats
Cut & Reastore 3.00 1.88% 5. 000 §0.0%
Sod

100% §2.5%6
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Buried Fesder Cable
Activity Basa Coat Dansity Zone B51-2550
Per Foot
Installed Cost ¥V Act. % Asasigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Addy.

Flow 51.%0 §0. 940 100,00% $1.7)
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 0,008 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.9%0 0.c0% $35.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.590 0.00% 95,000 §0.00
Backhos Trench 1.%0 o.00% 95,000 30.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00N 95.00% 50.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.36% 95.00% $0.20
FPush Fipe & Pull 10.12 3. 610 §5.00% $0.35%
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12. 63 0.90% §5.00% $0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.17 1.4 $5.00% $0.21
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3J.00 1.7 §5.00W $0.05
Seod

1004 £2.64
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AFPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-CRDERED INFPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Mard Rock Buried Feedar Cable
Activity Base Coat Density Zone 2551=-3000
Par Foot v
Installed Cost % Act. | b Assigned Telephone Welghted Amount
Adj .
Plow $1.%0 90.44% 100.00% $1.72
Rocky Flow 1.9%0 0.004 100.00% $0.00
Tranch & 1.80 0.00M 553,000 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% $5.00% $0.00
Backhoes Tranch 1.90 0.00N 95.000 40.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 95.000 §0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.60% 95.00% $0.23
Fush Fipe & Pull 10.12 3.610 §5.004 $0.25
Cable
Cut & Restore 12,863 96.00% §5.00% $0.12
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.27 1.81% 9%.00% $0.26
Concrete
Cut & Restorws .00 1.58% §5.000 $0.0%
Sod
1004 $2.72
<340
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

—R Sk & | .

—R_(ED 8

- .

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zones 5001->10001
Par Foot
Installed Cost % Act. i\ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Ady.

Flow $1.90 58,85y 100.00% 51.71
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% 50,00
Trench & 1. 0.00% §5.00% §0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.9%0 0.00% §5.000 $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 95,000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0. 004 5. 00% §0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.83% 95. 000 50.26
Fuah Pipes & Pull 10.12 3. 620 5. 004 §0.23%
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.6) 1.02% #5. 000 §0.12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 1.7 2.14% 9%.00% §$0.31
Concrete
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.44% 85, 00% $0.04
Sod

1004 $2.80
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint's Territory= Hard Rock Burled Distributien Cable
Activicy Base Cost Density Zocne 0-%
Per Foot
Installed Cost A Act. | b Assigned Telesphone Weighted Amcunt
Adj.

Flow 51.%0 §i.1: 100.00% $1.77
Rocky Plow 1.90 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Treanch & 1.90 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.50 0.00% 100.00% §0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 0.19m 100.00% $0.03
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.58h 10C.00% §0.36
Cakle
Cut & Mestore ) 12.63 0.58\% 100.008 30.07
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 1%.37 0.00N 100.00% $0.00
Concrete
Cut & Peatorce i.00 2,461 100 00N $0.07
Sod

1004 $2.31
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APFEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
| Sprint’s Territory- Hard Reck Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Cost Density Zone 6-100
Far Foot
Installed Coat b Act. ¥ Assigned Telephone Waighted Amcunt
Adj.
Plow $1.%0 92.91% 100.00% 51.77
Rocky Plow 1.9 0.00% 100,004 $0.00
Trench & - 1.90 0.00W §5.00% $0.00
Backfill
l Rocky Tranch 1.%0 Q.00% $5.00% $0.00
l!lclmr.r- Tranch 1.90 0.00% §5.008 §0.00
iand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% 95.00% $0.00
iore Cable 15.1% 0.42% 95,000 §0.06
*ush Pipe & Pull 10.12 .50 95.00% $0.3%
-able
Cut & Rescore 12.86) 0. 648 95.00% $0.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 0.12% 95,004 $0.02
Concrate
Cut & Rescoce .00 2.31% §5.00% $0.07
Sod
100% §2.1)

:
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Burlied Dlstribution Cable
Activicy Base Coat Dansity Iooe 101-200
Par Foot
Installed Coat b Act. % Assignad Talephonae Waighted Amount
Adj.
Plow $1.90 f2.420 100.00% 51.76
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.008 100.00% $0.00
Tranch & 1.2 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 90.00W $0.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% §0.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% $0.00% $0.00
Bare Cable 15.13 0.660 $0.000 $0.09
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.5 90.000 $0.))
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.8) 0.71% 0. 00N $0.08
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 0.468 $0.00% $0.06
Concrate
Cut & Restore .00 2.1 $0.00% $0.06
Sod
1008 §2.38
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

Sprint's Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat Danaity Zone 201-630
Par Foot
Installed Coat % Act. A\ Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Ad].

Plow §1.90 #l.an 100.00% $1.75%
Rocky Plow 1.50 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.9%0 .0.00% §0.00% $0.00
Backfill
Recky Trench 1.90 0.00% §0.00% $0.00
Backhoe Troench 1.50 0.00% §0.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.90 0.00% $0.000 50.00
Bore Cable 15.1% s |1 $0.00% $0.12
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 60% §0.00W §0.31
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.6) 0.7 #0.00% $0.09
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 0.75% §0.00N $0.11
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 3.00 2.02% 50.00% $0.0%
Sod

1008 $2.45%
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Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Cost Density Zone 651-850
Par Foot
Inscalled Coat W Act. % Assigned Telephone Waighted Amcunt
Ady.
Plow $1.9%0 82.00% 100.00% 31.7%
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.%0 0.00% 90.000 50.00
Backfill
Rocky Trenclh 1.%0 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 0.00% §0. 000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9 0.00% $0.000 50.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.10% $0.00% 50.13
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 600 $0.00% $0.33
Cable
Cut L Rastors 12.63 0.8 90.00% 30.09
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 15.37 1.1% 90.000 30.16
Concrats
Cut & Restore 3.00 1.88% 50,000 $C.095
Sod
100% $2.5)
“452-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
' Sprint’'s Territory- Hard Rock Burled Distributicn Cable
Activity Base Coat Danaity Zone §51-2%%0
Par Foot
Installed E:;t % Act. | % Assigned Telephone Waighted Amount
Plow $1.90 90. 94n 100.00% 51.7)
Focky Flow 1.90 0.00% 100. 00N 50.00
Trench & 1.90 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.5%0 0.00% 0. 00N $0.00
Backhoa Trench 1.%0 0.00% $0.00% $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% §0.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15% 1.360 20.00W $0.19
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 J.61n 0. 000 $0.3]
Cable
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0.50% 50. 00N $0.10
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 15.07 1.47% $0.00% $0.20
Concrete
Cut & Restore .00 1.7 $0.00% $0.03%
Sod
100% §2.5%9
' 453-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distributicn Cable .
Activity Base Cost Dansity Zons 2551-5000
Per Foot l
Installed Coat V Aot V Aasigned Telephone Weighted Amount
Ady .
Plow $1.90 90. 444 100. 008 $1.12 l
Rocky Plow 1.9%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Trench & 1.80 0.00% 90.00% $0.00
Backfill '
Rocky Trench 1.90 0.00% 90.00% 80.00
Backhos Trench 1.90 0.00% 0.008 $0.00 .
Hand Dig Tranch 1.%0 0.00% §0.00% 80.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.60M 90.000 80.22 l
Push Pips & Pull 10.12 J.61n $0.00% 50.13
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.63 0.9%6% 90.00% $0.11 .
Asphalt
Cut & Reatore 15.37 1.81% $0.00% $0.25%
Concrete '
Cut & Reatore 3.00 1.58% 90.00% $0.04
Sod
100% $2.67 .
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Sprint’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Base Coat Den=sicy Zones 5001=->10001
Pear Foot
Installed Cost § Act. bV Asalgned Telephonas Weighted Amount
Mj'l
Flow $1.90 85,954 100.00% $1.71
Rocky Plow 1.580 0.008 100.00% $0.00
Tranch & 1.90 0. 00% 90.000 $0.00
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 1.%0 0.00% 90.C00 $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 0. 000 $0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% 90,008 $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.8 §0.00% $0.25
Pusk Pipe & Pull 10.12 3.628 %0.00W $0.33
Cable
Cut & Restor= 12.6) 1.02% 90.00% §0.12
Raphalt
Cut & Restore 15.27 2.14n 90.00% $0.30
Concrete
Cut & Reatore .00 1.44% §0.00% 50.04
Sod
1000 §2.74
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e APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Section V~E: Structure Sharing Factors
Fesder Conduit (Mormal and Soft Rock)
Dansity BeallBSouth GTEFL Sprint
0=5 b1 $7.18% 1008
&-100 5% 97.18% §7.50/9800
101-200 854 §7.18% S5
201-650 954 97,180 854
631-8350 11 97.18% 95%
851=2330 5 $7.18% 950
2551=3000 a9 $7.18% 954
5001-10000 9% §7.180 5%
»10001 594 §7.18% 354
“JOV for Hard Rock
Distributlon Conduit Hormal and Soft Rock)

Denality BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0=5 "N §7.180% 1008
&-100 S5 §7.18% 958
101-200 9954 §7.18% S0
201-650 994 97.18% §0%
631-9030 a9 57.180 S0%
8%1-2550 11 ] ¥7.18% 208
2551-5%000 29N §7.180 S0%
5001-10000 998 §7.18% 0%
>10001 a9 §7.18% 90N
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s APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES
Burisd Fesdsr Cable (sormal and Soft Rock)
Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint®
o-% ¥ 1ocon 100%
&=100 #on 1008 100%/797.54"
101 =200 9% 100% 1008 /950"
201=-650 998 1008 1008 /958"
€51-850 a9 100w 10087950
#51-2530 o 1008 1004 /954"
2551=-5000 594 100% 1008 /950"
5£001=10000 a5 100% 1008 /930"
»10001 a9 100% 1008 /950
*1001 for Flow and Rocky FPlow, J71.56 and U5% for Other
Activities, depending on density zone.
Buried Dis tion Cable (Mormal and Soft Rock)
Dansitcy BallSouth GTErL Sprint
O0=5 E11 100% 100%
€-100 £ 1] 100W 1000 /950"
101-200 968 1008 100A /900"
201-650 L1 ] 1008 1008 /900"
651-850 968 100% 1008 /900"
051-2550 L1 1] 1008 1008/908
2551-5000 11 100% 1008 /804"
5001-10000 €A 100 1004 /900"
»10001 968 100% 1008 /B0N"
*1000 for Plow and Rocky Plow, 93V and B0 for Other
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AFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Asrial Feadar Cable (Normal and Soft Rock)

Denaity BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 35.800 53,580 /55,000 o
6-100 39.880 53.500/55.000" 30N
101-200 i19.880 53.580/55.000" o
201-6350 15.80% 53.500/55. 000" 0%
651-850 35.800 33.580/335.000" 0%
831-2350 39.88M 53.580/55. 000" o
2551-5000 39.80 5£3.500 /55,008 304
5001-10000 395.880 £3.500/55. 008" 308
»10001 35.80% 53,580 /55, 000" 1+] }

*55.00% 1s for Hard Rock
Asrial r-.d-r_f:l.hln = Anchors and Guys

Deanaity BallSouth GTENL Sprint

0-3 100% 100% 100%
6-100 1004 1004 1008
101=-200 1000 100% 100%
201=650 1008 1008 100%
€31=-850 100% 100% 1008
B51-255%0 100W 100% 100%
2551-5000 100% 100% 100%
5001-10000 1000 100% 1004
*10001 100% 1004 1008
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Aarial Distribution Cable
Dansity BallSouth GTErL Sprint
0-5 35.88% 53. 58N /755. 000 Jow
6-100 35.080 53,580 /55,008 lon
101-200 15,080 53.580/55. 000" Jon
201-650 35.880 53.580/55.000" o
£51-8%0 39,094 53.584/55.000° o
851-2530 3%.am 32,580 /55.000 oy
25%1=5000 15.88% 53.50%/55.000" ot
5001-10000 39.00% 53.50%/55.000" 300
>»10001 is.een 53,500 /55.008" JoN
*55.00% ia for Hard Rock
Asrcial Distributicn — Anchers and Guys

Density BellSouth GTErL Sprint
0=5 1004 1004 1008
6-100 1004 100% 100%
101-200 1000 100% 100%
201-650 1000 1008 1004
651-850 1004 1008 100W
B851-2550 1004 1000 1008
2551-5000 1008 1008 1008
5001-10000 1008 1008 1008
>10001 1004 100% 100%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Section V-F:

Fill Factors

Gistribution Fill Factors

1.5 pairs par housing unit
3 pairs per business location
$0% cable siiing factor

Feadar Fill Factors

€8% in lowest density 2one (0=5)
72V in next lowest denaity zone (6-100}
75y in cemalining Iones

Section V-G: Manholes, Handholes, Adders and Conduit
Material % Assigned | Recommended
Cont Installation | Telephona Input
Handhole - 3+*5
or 4*6 §951.64 $437.30 SEN $1,361.16
=Hormal 951. 64 437.30 BN 1,361.16
-Scft Rock 951.64 Bel.22 1.1 1,757.00
=Hard Rock
Manhole -
4*6*7 §6,384.00 50 -1:1Y 56,256,232
=Soft Rock 6,384.00 3,231.136 98N 9,423.05
-Hard Rock
Hanhole =
12*°6*7 59,480.24 50 101 $9,290.64
=Hormal 9,480.24 0 LT LY 9,290.64
-Soft Rock 9,480.24 8482.32 96N 17,603.31
-Hard Rock
Adder -12%6*7
=Normal $2,800.00 §500.00 98N $3,234.00
-Soft Rock 2,800.00 700.00 SaN 3.430.00
-Hard Rock 2,800.00 900.00 aBN 1,626.00
Condult per 98% 5.91
Duct Foot
~460-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Section V-H: Fiber cable costs

Underground Fiber Cable

Sise Total Cost
288 $15.01
144 §9.41
96 §7.51
72 §6.55
60 §6.07
L] §5.31
36 34.91
24 34.58
18 54.43
12 $4.23

Buried Fiber Cable

Size Total Cost
288 514.26
144 $8.26
96 §6.23
72 §5.16
60 §4.64
a8 84.07
6 $3.42
24 $1.06
18 $2.90
12 §2.68
“461-
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Asriasl Flber Cable

Bise Total Cost
288 §13.90
144 §7.82
96 §5.96
12 §5.3)
60 $4.60
48 §4.13
k1 §3.70
24 §3.22
18 83.0)
12 $2.8]

Section V-I: Copper cable costs

24-Gauge Und:rgraund Copper Cable

fize Total Cost
4200 $61.69
3600 550.61
3000 $41.65
2400 $31.%1
2100 527.68
1800 $23.80
1200 514.21
900 $12.39
&00 $8.95
400 $8.51
300 $7.10
200 $5.47
100 $4.02
50 '] 83.51
462-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Sire Total Cost
25 §3.23

18 $2.83

12 $2.54

24-Gauge Burled Copper Cable

Bize Total Cost
4200 $53.3%
3600 $43.21
3000 §37.45
2400 §26.18
2100 §23.18
1800 $19.83
1200 $11.46
900 $10.24

600 £7.55

400 §6.20

3oo $5.27

200 $4.51

100 $3.07

50 $2.55

25 §2.27

18 $1.98

12 $1.73
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

24-Gauge Aerial Copper Cakble

Biza Total Cost
4200 S45. 14
3s00 $36.81
3000 $32.03
2400 §22.82
2100 §20.47
1800 §17.68
1200 §10.89
S00 §5.79
600 $7.63
400 $5.78
oo $4.80
200 $4.2)
100 §2.97
50 $2.51
25 $2.28
18 $1.90
12 §1.64
-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

26-Gauge Underground Copper Cable
Sizs Total Coat
4200 $61.69
3600 $50.61
3000 $43.65
2400 $26.5)
2100 §23.32
1800 §20.05
1200 $11.71
900 $10.51
600 $7.70
400 57.69
300 §6.48
200 85.06
100 £3.82
g0 $3.40
23 §3.18
18 $2.78
12 $§2.51
465~
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

26—G Buried C Cabl
auge Bur opper Cable

Size Total Cost
4200 §53.39
3600 $43.21
3000 $37.45
2400 $20.86
2100 §18.53
1800 $15.83
1200 88.80
800 §8.24
600 §6.21
400 §5.42
300 $4.51
200 §4.07
100 §2.85
50 $2.44
25 $2.22
18 $1.94
12 §1.70
466~
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26-Gauge Aerial Copper Cable

Bize Total Cost

4200 545.14

3600 536.81

3000 $32.02

2400 $18.54

2100 §16.72

1800 $l4.47

1200 58.75

900 §8.18

€00 $6.55

400 $5.07

3or 54.27

200 $3.87

100 $2.79%

50 $2.42

25 §2.23

18 $1.86

12 $1.62

Section V-J: Drops
Aaiad 3:25 pur toot
Section V-K: Network Interface Devices

Business $50.00
Residential $30.00
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Section V-L:

Cutside plant mix

Distribution Plant Mix (MHormal and Boft Rock) - Underground

Density BallBouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 0 L27TW 8%
6=100 24 2T 1.0%
101-200 -1 ] 380 1.1n
201-650 1] .B2N 1.2%
651-850 15% AT 1.2%
B51-2550 254 - 96% 1.
2551~-5000 400 530 1.4n
5001-10000 60% 1.95% 1.40
>10001 90% 1.95% 1.5%

Distribution Plant Mix (Hard Rock) = Underground

Deansity BallScuth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 o.0n 2T .BY
€=100 2.0% 2% 1.0%
101-200 5.0% 1:11 1.1y
201-650 B.0OW BN 1.av
E51-850 15.0% BTN 1.2%
B51-2550 18.0% 11 1.3%
2551-5000 20.00 -53% 1.40
5001-10000 45.0% 1.95% 1.40
>10001 90.0% 1.95% 1.5%
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Distribution Plant Mix (Mormal and Soft Rock) - Burled
Dansity BallSouth GTEFL sprint
0=5 60% TE.L11N 87.5%
6-100 618 78. 110 87.1%
101-200 62\ T73.91N 86.7%
201-650 624 TT. 420 B6.4%
€51-850 651 79.52% B6.1%
B51-2550 (111 69. 36\ B5.9%
2551=-5000 258 64.88% B5.6%
5001-10000 5% 24. 140 85.5%
»10001 10% 24. 140 85. 2%
pistribution Plant Mix (Hard Rock)- Buried
Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
-3 17 | 78,1140 87.5%
6-100 518 78.11% B7.1%
101=200 520 T73.51M B6.TH
201-650 52% TT.42% BE. 4N
651-850 o] ] 79.52% 86.1%
851-2550 624 69,36\ 85.9%
2551-5000 654 64.68Y B85.6%
£001-10000 40% 24.14% BS5.5%
>10001 0 24.14% 85. 3%
-469-
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Distribution Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Aerial

Density BallSocuth WTETL Bprint
0=5 40% 21,620 11.7%
6-100 kil 21.62% 11.9%
101-200 an 25.72% 12.2%
201-650 Jon 21.7MN 12.40
651-850 200 19.61% 12.7%
B51-2550 10% 25.68% 12.8%
2351-5000 -1 34.59% 13.0W%
5001-10000 11 73.9% 13.1%
>10001 o Ti.9% 13.2%

Distribution Plant Mix (Hard Rock)=- Aerisl

Density BellScuth GTEFL Sprint

Florida
0=-5 50% 21.62% 11.7%
6-100 4 21.62% 11.9%
101-200 42N 25.72% 12.2%
201-650 408 21.7 12.4%
€51-850 25% 19.61n 1£.7%
851-2550 208 29.6B8\ 12.8M%
2551-5000 15% 34.59 13%
5001-10000 15% 73.9% 13.1%
»10001 iow 73.9% 13.2%

“470-
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Copper Fesder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Underground

Density BellSouth GTEFL sprint
0-5 108 6.20 12%
6-100 15% 6.2\ 140
101-200 20% 14.40 15.7%
201-650 254 24.09% 17.1%
651-850 45 26.08% 18.3%
851-2550 654 33.87% 19.4n
2551=5000 aos 31.66% 20.3%
5001-10000 306 64.22% 21.2%
>10001 958 64.22% 21.9%
Copper Feeder Plant Mix (Hard Rock) - Underground

Density BellSouth GTEFL Bprint

0-5 -1 6.2% 12%
6-100 10% 6.2% 14%
101-200 15% 14. 4% 15,7y
201-650 25% 24.05% 17.10%
651-850 358 28,08y 18.3%
B51-2550 60% 3.8V 19.40%
2551-5000 0N 31.660 20.3%
5001-10000 L] 64.22% 21.2%
>10001 958 64.22% 21.9%
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

Copper Feeder Flant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Buried

Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 508 B2.41% 84.7%
6-100 45% B2.41% B2.9%
101-200 40% 68,36\ gl.4%
20" =650 sk 59.8% B0.1%
651-850 308 60.37% 794
B51-2550 25% 50.26% T78.1%
2551-5000 208 48.32% 77.2%
5001-10000 108 22.54% 76.54
>10001 1 22.540 75.8%

Copper Feeder Plant Mix (Hard Rock) - Buried

Dansity BallSocuth GTENL Bprint

0-% 458 B2.41% B4.7H
6~100 408 B2.41% B2.9%
101=-200 35 68.36% Bl.4%
201-650 2% 59.8% 80 1%
651-850 238 60.37% T
851-2530 208 50.26% 78.1%
2351-3000 10% 48.32% 77.2%
5001-10000 E] ] 22.54% 76.5%
>10001 0N 22.54% 75.8%

AT2-
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Copper Feeder Plant Mix (Mormal and Soft Rock) - Aerial

Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint

0=5 408 11.29M .
6-100 40% 11.30:M 3.10
101-200 404 iT.240 2.9
201-650 10% 16.12% 2.8%
651-850 25% 11.55% 2.
851-2550 10% 15.86% 2.9
2551-5000 o 20.03% 2.5%
5001-10000 0 13.24% 2.0
>10001 0 13.240 2.3

Copper Feeder Plant Mix (Hard Rock] — Asrial

Density BallBouth QTEFL Bprint

0=5 S0% 11.2%M .
6-100 508 11.39% 3.1
101-200 50% 17.24% 2.9\
201-650 SO 16.12% 2.8%
651-850 40% 11.55% 2.0
B51-2550 20% 15.86% 2.5%
2551-5000 10% 20.03% 2.5%
5001-10000 10% 13.24% 2.3\
>10001 5% 13.240% 2.3\
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Mormal and Soft Rock) - Underground

Density BellSouth GTEFL sprint
0-5 108 86.91% 23.5%
6-100 154 86.91% 25,84
101-200 208 92. 110 28. 6%
201 €50 258 90. 784 31.81%
651-850 458 93,740 35,84
851-2550 654 90, 654 40. 84
2551-5000 80% 94,74 47.2%
$001-10000 904 96. 674 55,84
>10001 954 96. 674 67.8%

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix {

Hard Rock) = Underground

Density BellSouth GTEFL sprint
0-5 5% 86.91% 23,5\
6-100 104 B86.914 25.8%
101-200 154 92.140 26, 6%
201-650 254 90,784 31,84
651-850 354 93,740 35. 8%
851-2550 604 90. 65% 40.8%
2551-5000 804 94.7% 47.2¢
5001-10000 854 96.67% 55.84
>10001 954 96,674 67.84
474
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Buried
Dansity BallSocuth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 50 12.89 74.4
6-100 45 12.89 712.1
101-200 40 T.63 69.4
201-650 35 B.24 66.2
651-850 30 5.13 62.3
B51-2550 25 7.48 57.4
2551-5000 20 2.97 51.1
5001-10000 10 0 2.7
>10001 5 0 30.8

Fiber Fasder Plant Mix (Hard Rock] = Buried

Density BellSouth GTEFL sprint
0-5 450 12.89% Ta. &N
€=100 40% 12.89% T2.1%
101=-200 a5 T.600 69.470
201=650 254 8.240 66.2%
651-850 25\ 5.13% 62.3%
B51-2550 208 T.48% 57.4%
2551-5000% 10% 2.9 51.1%
5001-10000 -1 0 42.7%
>10001 0 o 10.8%
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Fiber Feeder Plant Mix (Normal and Softr Rock) - Aerial
Density BellSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-3 a0 -21% 2.1y
6=100 40% 210 2.1%
101=200 404 24N 2.0%
201-650 40% L97h 2.0%
651-850 25% 1.12% 1.9
851-2550 10% 1.88% 1.8%
2551-5000 0 2.3 1.7%
5001-10000 o 3.3 1.5%
>10001 o 3.3 1.40
Fiber Feeder Flant Mix (lHard Rock| - Aerial
Density BellSouth GTEFL sprint
0=5 50% 218 2-1%
6-100 S0N 210 2.1%
101-200 508 il 2%
201-630 508 L9Te 2%
651-850 404 1.1 1.;*_1
851-2550 208 1.88% l—!
2551-5000 108 2.3 78
5001-10000 10% 3.3 . 5%
>10001 =1 3.3% ] _T

-476-
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Fibar Transport Plant Mix (Mormal and Soft Rock) = Underground

Lansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 ioh BE.91N 23.5%
6-100 15% B6.91\ 25.8%
101-200 20% 92.14% 28. 6\
201-630 254 90.78% 31.8%
651-850 50W 93,740 5. 8%
851-2550 75% 90.65% 40.8%
2551-5000 85\ 94,70 47.2%
5001-10000 B5% SE.6TY 35.8%
>10001 954 96.67% £7.8%
Fibar Transport Plant Mix (Hard Rock) - Underground
Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Bprint
0-5 5% BE.S1N 23.5%
6-100 10% BE.51\ 25.0%
101-200 15% 92.140 28. 6%
201=-650 254 90.78% 31.8%
651-850 35N 93.740 35.8%
851-2550 60N 90.65% 40.8%
2551-5000 B80% 94.70 47.2%
5001-10000 854 96.67% 55.8%
»10001 5% 96.67% 67.8%
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AFFENDIX A - COMMISSICN-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

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

Density BellSouth GTEFL Sprint

0-5 804 12.89% 74. 4%
6-100 778 12.89% 72.1%
101-200 740 7.63% 69. 4\
201-650 700 8.240 66,214
651-850 47 5.13% 62.3%
851-2550 22% 7.48% 57.40
2551-5000 154 2.97% 51.1%
5001-10000 154 0 42.7\
>10001 5% 0 30.84%

Fiber Tranaport Plant Mix (Hard Rock) = Buried

Dansity BallSouth GTETL Sprint

o-3 454 12.89% Té. 4N
6-100 408 12.89% T2.1%
101=-200 35 7.63% 69.40
201-650 254 8.240 66.2%
651-850 25% 5.13% 62.3%
B51=-2550 Z0% T.48% 57. 40
2551-5000 10% 2.97% 51.1%
5001~-10000 5N 0 42.7%
>10001 0 Q 30.an

-478-



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

Sk APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES
Fiber Transport Plant Mix (Normal and Soft Rock) - Aerial
Dansity BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
0-5 10% 219 2.1%
€-100 Bl 214 2.1%
101-200 64 .24\ 2%
201-650 5% 97y 2%
651-B50 n 1.13% 1.9
8r1-2550 k1] 1.88% 1.8%
2551=5000 2.3 1.7%
5001-10000 0 3.33% 1.5%
>10001 3.3 1.4

Fibar Transport Plant Mix (Hard Rock) - Asrial
Dansity BallSouth GTEFL sprint
0=5 50% L2108 2.11
6-100 50% 218 2.1%
101-200 50N 24N F
201-650 508 LA 2
651-850 404 1.1 1.9
B51-2550 208 1.88% 1.8%
2551-5000 108 2.33% 1.7%
5001-10000 10M 3.3 1.5%
>10001 5% 3.33% 1.40%
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Section V-M: Digital Loop Carrier Costs

DLC Remote Terminal
SEize Recommanded Input
o §22,011
25 22,039
49 24,824
97 27,038
121 34,889
193 40,263
241 BO, 189
385 96,131
673 119,518
1345 154,486

Central Office Terminal
Size Recommended Input
o §3, 2084
25 5, 444
49 5,785
a7 7,144
121 7,683
193 13,176
241 17,0840
385 18,226
673 20,436
1345 25,470
430-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-CRDERED INPUT VALUES

Non-Extended Range Line Cards
Size Recommended Input
0 s8e
25 8o
49 68
57 68
121 B8
193 88
241 76
385 76
673 76
1345 T4
Extended Range Line Card
Size Recommended Input
Large 159
Small 147
481-
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Section V-N: Terminal Costs

Indoor SAI Inputs

SIZE | RECOMMEMDED INFPUT
100 1,102.64
200 1,979.68
oo 2,701.51
400 3,733.75
€00 5,412.63
900 B8.043.74
1200 10,0825.25
1800 13,456.17
2100 18,067.16
2400 21,500.11
3000 26,912.73
3600 32,174.96
4200 37,587.59
483-
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Outdosor SAI Inputs

SIZE | RECOMMERDED INPUT
100 1,197.67
200 1,371.59
oo 1,5590.54
400 1,754.08
600 2,447.66
900 3,361.53
1200 4,039.73
1800 5,736.78
2100 6,684.45
2400 7,110.22
Jooo 8,623.59
3600 10,348.31
4200 12,073.02

Aerial Drop Terminal Inputs
SIIE RECOWMMENDED INFPUTSE

& §138
12 178
25 288

Buried Drop Terminal Inputa
SILE | RECOMMEMDED INFUTSE

6 5117

12 145

25 220
-483-
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Section V-0: Switching costs and associated variables
Standalone Coefficients, Hcast Coefficients. and Remote Coefficients

Default values accepted.

Global Inputs, Switching Discount Adj, Factor Table, Partitioning
Percentages for Small Switches, Vendor Discounts for Small
Switches, and Investment Parameters for Small Switches

LECs’ proposed inputs for Global Inputs (except for the
Excess CCS Option), Switching Discount Adjustment Factor Table,
Partitioning Percentages for Small Switches, Vendor Discounts for
Small Switches, and Investment Parameters for Small Switches are
recommended.

BellSouth and GTEFL should include the Reserve CCS capacity
switching investment in the Usage category. Therefore, BellSouth
must zero out its dollar amount per line for 5SESS and DMS
host/standalone and remote switches. GTEFL did not provide this
information, so it should continue to remain blank for GTEFL's
inputs.

Vendor Discounts for Small Switched and Investment Parameters
for Small Switches that the LECs’ input prices for Small Switches,
the BCPM defaults, remain as proposed.

State Default Table

BellSouth’s opticnal inputs be zerced out, as they are not
necessary.

GTEFL to use BellSouth’s Building Loading factor of 14.73
percent.

GTEFL use BellSouth’s Telco E&I and Common Equipment & Power
Factors in this table.

GTEFL's input for the Portion of SS7 Usage Attributable to
Local Calling be changed to 25 percent.
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Remainder of the State Default Table inputs remain as
proposed.

Switch Discount Factor Table

100 percent of lines be considered new. For the discounts as
applied to the BCPM default cost curve, the same discount rate of
66 percent for both new and growth switches is recommended. MDF

and Protector discount rate of 29 percent.
GIE"L'’s Use of GTD Switches

GTEFL use the BCPM default values for the placement of 5ESS
and DMS switches, in conjunction with switch discounts.

Section V=-P: Traffic Data {See Section V-0)

Section V-Q: Signaling System Costs

Signaling system costs Use BCPM 3.1 defaults inputs as
propocsed by LECs:

$5.11 for residence

$9,93 for business
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Section V-R: Transport System Costs and Associated Variables
Transport Inputs
BellSouth | GTEFL Sprint
1. Maximum number of nodes on a B 8 8
ring
2. Air to Route Factor 1.370 1.410 1.307
3. Access line to DSO trunk 6 6 6
factor associated with host
remote links
4. Access line to DSO trunk 10 10 10
factor associated with host
tandem trunks
S. ¥Special access circuits to 5.0% 5.0% 14.7%
the number of exchange access
lines
6. Maximum repeater spacing 40 40 40
(miles)
7. MOU per DS1 216,000 216,000 | 216,000
8. Does a 2 point (‘folded’) N N N
ring use separate routing for
the two sides
9. Percent of intercffice MOUs 25.00% 25.00% 56.77%
that are EARS
10. Used to identify ‘like’ 11 7 7
tandems
4B86-
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Fiber Factor Inputs

BellSouth | GTEFL Sprint
1. Mileage Equipment Aerial 3 15.00% 75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile)
2. Mileage Equipment Underground | 33% 75.00% 75.00%
Fiber (per fiber mile)
3. Mileage Equipment Buried £kl 75.00% 75.00%
Fibe. (per fiber mile)
4. Fiber Pole Factor 0.245 0.245 0.245
5. Fiber Conduit Factor 0.673 0.673 0.673
6. Miscellaneous Equipment & 0.06 0.06 0.06
Power Factor
7. Sheath Sharing Factor 0.63 0.63 0.63
8. Two Point Sheath Sharing 0.5 0.5 0.5
Factor
9., Fiber Mix - Aerial 9.9 5.00% 2.00%
10. Fiber Mix - Underground 48.2% 30.00% 36.00%
11. Fiber Mix - Buried q41.9% £5.00% 62.00%

For the Ring Size Table, staff recommends that a planning
threshold of €3.0 percent for OC3 be used by BellSouth, GTEFL, and
Sprint-Florida. For the remainder of the planning thresholds,
staff recommends that GTEFL use 85.0 percent, as BellSouth and
Sprint=-Florida have done.

For the . quinment Price Table, staff recommends that GTEFL and
Sprint-Florida .se BellSouth’s proposed inputs. BellSouth's
proposed inputs are displayed in the table below.
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Equipment Price Inputs - BellSouth

Material | Other Discount |Utilization
Fiber Tip $72 512 31s B5%
Cable per
Fiber
Fiber Patch $167 517 57% as%
Panel per
Fiber
Sonet $16,710 5878 41% MNA
Terminal
Shelf (0C3)
=-D53 Card $3,748 5124 45% 87%
=DS1 Card 5564 519 45% 100%
Sonet $35,656 §1,874 41 NA
Terminal
Shelf (0C12)
=0C3 Card 56,418 $235 39% NA
-3DS3Card 810,670 5346 464 31.8%
(0C12)
Sonet $75,742 £3,982 41% NA
Terminal
Shelf (0OC48)
-0C3 Card $14,435 $372 57% NA
-3DS3Card £10,698 §282 56% 220
(OC48)
DSX3 Cross §7,0186 5954 3B% 27%
Connect Shelf
=DS¥3 Cross 5596 517 53% 27%
Connect Card
DSX1 Cross §1,490 5,210 50% B5%
Connect Jack
Field

488-
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

Material Other Discount Utilizaction
Channel Bank §$4,634 $2717 334 B5%
Shelf
-Channel Bank | §299 $12 33N B5%
Card
Fiber $16,710 5878 41% NA
Repeater
(oCc3)
Fiber 535,656 $1,874 41 NA
Repeater
{oC12)
Fiber $75,742 $3,982 41% NA
Repeater
(OC48)

Section V~-5: Expenses

Support Ratios

Account Support Ratio
Motor Vehicle 0.7957%
Special Purpose Vehicles 0.0003%
Garage Work Egquipment 0.0287%
Other Work Equipment 0.7447%
Furniture 0.1833%
Cffice Support 0.8243%
General Purpose Computers 2.2743%
TOTAL SUFPORT RATIO 4.8513%
-489-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Expense to lnvestment Ratios

Account

Expense to Investment Ratio

COE Switching

.0866

COE Transmission .0249
Poles .0144
| Aerial _opper Cable .0592
Aerial Fiber Cable .0098
Underground Copper Cable .0157
Underground Fiber Cable .0030
Buried Copper Cable L0413
Buried Fiber Cable .0052
Conduit .0119

Monthly Per Line Expenses

Account

Monthly Per Line Expense

Network 3Support

$0.04

General Support $0.80
Information Originating/ $0.36
Terminating

Other Property and Plant $0.01
Network Operations $1.12
Marketing $0.75
Services $1.47
Executive and Planning $0.07
General and Administrative $1.64
Uncollectibles 50.30
TOTAL $6.56

-490-
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

Section V-T: Other Inputs

Wire Center Line Counts

Use actual wire center line
counts as proposed by LECs

Loop Cost Investment Cap

BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint-
Florida should use %4,350.

White Pages Directory Listing
Cost

BellSnuth and Sprint-Florida use
GTEFL’s per line cost of $0.40
per line

Inputs Not Specifically
Addressed

Accept each LEC's proposed
inputs. BellSocuth must first
remove the effects of use if
TPIs for forward-louoking
adjustments.

-491.
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APPENDIX B - BCPM RESULTS WITH COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUTS AND
MODIFICATIONS

To be filed with the Commission’s Report to the Legislature and
incorporated by reference herein.

-492-




493-

AMENDATORY ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP




BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Determination of the cost DOCKET NO. 580656-TP

of basic local ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP
telecommunications service, ISSUED: February 2, 1999
pursuant to Section 364.025,

Florida Statutes.

AMENDATORY ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:

On January 7, 1999, we issued Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP in
Docket No. 980696-TP with Appendix A and a notation that Appendix B
would be filed with our Report to the Legislature. That Order set
forth our determination on the appropriate cost proxy model for
determining the cost of basic local telecommunications service in
compliance with Section 364.025(b) and (c), Florida Statutes.
Appendix A to the Order set forth the input values that we approved
for the cost proxy model. Appendix B to the Order set forth the
results of the cost proxv model run with the approved input values.

Since that time, we have discovered several footrotes and
input wvalues that were inadvertently either omitted or listed
incorrectly in Appendix A. The corresponding information in the
body of Order MNo. P3C-99-006B-FOF-TP, however, was listed
correctly. Therefore, we hereby amend Appendix A to Order No. PSC-
99-0068-FOF-TP to include the necessary corrections. Attached to
this Order are the corrected replacement pages for Appendix A. The
corrected input values and additional infcrmation are shaded
appropriately on each replacement page.

Based on the foregoing, it is

QRDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that
Appendix A to Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP is hereby amended to
include the corrections and additions specified in the Attachment
to this Order. It is further

ORDERED that Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP is reaffirmed in all
other respects.

DOCUMENT NI ¥AER-DATE
e 01288 FEB-2&

~r—gpng,=EPﬁlTIHG




ORDER NO. PSC-55-006BA-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
PAGE 2

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 2nd
day of February, 1223.

BLANCA S. BAYO, Director
Division of Records and Reporting

By: _I%_E%"’
Kay Flynn, Chief

Bureau of Records

{( SEAL)
WPC

“495-




AMENDATORY ORDER NO. PSC-99-006BA-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696~-TP
REPLACEMENT PAGE 82

Table V-A(3): Commission-Ordared Lives
and BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint Reccsmended Lives

Commizalon- | BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
Crdered
Account (Yre.) {Yre.) (Yes.) (Yes.}
Hotor Vehicles 7.5 8.0 - 8.0 4.2
Alrcraft 5.0 5.0
Special Purpose Vehicle 7.0 1.0 10.0 8.0
Garage ‘ork Equipmant 12.0 12.0 10.0 7.0
Other Work Equipment 12.0 ‘I Cd  10.0 7.0
Buildings 40.0 4800 | 0.0 | ause
Furniture 11.0 -l B 10.0 10.0
Office Support Equipmant 10.0 11.0 10.0 “j
Company Comm. Equipmant 7.0 7.0 10.0
Ganl Purposs Cosputers 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.0
Digital Switching 13.0 10.0 10.0 11.0
Operator Systems : 10.0 10.0 10.0
Radic Systams 5.0 5.0 10.0
Circuit-DD3 8.0 8.0 8.0 11.0
Circuit-Digital 8.0 9.0 8.0 11.0
Circuit-Analog 8.0 7.8 8.0 11.0
Station Apparatus 6.0 6.0 7.0
Large PEX 6.0 6.0
gther Terminal Equipsant 6.0 6.0
Folas 30.0 .0
herial Cable-Hetallic 18.0 14.0
Aerial Cable-Fiber 20.0 20.0
Undergtd Cable-Hatallic 23.0 12.0
Undergrd Cable=Fibar 20.0 20.0
Buried Cable-Metallic 18.0 14.0 14.0 18.0
Buried Cable-Fibar 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Submarine Cable-Metallic i8.0 14.0
Submarine Cable-Fiber 20.0
Intra-Bldg Netwk Cable-Mat. 20.0
Intra-Bldg Hetwk Cable-Fiber 0.0
Condult 50.0
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REPLACEMENT PAGE 83

Tahla V=A(3): ATET/MCI Reccmmended Lives

BellSouth GTEFL Sprint 1
Account (Yrs.) {Yrs.) (Yrs.) -r‘tr:.l-
Motor Vehicles 7.5 7.8 7.8 | 1.5
Adrcraft -
Special Purpose Veh.
Garage Work Equipment 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Other Work Equipment 15.0 12.0 12.0 12.0
Buildings 40.0 40.0
Furniture 11.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Office Suppert Equipment 10.5 10.0 10.0 10.0
Company Comm. Equipment 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Genl Purpose Computaers 4.4 6.0 6.0 6.0
Ligital Switching 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0
Oparator Systems 10.0 8.0 B.0 8.0
Radic Systems
Circuic-DDS
Circult=-Digital 10.0 9.0 11.0 11.0
Circuit-Analog
Station Apparatus
Large FBX
Other Terminal Equipmant 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0
Poles 5.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Aerial Cable-Hetallic 18.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Aerial Cable-Fiber 25.0 28.0 2%.0 25.0
Undergrd Cable-Metallic 23.0 a5.0 28.0 25.0
Undergrd Cable-Fiber IR as.0 3.0 25.0-
Buried Cable-Metallic 18.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Buried Cable-Fiber - 20 | 250 25.0 25.0°
Submarine Cable-Metallic
Submarine Cable-Fibar
Intra-Bldg Metwk Cable-Mat. 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Intra-Bldg Metwk Cable=Fiber 20.0 20.0 ‘28,0 .0 -
Conduit ]’ 8.0 80.0 50.0 50.0
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REPLACEMENT PAGE B4

Table V-A(3): Commission-Ordered Salvage Values
and BellSouth, GTEFL, and Sprint Recommendsd Salvage Valuss

Commission- | BallSouth GTEFL Sprint
Ordared

Account () L] ) LY
Hotor Vehicles . 15.0 16.0 10.0 20.0
Alrcraft s0.0 50.0
Special Purposs Veh. 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0
Garage Work Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Work Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Buildings 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

arniture 10.0 10.0 0.0 0.0
office Support Egquipment 0.9 50.0 0.0 0.0
Company Comm. Equipment 10.0 10.0 0.0
Ganl Purpose Computers 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Digital Switching 0.0 .0 0.0 3.0
Operator Systams 0.0 0.0 0.0
Radio Systems 5. (5.0) 0.0
Clrcult-DDS 0.0 .0
Clrcuit-Digital 0.0 0.0 0.0 (1.0}
Circuit-Analog e 3.0 4 {3.0)
Station Apparatus 0.0 0.0 0.0
Large PBX 0.0 0.0
Cther Terminal Equipment 0.0 o ¥ 0.0
Foles (715.0) {60.0) (10.00 (43.0}
Aarial Cable-Metallic (35.0) (14.0) (10.0) (18.0)
Aarial Cable-Tibar (35.0) {14.0) (10.0) (20.0)
Underged Cables-Matallic (10.0) (8.0) (10.00 {12.0)
Undergrd Cable=Fiber (10.0) (8.0} (10.0} {14.00
Buried Cable-Metallic (10.0) (7.0) (10.0) (9.0}
Buried Cable-Fibar (10.0) (7.0) (10.0) {10.0)
Submarine Cable-Metallic 15.0) L (10.0}
Submarine Cable-Fibar (5.00 (10.0)
Intra-Bldg Wetwk Table-Hat. (10.0} {10.0)
Intra-Bldg Netwk Cable-TFiber (10.0) (10.0]) (10.0)
Conduit (10.0) (10.0) (10.0) (10.0)
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Table V-A(3):

ATST/MCI Reccamended Salvage Values

BallSouth | GTEML Sprint Centel
Account 1} 1Y) v )
Motor Vehicles 10.0 18.0 10.0 10.0
Aircratt
Special Purpose Veh.
Garage Work Equipment 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Othar Work Equipmant 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Buildings 4.0 0.0
Farniturs 14.0 9.0 0.0 0.0
Office Support Equipment 10.0 8.0 0.0 0.0
Cospany Cosm. Equipment 10.0 5.0 i5.0) (5.0)
Genl Purpose Computars 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Digital Switching 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Oparator Systama 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Padio Systesms
Circuit-DDS
Circult-Digital 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0
Circult-Analog
Station Apparatus |
Large FEX I
Other Teminal Equipment 10.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0
Poles as.0) | ose | o | 0s.0
Aarial Cable-Metallic (11.0) | oscep i} oS0y | 38.0)
Merial Cable-Fiber 1.0} asmer | @s.ew | (2%.0)
Undergrd Cable-Metallic (7.0) 117.0) 130.0) 130.0)
Under,cd Cable-Fiber 6.0) (%.0) (20.0) (20.0)
Burisd Cable-Metallic 8.0) (10.0) (10.0) {10.0)
Buried Cable-Fiber 0.0 (10.0) (10.0) 110.0)
Submarine Cable-Metallic
Submarins Cable-Fibar
Intra-Bldg Wetwk Cable—Met. {12.0) {10.0) (30.0) 130.0)
Intra-Bldg Metwk Cable-Fiber {12.0) {10.0) (15.0) (15.0)
Conduit (7.0 (10.0) (10.0) (10.0)
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

Section V-A: D-rm:llﬂnn Rates*

Account Lives Salvage Values
Motor Vehicles T.5 15.0
Adrcraft 5.0 50.0
Special Purpose Veh. 7.0 0.0
Garage Work Equipment 12.0 0.0
Other Work Equipment 12.0 0.0
Buildings 40.0 0.0
Furniture 11.0 10.0
Office Support Equipment 10.0 0.0
Company Comm. Equipment T.0 10.0
Genl. Purpose Computers 5.0 0.0
Digital Switching 13.0 0.0
Operator Systems 10.0 0.0
Radic Systems 9.0 (5.0)
Clrculict-DDS 8.0 0.0
Circuit-Digital’ 8.0 0.0
Circuit-Analog B.0 15.01
Station Apparatus 6.0 0.0
Large PBX 6.0 0.0
Other Terminal Equipment 6.0 0.0
Polea 30.0 {15.0)
Aerial Cable-Metallic 18.0 (35.0)
Aerial Cable~Fiber 20.0 (35.0)
Underground Cable-Hetallic 23.0 (10.0)
Underground Cable-Flber 20.0 (10.0)
Buried Cable-Hetallic 18.0 (10.0}
Buried Cable-Fiber . 20.0 (10.0)
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Account Lives Salvage Values
Submarine Cable-Metallic 18.0 (5.01
Submarine Cable-Fiber 20.0 (5.0)
Intra-Bldg. Netwk Cable=Met. 20.0 (10.01
Intra=Bldg. Metwk Cable-Fiber 20.0 110.0)
Conduit 50.0 {10.0)
*As discussed on pege 71, the Equal Life Group (N1G) sechanism should
be disshled and the Vistage Group (Vi) mecheniss bs ensbled when

Saction V-B: Cost of Monaey

Debt Ratio: 40W

Equity Ratio: 60%

Coat of Debt: 6.5%

Cost of Equity: 11.5%

Overall Cost of Capital: 9.5V

Bection V-C: Tax Ratas
State Income Tax 5.5
Federal Income Tax a5~
Combined Federal & State Income 38.57
Tax* ;
Gross Rsceipts 1.5
Ad Valorem 90N

-501]-
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980696-TP

PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s +—G¥EFble—Territory - Normal, Soft Reck, Hard Rock Aerial Feeder and

N _E U & . e

Distribution
Activity Base Cost Density Zonsa 0-650
Per unit
Cost Adjustment Installation \ Asaigned Haighted
Coata Telephone Amount
Foles $229%.89 §161.01 35.e8% §136.21
Anchors and Guys | § 28.45 $72.01 100% $16.74
3172.%6
BellSouth’s &—E'EFite Territory - Mormal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial Feeder and
Distribution
Activity Base Coat Denaity Zone 61%-8350
Per unit
Cost Adjustment Installation % Assigned Welighted
Costs Tulesphone Aacunt
Poles $229.09 $161.01 35.080 $156.21
Anchors and Guys § 26.45 $72.01 100% $15.07
$171.28
BellSouth’s «—eFermie—Territory - Normal, Soft Rock, Hard Rock Aerial Feeder and
Distribution
Activity Bass Cost Deansity Icne 851->10001
Par unitc
Cost Adjustment Installation V Aasigmed Walghted
Coata Telsphons Amount
PFoles $229.89 $161.81 A $156.21
Anchors and Guys | § 28.43% § 72.01 100W § 20.14
$186.35




AMENDATORY ORDFR NO. PSC-99-006BA-FOF-TP
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory - Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Lone 0=-5
Par Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Activicy V Aasigned Telephons | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $3.06 86.000 #6000 $1.5)
Rocky Plow .06 0.00% #.00% 4]
Trench & 3.06 10.00% #€.00% .29
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.7 0.00% $6.00% +]
Backhoe Trench 3.06 0.00% 96.004 ']
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 0.00% 26004 0
Bore Cable 23.5%0 0.00% #6.008 0
Push Pips & Pull 26.96 0.00% 24 .00% 0
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 1.00% 94.00% 06
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore B.5%0 1.00% 96 . 00N .09
Concrate
Cut & Restore .80 2.00% © pE.00% .0%
Sod

100% r $).086
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PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP

APPENMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory - Buried Distribution Cable

_F_-._‘--

Activwity Bass Coat Density Zone €6-100
Par Foot
Installed Cost b Actiwity \ Aasigned Telephons | Welghted Amocunt
Adjuatmant

Flow £3.06 80.00% #6.00% §2.35
Rocky FPlow 3.06 0.000 #6.00v 0
Trench & 3.06 11.00% #6. 00N .32
Backfill
Rocky Treach 3.06 o.008 §6. 008 o
Backhos Trench 3,06 3.00% #6.00% .09
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 0.00% #6.00% 0
Bore Cable 23.%0 0.00% §6.00% 0
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 o.000 PE. 004 o
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 2.000 PE.00% .12
Asphalt
Cut & Resstore 8.5%0 2.00% . 00% AT
Concreta F
Cut & Restore 4.80 2.008 96.00% .09
Sod

i 1008 $3.14

. 504~
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DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC~-99-0068A-FOF-TP

BellSouth’s Territory - Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coast Density Zons 101-200
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Actiwvicy % Aspigned Telephons | Waighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $).06 69.00% 6. 00% $2.03
Rocky Plow .06 0.00% #6. 00N 1]
Tranch & .06 11.00% 6. 00N -32
Backfill
Rocky Treach 3.06 0.00% §6.00% 1]
Backhos Trench 3.06 3.00M #6.00% .08
Hand Dig Trench 3.08 0.00N §6.00% 0
Bore Cable 23.50 1.00% #6.00% .23
Fush Pips & Pull 26.96 1.00% #6.00% A6
Cable
Cut & Reastore 6€.01 5.00% #4.00% s ]
Azphalt
Cut & Restore 8.9%0 4.00% 6. 000 2
Concretes
Cut & Restore 4.80 &.00% #6. 00N .48
Sod

100% $3.81
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Buried Distribution Cable

Actlvity Base Cost Density Zone 201-650
Per Foot
Installed Coat ¥ Activity & Aspigned Telsphone | Welghted Amount
AMijustmant

Plow $31.08 21.00% .00% §.62
Rocky Plow 1.06 0.00% ».00% (1]
Trench & 1.06 30.00% 6. 00% B8
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 0.00% #6.00% 0
Backhos Trench 1.06 12.008 #6.000 +33
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 3.00% »4.00% .09
Bore Cable 23,350 4.00% #6.00% 30
Push Fipe & Pull 26.96 5.00% 6000 1.29
Cable
Cut & Restoce €.01 8.00% 4. 00% A6
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.90 7.00% 96.00% .. 60
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 10.00% 96.00% 46
Sod

i 100% §5.66
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PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP

APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellScuth's Territory- Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat Dansity IZone 631-2550
Par Foot
Inatalled Coat b Activity b Assigned Telsphone | Welghted Amount
Adjustment

Plow 83.06 20.00% #6.00% §5.5%9
Rocky Plow .06 0.00% 94.00% 1]
Trench & .06 20.00% #6.00% 59
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 0.008 #6.004 0
Backhoe Trench 3.06 2.00% 6. 000 .06
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 6.00% 6. 004 -13
Bore Cablas 21.50 2.00% 86 .00% A3
Push Pips & Pull 26.96 5,00W 6. 004 1.2%
Cable
Cut & Reatore 6.01 13,000 #E.00% - 15
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastore 8.5%0 12.00% 6. 004 1.03
Concrete
Cut & Rasstore i.80 20.00% 6. 008 .92
Sed .

1004 $5.05
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AMENDATORY ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO.
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory= Buried Distribution Cable

__F_-_--

Activity Basa Coat Dansity Ione 2551-10000
Per Foot
Installed Cost § Activity V MAsigned Telephone | Weighted Amount
Ajustaant

Low §3.08 0% #4.00% $.0
Rocky Plow 3,08 0 946,004 0
Trench & 3.06 % 96.004 18
Backfill
Rocky Treni 3.06 1] 96, 00% 0
Backhos Trench 3.06 19 #6.00% .1
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 [ #6.00% L2
Bore Cable 23.50 15 #6.00% 1.3
Push Pipe & Pull 26.9¢6 0 94 . 00% 0
Cable
Cut & Rastore 6.01 5 6. 004 A
Asphalt
Cut & Restoce 8.%0 20 6. 008 1.71
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 4.80 L] 96.00% 3
Sod

i 100% $7.04
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PSC-99-006BA-FOF-TP

AFPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellScuth’s Territory - Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat Cansicty Zone >10000
Fer Foot
Installed Coat ¥ Activicy V Assignad Telephons | Weighted Ascunt
Adjustmant

Plow 83.06 +11 #5.00% $0
Rocky Plow 3.06 0 56.008 0
Treanch & 3.06 | 4. 00% .09
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 0 8. 00% e
Backhos Trench 1.06 1% §46.00% 4
Hund Dig Trench 1.06 ] #6.008 24
Bore Cable 23.50 10 #6.00% 2.26
Fush Pipe & Pull 26.96 ] $6.00% o
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 1 . 00% 1.%0
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore B.50 i | 4. 008 .39
Concrets
Cut & Rsatore 4.80 : | 5. 0% | A4
Sod

1004 $7.46
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable
Activity Basa Coat Dernsity Zons 0-3
Par Foot
Installed Cost N Actiwvity V Asaigned Walghted Amount
Adjustmant Talsphons
Flow $1.06 47.008 6. 00% $1.38
Rocky Plow 4.086 % . 00N 8 L]
| Trench & 3.06 5 96.00% .15
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 3.06 4 #4.00% .12
Backhoe Trench 3.08 2 94 . 00N 06
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 3 .00% .08
| B
Bore Cable 23.50 1 96 . 00N .23
Puah Pips & Pull 26,96 -] 85.00% 1.29
Cabls
Cut & Restore 6.01 i 6. 00% .06
Asphalc
Cut & Restore 8.%0 1 6. 00% -09
Concrete
” Cut & Restors 4.80 2 96.00% .09
S5o0d
'] 1000 §4.40
' =510~




AMENDATORY ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980696-TP
REPLACEMENT PAGE 288

APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory = Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 6-100
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Activicy V Assigned Waighted A=ount
Adjustsent Telephons

Plow $3.06 46.00% #6.004 $1.23%
Rocky Plow 3.06 20 6.008 .82
Trench & ) 3.06 10 $6.00% .29
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 L] §6.00% «12
Backhoa Trench 3.06 4 6. 00% .06
Hand Dig Trench 3.086 3 PE.CO% .09
Bore Cable 2).50 1 6. 00N .23
Push Pips & Pull 26,96 1] #6.00% 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 2 6. 004 ‘b
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore B.50 2 9. 004 A7
Concreate -
Cut & Rastore 4.80 2 25.00% .09
Sod ’

100% 3.
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC-99-0068A~-FOF-TP

BellSouth’s Territory=- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zons 101-200
Pear Foot
Installed Cost b Activicy i Aspigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Talaphone

Plow $1.06 29.000 96.00% $.05%
Rocky Plow 3.086 30 946,000 .88
Tranch & 3.06 12 #6.00% -33
Backfill
Pocky Trench J.06 ] #6.00% 24
Backhos Trench 3.06 2 96,008 <06
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 2 96.00% .06
Bore Cable 23.5%0 1 §6.00% -23
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 1 86 . 00N a6
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 5 6. 00% .29
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 8.%0 4 96.00% 34
Concrate f
Cut & Rsatore 4.80 1 L 9d. 00% .28
Sod

‘ 1000 §3.8)
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellScuth's Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Bass Cost Density Zone 201-650
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Actiwity \ Assigned Weighted Amount
Ajustmant Telephone

Plow $1.06 3.00% $46.00% 5.09
Rocky Plow 3.06 12 M.00% « 35
Tranch & 1.06 ] #6.00% .15
Backfill
Rocky Trench .08 27 §6.000 .19
Backhos Trench .06 16 94,008 .47
Hand Dig Trench .06 3 §6.00% .09
Bore Cable 23.50 L] §6.00% .90
Push Fipe & Pull 26.96 2 6. 000 1.2%
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 ] 6. 000 A6
Asphalt
Cut & Reators B.%0 7 ﬂ.m L&D
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 10 #8.00% A6
Sod

10048 $5.66
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AFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

B R =S &5 &R =

Actiwity Base Cost Density Zona 651-2550
Far Foot
Installed Coat A Aztivicy i Assignad Weighted Amount
Adjustmant Telephone

Flow 83.06 2.00% #6.00% 5.06
Rocky Plow 3.06 2 #4.00% .06
Trench & .08 L} il . 00N 1%
Backfill
Rocky Trench .06 L] 96.00% T4
Backhoe Trench 1.06 ] #4.00% 24
Hand Dig Trench 3.086 6 6. 00N .18
Bore Cable £3.5%0 4 6. 00% 43
Fush Pipe & Pull 26.96 L] 6. 008 1.2%
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.01 13 #E.00% « 73
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.90 12 96 . 004 1.02
Concrete
Cut & Restore 4.80 20 25 .00% .92
Sod

'[ 1008 $5.05
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APVEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Juried Distribution Cable

Actiwicy Base Cost Density Zons 2551=10000
Per Foot
Installed Coat § Activicy b Assigned ¥gighted Amount
Adjustment Telephone

Plow §1.06 o 4008 80

Rocky Plow 31.06 0 96.008 0

Trench & 3.06 2 6. O0% .06

Backfill

Rocky Trench 3.06 3 946.008 «15

Backhoa Trench 3.06 17 P6.00% . 50

Hand Dig Tranch 3.06 8 6.008 24

Bore Cable 23.50 15 94.00% 3.3

Push Pips & Pull 26.96 0 94.00% o

Cable

Cut & Restore 6.01 25 i #8004 1.44

Asphalt .

Cut & Restore 8.%0 20 " 900N 1.71

Concrete 4

Cut & Rastors 4.80 B 6. 008 .37
1008 87.84
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PSC-99-0068A~-FOF-TP

APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Coat Danalty Zone >10000
Mar Foot
Installed Coat V Activity i Assigned Weighted Amcunt
Adjustment Telephone
| Plow $31.06 on #0006 0
Rocky Plow 3.06 ] 94.00% 0
Trench & 3.06 o]- #4.00% 0
' Backfill
' Rocky Trench 3.06 6 96.008 .18
Backbos Trench 3.06 12 §6.00% 15
Hand Dig Trench 3. 06 ] #6.00% -1 ]
Bore Cable 23.50 10 6. 00% 2.26
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0 96.00% o
Cable
Cut & Rastore 6.01 3} |- . 86.000% 1.%0
Asphalt ¢
Cut & Rastore 8.90 28 | . 4.00% 2.3%
Concrete ;
Cut & Restore 4.80 3 B 96.00% .14
S5o0d
1004 $7.46
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Coat Danaity Lones 651-235350

Par Foot

Installed Cost § Activity |V Assigned Telephons Waighted Amount

Ajustsant
Tranch & $60.98 0,004 99.00% 30
Backfill
Rocky Trench 60.58 45.000 #9.00% 21.17
Backhoe Trench 60,98 12.000 #9.000 1.42
Hand Dig Trench 60.5%8 6.00% #5.00M .62
Baring 53.M 2.00% 95.00% 1.07
Cut L Reatore 64.48 13.000 99,008 8.30
Aaphalt
Cut & Restore 66.65% 12.00% §9.004 7.92
Concrete
Cut ¢ Reatore 61.7% 10.00% 99.00% §.12
Sod
100% S6L.44
BallSouth's Territor. - Hard Rock Feeder Condult

Activity Base Coat Density Zones 2531-10000

Par Foot -

Installed Cost b Activity | % Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount

Adjustmant
Trench & $60.98 0.00% 99.0CN 80
BackTill
Roccy Trench 60.98 15.00% §5.00% .08
Backhoe Trench 60.98 10.008 99.00% 6.04
Hand Dig Trench &0.98 8.00% §9.00% 4.83
Borlng 53.M 15.004 99.00% 8.01
Cut & Restore €4.48 25.00% $9.00% 15.96
Asphalt
Cut & Resstors 66.65 20.00% 99.00% 13.20
Concrate
Cut ¢ Rastors 61.79 T7.004 99.00% 4,28
Sod
1004 #61.37
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AMENDATORY ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO.
REPLACEMENT PAGE 301

APPENMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

N N _ I & &

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone 0-3
Per Foot
Installsd Cost ] A Assigned Telephons Walghted Amount
Ajustmant Activity

Plow §3.06 0.008 85.00% 50
Rocky FPlow 3.06 £5.00% 9%.00% 1.67
Tranch & .06 $.00% 99.00% 15
Backfill
Rocky Trench J.086 25.00% 99.00% .88
Backhoe Trench 3.06 4,008 99.00% 12
Band Dig Trench 3.08 1.00% 95.00% .03
Bore Cable 23.%0 1.00% 99.00% - |
Puah Pipe & Pull 26.96 1.00% 99.00% 21
Cable
Cut & Reators 1.00% 99.00% 06
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 1.00% 99.00% .09
Concrete
Cut & Rastore S Z.00% 99.00% .08
S5od

100% §).58
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APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

BellScuth’s Territory- Hard Rock Burled Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Denaity Zone &-100
Per Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | % Assigned Telephons | Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Flow $3.06 0.00% 89.008 0
Rocky Plow 3.7 48.00% 99,0008 1.46
Trench & .06 10.00% 95.00% .30
Backfill
Rocky Trench .06 3l.00W 95.00% .54
Backhoe Tranch .06 2.008 99.00% .06
Hand Dig Trench 3.08 1.00% 99.000 .03
Bore Cable 23.50 1.00% §5.008 .23
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 1.00% §9.004 + 27
Cable
Cut & Restore .58 2.00% 99.00% 13
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 8.37 2.00% §9.00% .17
Concrete
Cut & Restore i 2.00% 99.0084 .08
Sod

100% $1.87
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APPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellScuth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

R _ G4 I O &R |

Activicy Bass Cost Density Zona 101-200
Par Foot
Installed Caost A Activity A\ Assigned Telephons | Weighted Amcunt
Adjustmant

Plow $3.06 0.00% §9. 008 50
Rocky FPlow 3.06 45.00% 95.00W 1.36
Trench & 3.06 J.00% 89.000 .09
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 28.00% 99.00% -85
Backhos Trench .06 2.00% 99. 000 .06
Hand Dig Trench 1.06 5.00% 95. 000 -15
Bore Cable 21.50 1.004 95.000 .23
Fush Pipe & Pull 26.96 1.00% 99.000 27
Cable
Cut & Restors 6. 56 5.00% §9.004 .32
Aaphalt
Cut & Rastors 537 4.00% 99.00% .35
Concrets
Cut & Raatore 3.07 é.00% 99.00W -
S50d

i 100% $3.92
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALURS

PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Rctivity Base Cost Density Zone 201-650
Par Foot
Installed Cost A Activity | % Rasigned Telsphons | Welghted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $3.06 0.00% 95.00% $0
Rocky Plow 1.06 13.00% #5.00% .39
Trench & 3.06 0. 00% §9.00% 0
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 31.06 40,008 9%.00% 1.21
Backhoe Trench J.08 10.00% §95.00W .30
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 3.00% 99.00% .09
Bore Cable 23.5%0 4.00% §5.000 .93
Fush Pipe & Full 26.96 5.000 §5.000 1.33
Cable
Cut & Resatore &.88 8.00% 99.00% .52
Asphalt
Cut & Reastore LT 7.00% 99,0048 .61
Concrate
Cut & Restore 3.7 10.00% 99,008 .38
Sod

100% 5.7
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980696~-TP

PSC-99-006BA-FOF-TP

AFPFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BallSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

u--

Activity Basa Cost Denaity ZFones 6€51-2830
Pear Foot
Installed Cost b Activity | % Assigned Telephons | Welghted Maount
Adjustmant

Flow §1.06 Q.00% §9.00% $0
Rocky Plow .06 .004 99.CY 0%
Teanch & J.06 0.00N 99.00% 1]
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 15,004 §5.00% 1.06
Backhos Trench 3.06 14.00% 95.00% 42
Eand Dig Trench .08 &.008 #9.004 <18
Bore Cable 23,50 2.000 9%.00% A7
Puash Pipe & Pull 26.96 5.000 95.00% 1.33
Cable
Cut & Restore .56 13.00% 99.00% 84
Asphalt
Cut & Restore = 12.00% 99,004 1.0
Concrete by &
Cut & Restore o “ 10.000 99.00% -3
Sod i

1004 §5.082
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Zones 2331-10000
Far Foot
Installed Cost % Activity | % Assigned Telephone | Welghted Amcunt
Adjustment

Plow $3.086 0.00% 9%.00% $0
Rocky Plow 3.08 0.J0% #5.000 ]
Trench & 3.06 0.00% 95.00n o
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.06 15.00% 99.00% 45
Backhoe Trench 3.08 10.00% 99.000 .30
Hand Dig Trench 3.08 8.00% 99.00% ]
Bore Cable 23.5%0 15.00% 95.00% 3. 49
Push FPipe & Pull 26.96 0.00% 5. 00W 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 6,58 25,004 9% .00% 1.62
Asphalt
Cut & Fastore 8. 20.00W 99.00% 1.73
Concrets
Cut & Rastore 307 7.008 99.00% .27
Sod .

1008 $8.11
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSocuth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Zona >10000
Par Foot
Installed Cost & Activity | % Aasigned Telsphons | Weighted Asount
Ajustmant

Plow $3.06 0.00% 99,008 §0
Rocky Plow 3.06 0.00% #9.000 0
Trench & .06 0.00% 99.008 G
Backfill
Rocky Trench i.06 10.00% §9.000 .30
Backhos Trench 1.06 g.00% §9.00% 24
Hand Dig Trench .06 B.00N 9,000 -1 |
Bore Cable 23.50 10.00% #9.00% 2.3
Fush Fipe & Pull 26.96 0.00% 95.00% 0
Cable
Cut & Restore 6.56 31.008 #5.000 2.14
Asphalt
Cut & Rastoce 37T 28.008 99. 000 2.42
Concrets x
Cut & Rastore L= N 3.00% §9.00% «11
Sod

100% §87.79
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AFFENDIX A - COMMISSION-CRDERED INFUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activicy Base Cost Denaity Zona 0-=5
Par Foot
Installed | Cost % Activity | ¥ Assigned Telephons | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Flow 5$3.06 0.00% - $5.00% 30
Rocky Plow $1.06 48.00% §E. 00N 1.41
Tranch & 51.06 5.00% #E.00% «13
Backfill
Bocky Trench $3.086 38.00% 6. 008 1.12
Backhoe Trench $31.086 2.00% PE. 000N « 06
Hand Dig Trench $1.06 1.00% 6. 00% 03
Bore Cable $23.50 1.00% | #£.00% .23
Push Pipe & Pull $26.96 1.00% . 00w 26
Cable ! ¥
Cut & Restore $6.54 1.00% . 00N o8
Asphalt o - .
Cut & Restore "N.7 1.00% 6. OOW .08
Concrete I = ; ‘
Cut & Restore 83.97 z.000 Fii0 #6.00% .07
Sod &

100% $1.47
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

I N - - -

Activicy Base Cost Denaity Ione 6-100
PFer Foot
Installed Cost & Activity | & Assigned Telephons | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $3.06 0.00% 6. 008 0
Rocky Plow 3.06 47.00W #6.00% 1.38
Tranch & 3.06 10.00% #6.004% 29
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 i9.00% 96 .00% .83
Backhos Trench 3.08 5.000 94,000 « 13
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 1.00% #4.00% P13
Bore Cable 23.50 1.00% #6.00% 21
Push Pips & Pull 26.96 1.00% #6.00% .26
Cabla
Cut & Restore % 6.56 2.00% 96.00% «13
Asphalt 3
Cut & Restors .73 2,004 . 00% AT
Concrate
Cut & Restore i.er 2.00% ' 96.00% .07
Sod

1008 $).56
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AFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Density Zons 101-200

Par Foot =

Installed Coat A Activity | ¥ Asaigned Telephona | Welghted Amount

Adjustment
Plow $3.06 0.00% 96.00% 50
Rocky Plow 3.086 40.004 6. 000 1.18
Tranchk & 3.06 7.00% $€.00% .21
Backflill
Rocky Trench 3.06 3z2.00% #6.00% .9
Backhce Trench 3.06 2.00% 8 DOA .06
Hand Dig Trench ).06 i.00% #.00% 06
Bore Cable 23.5%0 1.00% 8. 00N .13
Push Fipe & Full 26.96 1.00% 6. 00% 26
Cable
Cut & Resatore 658 4.00% 00N .31
Asphalt e
Cut & Rastors (K4 4.000 96.00% .34
Concrete . :
Cut & Restore e 6.00% 96.00% .22
Sod %] -
1008 $51.80
527-
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PSC-99-006BA-FOF-TP

APPENMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellSouth’s Territory- Hard Rock Burled Distribution Cable

BN DR m Em Em m EN .

!

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zone 201-650
Par Foot
Installed Cost b Activity | % Assigned Telephore | Welghted Amount
Ajostment

Plow $1.06 0.00% M. 008 50

Rocky Plow 3.086 13.000 8. 00% .38

Trench & 3.06 8.00% 96,000 24

Backfill

Rocky Trench 3.06 30.00% §6.00% N1

Backhos Troench 1.06 12.00% 5. 008 .35

Band Dig Trench 3.06 3.00% 95.008 .09

Bore Cable 2).5%0 4.00% #6.00% .90

Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 5.008 6. 00% 1.29%

Cable

Cut & Restore 6.56 8.00% 96.00% .30

Asphalt d

Cut & Restore l}-ﬂ 7.008 i, 00N 1]

Concreta :

Cut & Restore s 10.00 96000 37
1008 $5.60
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

PSC-99-006BA-FOF-TP

BellSouth's Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activicy Bass Cost Density Iones &51-2550
Par Foot
Installed Cost b Activity | % Assigned Telwphone | Weighted Amount
Adjustment

Plow $3.08 0.00% #E. 004 30
Rocky Plow 3.06 A.00W #E. 008 .09
Trench & 3.086 0.00% #E.00% 1]
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 27.00% P6.00% .19
Backhos Trench 3.06 12.00% #4. 004 35
Hand Dig Trench .06 6.00% 4. 008 .18
Bors Cable 23.50 2.00% P6.00% A5
Push Plpe & Pull 26.96 5.00% #6.00% 1.29
Cable
Cut & Reators .58 | 13.00% . 00 .82
Asphalt
Cut & Restore | - 12.00% |- , 00N 1.01
Concrete i i .
Cut & Restore 3.0 20.00% . 26.00% .74
Sod . -

100% $5.72
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APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

BellScuth's Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Bass Coat Density Tones 2531-10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat A Activicy | % Assigned Telephona | Weighted Amount
Adjustmant

Plow $1.06 0.00% 96.00% $0
Rocky Flow 3.06 0.00% PE.00% 1]
Trench & 3.06 0.00% 96.000 o]
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.06 14.00% 94.008 A1
Backhos Trench .06 10.00% 96.00% .29
Hand Dig Trench 3.06 8.00% P6.00% 24
Bore Cable 23.50 15.00% #6.00% i.38
Puah Plps & Pull 26.96 0.00% 96.00% 0
Cuble
Cut & Restorws 6.58 25.008 6. 00% 1.57
Aaphalt :
Cut & Restore .73 20.00% 846.00% 1.68
Concrete - :
Cut & Restore : 3.87T 8.00% 6.00% . 30
Sod

i 100% $7.07
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

BellSouth’'s Territory- Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Dansity Ions >10000
Pear Foot
Installed Coat b Activicy A\ Assigned Telephone | Weighted Asount
Adjustmant

Flow 83,06 0.00% 24.00% $0
Rocky Plow - 3.08 0.00% 94,000 ]
Trench & 3.06 0.00% 96.00% o
Backfill
Rocky Trench 3.086 10.000 946.00% .29
Backhos Trench 3.06 8.00% 6. 00% .24
Hand Dig Trench 3.08 8.00% #6.00% 24
Bora Cable 21.%0 10.00% $6.00% 2.26
Push Pipe & Pull 26.96 0.00% #4.00% 1]
Cable
Cut & Restore 656 33.00% 96.008 2.08
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 0.73 20,000 96.00% 2.35
Concrete : .
Cut & Mestoce : 3.000 6. 00% .11
Sod Fiil

1008 $7.5%6
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PSC-99-0068A~FOF-TP

APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 0 =3

Fer Foot

Installed Cost b Activity | % Assigned Telaphone | Welghted Amcunt

Adjustment
Trench & $2.M - ] 87.18% §0.18
Back£ill
Rocky Trench 4.32 - 46 $7.18% 1.%3
Backhoe Trench 2.01 - 32 97.18% 0.87
Hand Dig Trench 5.15 - - 97,188 0.25
Boring 12.05 - 5 §7.16% 0.59
Cuz & Rastore 10.84 - e 97.18% 0.11
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 11.70 - 1 $7.10% 0.11
Concrete
Cut & Rastore 4.54 - F 87.18% 0.09
Sod
100% .13

GTE Territory-Soft

Rock Distribution Condulit

Activity Base Coat Denaity Zons &-100
Par Foot
Installed Coat % Activity | b Assigned Telsphons | Waighted Amount
Adjuntmant
Trench & $2.34 |-k e " 97.18% $0.19
Backfill ﬁ}' Lk
Rocky Trench .32 e r v 51 97.18% 2.23
Backhoe Trench 2.81 i 27 97.10% 0.79
Hand Dig Trench 5.15 N 5 97.18% 0.26
Boring 12.05 .'f..*,';ﬁ 3 $7.108% 0.6
Cut & Rastore 10.84 v 2 97.18% 0.21
Raphalt o o
Cut & Restore 11.70 RN 2 97.108 0.23
Concrete [ B . by ul
Cut & Restore 0.5 PR 2 97.100 0.09
TR e s
1000 $4.37

Sod
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

GTE Territory-Soft fock Buried Feeder Cable
Activity Base Cost Density Lone &-100 l
Fer Foot
Installed Coat % Activicy \ Assigned Telephone | Waighted Amount
Adjustment I

Plow $1.13 0.02 35.00% 100. 00N $0.41
Rocky Plow 1.39 0.04 9.00% 100. 00N 0.40 I
Tranch & .M 0.12 10.00% 100.00% 0.2%
Backfill
Rocky Trsnch .3 0.17 5.00% 100.00% 0.22 .
Backhce Trench 2.8 0.1% 12.00% 100.00% 0.38
Hand Dig Trench 5.1% 0.28 3.00% 100.00% 0.16 .
Bore Cable 12.0% 0.40 1.00% 100.00% 0.12
Push Pipe & Pull 7.00 0.23 0.00% 100.008 0.00 l
Cable v,
Cut & Restore 10.84 0.21 © o 2.00% 100,004 0.22
Asphalt l
Cut & Restore 11,74 0.18 |, 2.000% 100.00% 0.24
Concrete b4
Cut & Rastors 4.54 0.1% 2.00% 100.00% 0.0% .
Sod

100.00% §2.48 .
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GTEFL's Territory=-Soft Rock Buried Distribution Cable

R N R N E O GE =R R -

Y T

Activicy Base Cost Dansity Zonas &51-25%0
Par Foot
Installed Cost \ Activicy i Assigned Balghted Amount
Adjusteent Telsphone

Plow $1.15 §.09 2.00% 1004 §..02
Rocky Plow 1.39 «1% 2.00% 1008 .03
Trench & 2.3 A7 5.00% 100% 14
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 4.32 67 25.00% 100% 1.28
Backhoe Trench 2.81 18 B.00% L00% 29
Hand Dig Trench 5.13 1.13 6.00% 100% -38
Bore Cable 12.05 1.61 Z.008 100% 27
Push PFipe & Pull 7.00 1.31 5.00% 100% A2
Cable
Cut & Restore 10.84 .82 13.00% 100% 1.52
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 11.74 T4 12.00% 1008 1.50
Concrete
Cut & Restors .54 « T4 20.00% 1008 1.08
Sod

100% $6.86
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INWNFUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Feedar Conduit

Activity Bass Coat Demsity Soms 100-200

Par Foot

Installed Coat b Activity | & Assigned Telephone Welghted Amount

Adjustment
Tranch & $3.04 .47 0.00% $7.168% $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 2.3 .67 51,008 $7.18% 1.09
Backhos Trench 3.9 .15 25.000 §7.18% 1.14
Mand Dig Trench 6.84 1.12 4.000 57.18% i}
Boring 14.47 1.62 3.00% §7.18% AT
Cut & Restore 12.08 .02 5.000 §7.100 .63
Asphalt
Cut & Resatore 12.86 LTl 4.00% §7.180 53
Concrete
Cut & Restore S5.65 75 6.00% §7.180% .37
Sod
1008 86,54

GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Feeder Conduit

Activicy Basas Coast Density Looe 101-650

Par Foot

Installed Coat  Activity | b Assignec Telephone Waighted Amount

AdjusTRant
Tranch & $3.04 $.70 0.00% §7.18% $0
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 5.33 1.01 50.00% $7.18% 1,08
Backhos Trench 3.95 1.13 19.00% 7.180% .09
Hand Dig Trench 6.04 1.68 3.00% §7.18% 2%
Boring 14.47 2.4) 4,000 §7.10% 1
Cut & Resstore 12.08 1.12 8.00% #7.10% 1.03
Asphalt
Cut & Rastore 12.08 1.11 7.00% §7.18% . -
Concrats
Cut & Rastorw 5.88 1.11 10.00% 97,108 .66
Sod
100% $7.5%1
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APPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit

Activity Bass Cost Density Zone 2551-10000
Par Foot
Installed Coat % Activity ¥V Assigned Weighted Amount
Ajustaant Telesphone
Tranch & $3.04 .17 0.00% 87.180 50
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 5.13 1.68 14.008 §7.180% o
Backhoe Trench 31.95 1.9 10.00% #7.10% .57
Hand Dig Trench G.84 2.80 B.00% 97.16% .15
Baring 14.47 4.04 15.00% 87.18% 2.70
Cut & Reatore 12.06 2.04 25.00% 7.1\ J.42
Asphale
Cut & Restore 12.06 1.86 20.008 §7.180 2.06
Concrete
C‘u: & Restore 5.65 05 0.00% 87.18% .58
1000 $11.84
GTEFL's Territory- Hard Rock Distribution Conduit
Activity Bass Cost Dansity Ione >10001
Par Foot
Installed Cost V Activicy A Assignaed Walghtesd Amount
Mijustmant Telephone
Trench & $3.04 $1.29 0. 00% §7.18% $0
Backfill
Rocky Trench 5.3 1.8% 10,000 97.18% .10
Backhos Trench 3.9%% 2.08 B.00% §7.180 A7
Hand Oig Trench 6.84 3.09 B.00% #7.18% . 17
Boring 14.47 4.45 10.00% 97.18% 1.84
Cut & Restors 12.06 2.24 33.00% §7.100 4.%9
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 12.86 .05 20,004 97.18% .08
Concrete
Cut & Reatore 5.65% 2.0% 3.00% 97,180 .22
Sod
‘ 1004 $12.64
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AMENDATORY ORDER NO. PSC-99-006BA-FOF-TP

DOCKET NO.

980696-TP

REPLACEMENT PAGE 376

AFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFPUT VALUES

GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

Activity Base Cost Demsity Eons 6-100
Par Toot
Installed Coat % Activicy | V Assigned Telephone Weighted Amount
AMijustsant
Plow $1.29 $.37 0.00% 1008 $0
Rocky Plow 1.62 .09 47.008 1008 .80
Trench & 3.04 1 | 10.00% 1008 33
Backfill
Rocky Tremca 3.3 .34 29%.00% 100% 1.64 .
Backhoe Trench 1.%% 37 5.00% 1004 22
Hand Dig Treach 6.89 .81 1.00% 1008 .07 .
Bore Cable 14.47 LBl 1.008 1008 .15
Fush Pipe & Full B.96 « 65 1.00% lo0n .10
Cable
Cut & Restore 12.06 41 Z.000 1008 25
Asphalt .
Cut & Restore 12.86 .37 2.00% 100% .26
Concrete
Cut & Restore 5,68 .38 2.00% 100% .12 .
Sod
100% $3.95 l
-537- l




APPEMDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

980696~-TP

AMENDPATORY ORDER NO. PSC-99-006BA-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO.
REPLACEMENT PAGE 378

GTEFL's Territory-Hard Rock Buried Distribution Cable

N s R =N =N .

Activity Base Cost Danaity Zone 201-630
Per Foot
Installed Coat % Activity | &% Assigned Telephons Walghted Ascunt
Adjustsant

Flow §1.29 8.14 0.00% 160% 40
Rocky Plow 1.62 «23 11.00% 100% .2l
Tranch & . «70 8.00% 1008 i [+]
Backfill
Rocky Tranch 5.33 1.01 30.00% 100% 1.5%0
Backhos Trench .98 1.13 12.00% 1004 . 81
Hand Dig Trench 6.8% 1.83 3.00% 1o0n il ]
Bore Cable 14.47 2.43 4.00% 1004 .68
Push Pipe & Pull 8.96 1.98 5.00% 1008 .55
Cable
Cut & Rastors 12.06 i.22 8.00% 100% 1.08
Asphalt ]
Cut & Hestore 12.986 1.11 7.00% 100% :)
Conccete
Cut & Restore 5.63% :,‘:u, 10.00% 1008 b
Sod

‘ 100% #1.45
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AMENDATORY ORDER NO.
DOCKET NO.

580696-TP

REPLACEMENT PAGE 397

APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INPUT VALUES

PSC~-99-0068A-FOF-TP

Sprint’s Territory=- Normal Buried Feeder Cable

Activity Base Cost Dansity Zonas 5001->10000
Per Foot
Installed Cost b Activity |V Asaigned Weighted Amount
Adjustmmnt Talesphone

Plow §1.50 B9.95% 100.00% f1.m
Rocky Plow 1.%0 0.00% 100.00% $0.00
Tranch & 1.%0 0.00% #5.00% 50.00
Backfill
Focky Trench 1.%0 o.00% 85 . 006 $0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.%0 o.00% 95.00% $0.00
Eand Dig Trench 1.5%0 0.00% #5.00% $0.00
Bore Cable 15.15 1.683e-02 95.00% $0.26
Push Pipe & Pull 10.12 3. 62e-02 55 .00% $0.33
Cable
Cut & Rastore 12.63 1.02e=02 5. 00% $0.12
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 2.14e=02 $5.00% 0.1
Concrete . ,
Cut & Restore .00 1.440=02 55.00% §0.04
Sod

1008 - §2.80
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980696-TF

AMENDATORY ORDER NO. PSC-99-0068A-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO.
REPLACEMENT PAGE 408

AFPENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

Sprint’s Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

Activity Base Cost Density Zone 631-850

Far Foot

Installed Cost b Actiwvity | % Assigned Telsphone Weaighted Amount

Adjustment
Trench & $1.9%0 4.8 95,008 .71
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.%0 0.000 95. 000 §0.00
Backhoe Trench 1.90 0.00% 95.00% §0.00
Hand Dig Trench 1.9%0 0.00% 95.00W $0.00
Boring 15.13 1.17% 95.00% $0.17
Cut & Reatore 12.63 0.B7% 95.00% 40.10
Asphalt
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.18% 95.000 $0.17
Concrate
Cut & Rastors 3.00 1.5840 95.00% $0.06
Sod
100.01% §2.21

Sprint's Territory- Soft Rock Feeder Conduit

I G R mn W (G N N S Eh S =R o

Activity Bases Coat Density Zone B851-2350
Par Foot
Installed Cost ¥ Activity 4 Assigned Telephons | Weighted Amount
Adjustaant
Trench & §1.90 .0 #5000 $1.70
Backfill
Rocky Trench 1.50 0.00% #3.00% §0.00
Backhos Trench 1.9%0 0.004 95.00% 50,00
Hand Dig Trench 1.%0 0.00% #5.000 $0.00
Boring 15.18 1.41% 95.00% $0.20
Cut & Restorw 12.6) 0.5 95,000 $0.11
Aaphalr
Cut & Restore 15.37 1.5 #5.00% $0.22
Coancrete
Cut & Resstors 3.00 1.79% #5.000 $0.0%
Sod
i 100% $2.29%
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AMENDATORY ORDER NO. PSC-99-006BA-FOF-TP
DOCKET NO. 980656-TP
REPLACEMENT PRGE 458

APFENDIX A - COMMISSION-ORDERED INFUT VALUES

Section V-F: Fill Tactors

Distribution Fill Factors 1.5 pairs per housing unit
3 pairs per business location
90V cable sizing factor

Feeder Fill Factors 68% in lowest density zone (0-5)
72V in next lowest density zone (6-
100)
758 in remaining zones
Bection V-G: Manholes, Handholes, Adders and Conduit
Material A Assigned | Recommended
Cost Installation Telephone Input
Handhole - 3*5
or 4*6 5951.64 $437.30 968% | $1,361.16
-Normal 951.64 437.30 11 1,361.16
-S5oft Rock 951,64 B41.22 98N 1,757.00
-Hard Rock
Manhole -
4*6*7 $6,384.00 50 98% | 56,256.32
=Normal 6,364.00 0 a8% 6,256.32
=Soft Rock 6,3684.00 3,231.36 8% 9,423.05%
-Hard Rock
Manhole -
12*6*7 59,480.24 §0 98N | $9,290.64
=Hormal 9,480.24 0 988 | 9,290.64
-So0ft Rock 9,480.24 B482.32 98N 17,603.21
=Hard Rock
Adder -12*6%7
=Normal $2,800.00 §500.00 988 | 53,234.00
-Soft Rock 2,800.00 700.00 98N 3,430.00
=Hard Rock 2,800.00 $00.00 aB% 3,626.00
Conduit per g9 ses |-
Duct Foot i




APPENDIX B: COST PROXY MODEL RESULTS FOR FLORIDA LECS
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SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - FLusf99 : Capeost - FLusf99

Mounthly Cost per Line per Month
‘ Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expease Cost
ARCHFLMARSO |§ 4253 1§ 1636 $ 040  § 59.29
BCRTFLBTDSO 'S 984S 881 § 040 § 19.05
BCRTFLMADSI (s 125 % 9.18 § 040 § 2213
BCRTFLSADSO 'S 1428 'S 959 § 040 'S 2426
BGPIFLMARSO 'S 215918 1171 § 040 ' § 3371
BKVLFLIJFLSO 'S 3076 S 1347 § 040 S 44.63
BLDWFLMARSO0 $ 2819'S 1326 ' § 040 § 41.85
BLGLFLMADSO0 $ 1707'S 1070 § 040 $ 2817
BNNLFLMARSO (§ 3039 § 1370 § 040 ' § 4448
BRSNFLMARSO0 $ 4046 S 1595 § 040 § 5681
BYBHFLMADS0 |§ 1469 ' § 9.51 § 040 § 24.60
CCBHFLAFRS0 'S 3240 » 1349 § 040 § 4630
CCBHFLMADS0 |$ 1517 1§ 956 $ 040 § 25.13 |
CDKYFLMARS0O | § 3215 S 1445 § 040 § 47.00
CFLDFLMARSO $ 4398 1660 S 040 $ 6099
CHPLFLJADSO 'S 3634 S 1476 § 040 § 51.50
CNTMFLLEDS! |$ 2628 'S 1258 § 040 $ 3926
COCOFLMADS0 '$ 1763 1§ 1038 § 040 | § 2842
COCOFLMEDS0O |$ 1631 § 1014 § o 040 § 2684
CSCYFLBARSO 'S 3186'S 1340 ' S 040 § 45.66
DBRYFLDLDS0 S 1980|$ 1099 $ 040 $ 31.19
DBRYFLMARSI $ 17898 1090 § 040 1 5 29.19
DELDFLMADSO $ 1833[5§ 1068 S 040 '§ 2941
DLBHFLKPRS0 S 1268(% 943 § 040 § 225]
DLBHFLMARSO $ 14558 958 $ 040 $ 2453
DLSPFLMARSO $ 3388|S 1436 § 040 ' § 4864
DNLNFLWMRS0 $ 35698 1482 § 040 | § 5091
DRBHFLMADS0 $ 127128 927 § 040 '§ 2239
DYBHFLFNRSO0 $ 10455 925 S 040 | § 20.09
DYBHFLMADSO |$S 143558 960 § 040 | § 2435
DYBHFLOBDSO |$S 1949 (§ 1060 § 040 | S 3049
DYBHFLOSRS0 'S 16608 1008 S 040 'S 27.08
DYBHFLPODS0 'S 16348 1001 § 040 | § 26.76
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SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - FLusf99 : Capcost - FLusf99
memwm

Capital Oplrlﬁu White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
EGLLFLBGDSO0 'S 1493 1S 987 § 040 S 2520
EGLLFLIHDS0 'S 1598 |% 1007 § 040 S 2645
EORNFLMARSO '§ 3333 |$ 1412'§ 040 S§ 47.85
FLBHFLMARSO (3 20353 | $ 1140 ' § 040 § 3233
FRBHFLFPDSO 'S 1902 'S 1092 ' § 040 S 3034
FTGRFLMARSO 'S 3028 'S 1286 $ 040 S 43.54
FTLDFLCRS6E 'S 11,7118 912§ 040 $ 2124
FTLDFLCYDS0 'S 1053 | § 889 § 040 $ 1981
FTLDFLJADSO 'S 13418 945 § 040 $ 2326
FTLDFLMRDS0 'S 1204 |83 912 8 040 $ 21.57
FTLDFLOADSO 'S 12405 9.19 § 040 S 2199
FTLDFLPLCGO $ 1578 ' § 982§ 040 S 26.00
FTLDFLSGDSO (S 7281% 844 S 040 S 16.12
FTLDFLSU74E $ 1230 S 926 § 040 § 21.97
FTLDFLWNDSD S 96753 887 | § 040 'S 1894
FTPRFLMACGO S 1973 '§$ 1072 § 040 S 30.86
GCSPFLCNDSO $ 3018 5§ 1336 ' § 040 S 4393
GCVLFLMARS0 $ 45313 17.00 | § 010 ' S 6271
| GENVFLMARSO 'S 4012 |% 1593 § 040 S 5646
GLBRFLMCDSO |$ 1894 |5 10.74 | § 040 S 30.09
GSVLFLMADS0 |$ 1455 |§ 970 | § 040 S 2465
GSVLFLNW3E $ 15658 999 § 040 ' S 26.04
HAVNFLMAL S0 $ 347958 15.00 | § 040 '§ 50.18
HBSDFLMADS0 S 18125 1069 | § T 040 § 2922
HLNVFLMADSI $ 2698 |3 1279 | § 040 S 40.18
HLWDFLHAA4SE S 9453 878 | $ 040 | $ 18.63
HLWDFLMADS0 $ 12371)% 924 | § 040 | § 2201
HLWDFLPEDS0 $ 13488 940 | § 040 $ 2327
HLWDFLWHDS0 $ 15368 968 S 040 S 2544
HMSTFLEARSO $ 61673 20.53 | § 040 S 8261
HMSTFLHMDS0 $ 16028 97121 % 040 S 26.14
HMSTFLNARSO 'S 2870 (S 1211 | § 040 ' § 41.21
HTISFLMADSO 'S 1619]5§ 992 § 040 § 2650




\

SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - FLusf®9 : Capcost - FLusf99

_ Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
HWTHFLMARSO $ 52193 1843  $ 040 § 71.02
ISLMFLMARSO 'S 1610 § 1032 § 040 S 26582
JAY FLMARSO /S 6170 'S 20.28 | § 040 § 8238
JCBHFLABRS0 '$ 1428 S 987  § 040 S 24.55
JCBHFLMAZ24E I$ 1532]$% 982 | § 040 § 2539
JCBHFLSPRS0 'S 1071 'S 9.15 § 040 § 2026
JCVLFLARDS0 'S 1402'S 9.68 040 § 24.09
JCVLFLBWDS0 'S 16571!S 994 | § 040 S 2691
JCVLFLCLDS0 |$ 11968 9.15 § 040 § 21.51
JCVLFLFCDS0 'S 146515 979 | § 040 § 24.84 |
JCVLFLIARSO '$ 1027 § 925§ 040 § 1992
JCVLFLJTRSO 'S 668 S 834 § 040 § 1542
JCVLFLLF76E IS 202518 1097 ' § 040 § 3162
JCVLFLNODSO0 'S 1767 (S 10.51 § 040 § 28.58
JCVLFLOWDSO0 S 2022(58 1099 S 040 § 31.61
JCVLFLRV38E $ 1718 'S 1012 § 040 § 27.70
JCVLFLSJT3E 'S 1458 S 9.66 S 040 S 24.64
JCVLFLSMDS0 s 11918 921§ 040 § 21.52
JCVLFLWCDSO0 |$ 16521$ 1021 | § 040 § 27.13
JPTRFLMA74E '$ 1528'S 997  § 040 § 2564
KYHGFLMARS0O |§ 3423 |§ 1459 | § 040 § 4922
KYLRFLLSRS0 $ 1823(S 10.56 $ 040 $ 29.19
KYLRFLMARSO $ 1839|% 1042 | § 040 § 2921
KYWSFLMADS0 $ 12353 9.15| § 040 'S 21.90
LKCYFLMADSO0 $ 28475 13.01 | § 040 | S 41.88
LKMRFLABRSO S 14675 1024 ' § 040 | § 2531
LKMRFLMADS0 |$ 1010 S 9.00 | § 040 | § 19.50
LYHNFLOHDSO |$§ 2388 § 11.84  § 040 '§ 36.11
MCNPFLMARS0 S 5498(S 1889 | § 040 $§ 7427
MDBGFLPMDS0 S 2789 (S 1304 | § 040 $ 4133
MIAMFLAEDSU S 1061 S 892§ 040 § 19.93
MIAMFLALG3E 'S 13.08(S 943 | § 040 § 2291
MIAMFLAPDSO |S 889 '§ 8.60 | § 040 $ 17.89
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SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - FLusf99 : Capcost - FLusf®9
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
MIAMFLBASSE $ 1018 ' $ 889 § 040 § 1947
MIAMFLBCDSO $ 1057 § 898 § 040 § 1995
MIAMFLBRDS0 $ 853 S 8.64  § 040 $ 1756
MIAMFLCADSO $ 1395 S 942§ 040 § 2377
.| MIAMFLFLDS0 $ 1016 S 888 | § 040 S 19.44
MIAMFLGRDS0 S 719'S$ 832 § 040 S 1590
MIAMFLHLDS0 $ 1199 § 9.12 | § 040 § 21.52
MIAMFLICS6E $ 1000 $ 885§ 040 § 1925
MIAMFLKEDS0 $ 800 § 862 § 040 § 17.02
MIAMFLMERSO $ 906 § 870 $ 040 S 1816
MIAMFLNMDS0 $ 1002 $ 892 § 040 $ 19.34
MIAMFLNSDS0 $ 1574 $ 984 § 040 § 2597
MIAMFLOL6GSE $ 1719 S 1005 § 040 3 27.64 |
MIAMFLPBSSE | § 1263 'S 932 § 040 § 2234
MIAMFLPLDSO 'S 989 'S 880 § 040 § 19.08
MIAMFLRRDSO  § 1393 'S§ 9.56 $ 040 § 23.89
MIAMFLSH75E 'S 1469 | S 966 S 040 § 2475
MIAMFLSOS9E 'S 14485 955§ 040 | § 2442
MIAMFLWDDSO '§ 1636 |$ 9.65 $ 040 | $ 2641
MIAMFLWM26E |§ 1141 S 9.08 | § 040 S 20.88
MICCFLBBRS0 $ 1373[8§ 9.66 | § 040 'S 23.78
MLBRFLMADS0 $ 17968 1032 | § 040 S 28.68 |
MLTNFLRADSO |$ 2448 |S 12.06 | § 040 'S 3694
MNDRFLAVDS0 $ 7978 860 | § 040 $ 1697
MNDRFLLODSO  § 1524 '§ 990 | § 040 $ 25.54
MNDRFLLWRS0 |§ 1954 S 1123 | § 040 $ 31.17
MNSNFLMARSO |§ 7185 § 23.11 | § 040 | § 9535 |
MRTHFLVERSO | § 1866 |§ 1053 | § 040 ' § 29.59
MXVLFLMARSO |§ 6053 S 2043 | § 040 'S 81.36
NDADFLACME 'S 1198 % 9.19 ] $ 040 5 21.57 |
NDADFLBR62E 'S 15218 981 | § 040 § 25.42
NDADFLGGDSO | § 1247 | § 927! § 040 '$§ 22.14
NDADFLOL93E '$ 859§ 867 § 040 § 17.66
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Florida

SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST

View: Processing - FLusf99 : Capcost - FLusf99

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
t&pﬁﬂ Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
NKLRFLMARSO 'S 1700|S 1067 § 040 § 28.07
NSBHFLMA42E 'S 1959 'S 1077 § 040 § 3075
NWBYFLMARSO |§ 3743 'S$ 1501 § 040 § 5284
OKHLFLMARSO | § 2930 § 1365 § 040 $ 4335
OLTWFLLNRSO '$ 5153 'S 1857 § 040 $ 70.50
ORLDFLAPDSO $ 1571 § 984 § 040 '$ 2595
ORLDFLCLDSO $ 1441 'S 955 S 040 § 2436
ORLDFLMADS! $ 11258 897 § 040 § 2062
ORLDFLPCDS0 $ 145 | § 964 $ 040 § 24.59
ORLDFLPHDS0 '$ 1574'S 9.89 § 040 § 26.03
ORLDFLSADSO 'S 1464 S 958 § 040 § 2463
ORPKFLMA26E |§ 1580 § 1009 § 040 § 26.28
ORPKFLRWDS0 'S 1544 | S 1004 § 040 § 2589
| OVIDFLCADSO 'S 1693 $ 1037 ' § 040 $§ 27.70
PACEFLPVRS0 'S 251518 1238 § 040 § 3793
PAHKFLMARSO 'S 24608 1246 § 040 § 3746
PCBHFLNTDSO0 'S 2046 'S 1072 § 040 § 31.57
PLCSFLMADSO0 (5 1948 ' § 1093 § 040 § 3082
PLTKFLMADSO |S 2464 S 1203 | § 040 § 37.07
PMBHFLCSDSO  |§ 1198 § 920 § B 040 ' § 2157
PMBHFLFECGO 'S 14498 954 | S 040 § 2443
PMBHFLMADSO |§S 1324 |§ 935 $ 040 § 2299
PMBHFLTADSO0 'S 13.08|S 939 § 040 ' § 2287
PMPKFLMARSO $ 38.10% 1563 | § 040 § 54.14
PNCYFLCARSO $ 2122158 1135 ' § 040 $ 3297
PNCYFLMADSO0 S 1841 S 1044 § 040 $ 2925
PNSCFLBLA3E $ 1635 S 10.01  § 040 § 2676
PNSCFLFPDS0 $ 16058 1001 § 040 $ 2646
PNSCFLHCRS0 'S 1837 S 1099 S 040 ' § 29.76
PNSCFLPBDS0 S 1858 § 10.71 | S 040 § 29.69
PNSCFLWADSO $ 17758 1042 § 040 § 2B.58
PNVDFLMADS0 $ 1467 |8 992! S 040 $ 2499
PRRNFLMADSO0 'S 1712218 1009 § 040 § 2771
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SOUTHERN BELL TEL - CAPPED COST

Florida

View: Processing - FLusf99 : Capeost - FLus{99

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
PRSNFLFDRS0 $ 46958 1732 § 040 § 64.67
PTSLFLMADS0 'S 1872 § 10.70 § 040 § 29.82
PTSLFLSOCGO '$ 1553 § 1013 | § 040 § 26.06
SBSTFLFERS0 |§ 3884 § 1540 % 040 § 54.64
SBS [FLMADS0 '$ 2102 § 11.21 | § 040 § 3263
SGKYFLMARS0O '§ 2333 § 11.94 § 040 '§ 35.67
SNFRFLMADS0 'S 1726 §S 1036 § 040 S 28.03
STAGFLBSRS0 $ 1473 ' § 983 S 040 S 2497
STAGFLMADS0 $ 1662 3 1026 $ 040 | § 2728
STAGFLSHRS0 $ 2276 $ 1159 § 040 | § 34.74
STAGFLWGRSO | § 10080 ' $ 3759 § 040 ' $ 138.80
STRTFLMADSO | $ 1682 |§ 1014 § 040 $ 2736
SYHSFLCCRS0 '§ 627118 2043 § 040 § 83.54
TRENFLMARS0 $ 4005 8% 1560 $ 040 ' § 56.05
TTVLFLMADS0 $ 1910'S$ 1075 § 040 § 3025 |
VERNFLMARSO | § 6099 | § 2003 § 040 § 8142
VRBHFLBERSO $ 14508 983 § 040 | 5 24.74
VRBHFLMADS0O '§ 1732 § 1038 § 040 'S 28.09 |
WELKFLMARSO $ 42808 1677 § 040 § 59.98
WPBHFLANRSO | § 1064 | § 895 § 040 | § 19.99
WPBHFLGADSO | $ 1561 | § 980 § 040 | § 25.81
WPBHFLGRDSO0 $ 13745 9.5  § 040 $ 23.70
WPBHFLHHDS0 'S 13.74S§ 943 § 040 $ 23.57
WPBHFLLERS0 5 15765 974 $ 040 § 2591
WPBHFLRBS4E $ 1484 S 964 § 040 § 2488
WPBHFLRPDS0 $ 1823 |5 1052 § 040 | § 29.15
WWSPFLHIDS0 |§ 240215 11.70 | § 040 | § 36.12
WWSPFLSHDSO | § 21.11 |§ 11.09 ' § 040 § 32.60
YNFNFLMARSO  |§ 5263 'S 18.07 | § 040|$ 7111
YNTWFLMARSO 'S 4280 S 1624  § 040 | § 5945
YULEFLMARSO | § 2648 |§ 1289 ' § 040 ' § 19.76
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GTE FLORIDA INC - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - StaffGTE

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
ABDLFLXA96H S 1769 § 1083 § 040 § 2892
ALFAFLXA6TH S 17.77!$ 1073 . § 040 § 2890
ALTRFLXARSA |§ 3557 |S§ 1424 § 040 § 5021
ANMRFLXATTH |§ 1242 |§ 970§ 040 §$ 2252
BARTFLXAS3H 'S 1672 |§ 1046 | § 040 ' § 27.59
BAYUFLXAS4H  |§ 1284 | § 976 § 040 § 23.00
BBPKFLXARSA  § 26405 1266 § 040 'S 3947
BHPKFLXA28H | § 719§ 8.66 § 040 S§ 1625
BRBAFLXA7SH 'S 1334 '§ 985 S 040 § 23.59
BRITFLXARSA 'S 34908 13.70 § 040 § 49.01
BRNDFLXA68H S 1353 'S 995 § 040 § 2433
BRTNFLXX74H |§ 1484 S 1013 § 040 § 2537
BYSHFLXAB4H |5 1368 S 1024 S 040 § 2432
CLWRFLXADSO |$ 1045 S 924 § 040 § 20.09
CNSDFLXA79H |$ 11.66|S 945 § 040 'S 21.50
CRWDFLXA9%H |§ 1282]§ 970 ' § 040 § 2292
CYGRFLXA32H |§ 1645 'S 1059 § 040 § 2744
DNDNFLXA7T3IH |§ 1241 'S 970 | § 040 § 2251
DUNDFLXA43H |§ 2291 S 1200 | § 040 '§ 3531
ENWDFLXA47H $ 1739 'S 1071 'S 040 § 2850
FHSDFLXARS0 $ 11235 943 § 040 '§ 21.06
FRSTFLXA63H 'S 27218 12.88 | $ 040 § 4049
GNDYFLXASTH $ 10295 928  § 040 § 1997
HDSNFLXAS6H T 16648 1057 | § 040 '§ 27.60
HGLDFLXA64H |§ 1473 'S 10.11 | § 040 |$ 2525
HNCYFLXA42H |§ 1894 |S 1099 | § 040 '§ 3033
HNCYFLXN424 $ 19595 1099 040 § 3098
HYPKFLXADSO $ 1072§ 939 | § 040 § 20.51
INLKFLXARSA S 4968 S 1699 | 040 |§ 67.07
INRKFLXXS59H '$ 1054 |5 9.34 | 040 |§ 2028
KYSTFLXA2H |§ 17.72 ' § 1077 | § 040 S 28.88
LGBKFLXA38H '$ 1101 S 924 | § 040 ' § 20.65
LKALFLXA9SH s 17628 1074 | § 040 '§ 28.76
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Florida

GTE FLORIDA INC - CAPPED COST

View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - StaffGTE

- Monthly Cost per Line per Moath
ll_f.'lplul Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
LKLDFLXA68H $ 1339 'S 989 § 040 § 2167
LKLDFLXE66H $ 1629 ' § 1034 § 040 $ 27.03
LKLDFLXN85H $ 1821 § 1082 § 040 § 2943
LKWLFLXA67H S 1867 § 1098 S 040 § 30.06
LKWLFLXERSA | § 3285 § 1352 § 040 § 4677
LLMNFLXADS0O 'S 1339 S 992 § 040 'S 23.71
LNLKFLXA99H 'S 23345 11.61  § 040 § 3535
LRGOFLXASSH '§ 1211'S$ 9.59 § 040 § 22.10
LUTZFLXA94H '$ 14675 10.19 § 040 '§ 2526
MLBYFLXARSA  § 19.72 | § 1139 § 040 § 31.51
MNLKFLXA85H 'S 18.09'S 1085 § 040 § 2934
MYCYFLXA32ZH | § 4286 § 15.18 | § 0.40 | § 58.44 |
NGBHFLXA39H | § 1289 § 975 | § 040 § 23.04
NPRCFLXAS84H S 14778 1007 § 040 $ 25.24
NRPTFLXA42H 'S 1673 $ 1071 § 040 § 27.85 |
NRSDFLXA35H 'S 1433 ' $ 1000 | § - 040 $ 24.73
OLDSFLXAS85H '$ 124758 953§ 040 $ 2240
OSPRFLXA96H 'S 1287 S 982§ 040 S 23.10
PKCYFLXARSA |§ 2826 '§ 1280 | § 040 3 4146
PLMTFLXAT72H s 17228 1059 § 040 S 2821
PLSLFLXA79H |S 1389 |§ 987 | § 040 § 2416
PNCRFLXAT3) 'S 2675 $ 1279 | § 040 S 3994
PNLSFLXADSO '$ 117518 944 | § 040 $ 21.58
POINFLXARSA |§ 2877 |§ 1270 | § 040 $ 41.86
PRSHFLXARSA | § 3296 $ 1363 | § 040 S 4699
PSDNFLXA34H 'S 13.75]S 987 § 040 '§ 24.02 |
PTCYFLXA75H 'S 1905 S 11.08 | § 040 § 3053
RSKNFLXAG4H 'S 19908 11.19 § 040 '$ 3149
SARKFLXARSA 'S 815§ 920 | § 040 |$ 1775
SEKYFLXA34H s 10758 931 | § 040 |S 2046
SGBEFLXA36H 'S 10818 932§ 040 |§ 2053
SKWYFLXADSO  § 1363 |$ 1005 | § 040 |§ 24.09
| SLSPFLXA93H s 13.18]S 9.85 | S 040 'S 2343
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GTE FLORIDA INC - CAPFED COST

Florida

View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - StaffGTE

Monthly Cost per Line per Month

Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total

Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
SMNLFLXA23JH '§ 1350 § 1009 § 040 § 23.99
SNSPFLXA37H 'S 1292 § 9.66 S 040 § 2299
SPBGFLXADS0 'S 1104 S 943 § 040 § 2087
SPBGFLXS86H $ 1192:§ 957 § 040 § 2189
SPRGFLXA37H 'S 13728 989 § 040 '§ 24.01
SRSTFLXADSO /S 991§ 9.18 § 040 § 1948
SJDSFLXA92H '$ 1306 § 981 § 040 § 2327
STGRFLXAT78H 'S 1183 § 9.55 § 040 § 21.78
SWTHFLXADS0 S 1184 § 954 § 040 § 21.78
TAMPFLXEDSO 'S 1405 § 991 § 040 § 2436
TAMPFLYXOQ7H |$ 7588 834 S 040 § 1631
THNTFLXADSO 'S 2108 S 1143 | S 040 § 3291
TMTRFLXADSO $ 1186 S 965 § 040 § 21.90
TRSPFLXA93H 'S 1482 S 1012 ' § 040 § 2534
UNVRFLXA97H 'S 989 S 917 § 040 § 1946
VENCFLXA48H $ 13.10'S 989  § 040 § 2339
VENCFLXSDS0 $ 1447 S 1016 $ 40 § 2503
WIMMFLXA63H |§ 1836 ' § 1075 § 040 $ 29.50
WLCHFLXAS7H 'S 1561 'S 1022 ' § 040 § 2623
WLCRFLXAB3IH |$ 1256 § 973 § 040 § 2269
WNHNFLXC29H |§ 1487 |§ 1013 | § 040 | § 2540
WSSDFLXADS0 'S 1058 S 927 $ 040 ' § 2025
YBCTFLXA24H 'S 1336!S 991 $ 040 § 23.67
ZPHYFLXAT78H 'S 1695 § 1065  § 040 § 27.99
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CFNTRAL TEL CO OF FLORIDA - CAPPED COST

Florida

View: Processing - flusfrev : Capcost - flusfrev

Moanthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
ALFRFLXARSO $ 5752 § 1961 § 040 § 77.54
BAKRFLXADS0 § 5656 S 1905 § 040 § 76.01
BNFYFLXARSO S 4235/§ 1625 § 040 § 59.00
CFVLFLXADSO  |§ 3741|S 1527 'S 040 5 53.08
CHLKFLXARSO |S 6427 S 21.23 | § 040 § 8590
CRVWFLXADS0 $ 2036 .S 1148 § 040 ' § 32.24
CTDLFLXARSO 'S 4895 § 1762 § 040 § 066.96
DELTFLXADSO |S 887 ' § 895 'S 040 § 1821
DFSPFLXADS0 $ 3545 S 1460 S 040 | $ 5046
ELFDFLXADS0 $ 4243118 20222 § 0.40 | § 626.94
FRPTFLXARSO S 4636 S 1690 ' § 040 $§ 63.67
FTWBFLXADS0 $ 1158 § 951 § 040 § 2149
FTWBFLXBDS0 $ 1057 $ 947 § 040 § 2044
FTWBFLXCRSO0 $ 1218 |$ 9.89 S 040 § 2247
GDRGFLXADSO0 S 4857 |S 1758 $ 040 S 6655
GLDLFLXARSO0 S 6778 'S 2150 ' § 040 § 8968
GNVLFLXARS0 S 4880 S 1774 | § 040 ' § 6694
GNWDFLXARSO $ 67285 2168 § 040 | § B89.36
HRFDFLAJRSO $ 11549 | § 4439 § 0.40 | § 16029
HRFDFLXADSO0 $ 47586 |5 22780 § 040 § 704.06
KGLKFLXARSO 'S 6406 $ 21.16 | § 040 | § B85.61
LEE FLXARSO |§ 62.04 § 21.13 | § 040 | § 8357
LWTYFLXARSO |$S 5623 | S 19.59 ' § 040 '§ 7622
MALNFLXARSO S 5344 'S 1847 § 040 § 7231
MDSNFLXADSO0 $ 22558 12.16 | $ 040§ 3511
MNTIFLXADSO0 $ 4006 S 1561 | § 040 ' § 56.07
MRNNFLXADS0 S 2728 S 1270 ' § 040 § 4038
PANCFLXARSO S 59.00 S 2043 | § 040 § 79.83
PNLNFLXARSO0 $ 62198 20.14 | § 040 |§ 8274
RYHLFLXARS0 $ 61795 1983 'S 040 |S 820!
SGBHFLXARSO $ 23528 1215 | § 0.40 | § 36.07
SHLMFLXADS0 $ 11668 980 'S 040 S 21.86
SNDSFLXARS0 $ 4083 S 1575 § 040 | § 5698
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CENTRAL TEL CO OF FLORIDA - CAPPED COST

Florida

View: Processing - flusfrev : Capcost - flusfrev

Monthly Cost per Line per Month

Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total

Wire Center Cost Eq:-u Listing Expense Cost
SNRSFLXARSD $ 2869 % 1327 § 040 $ 4236
SPCPFLXADS0 $ 5346 S 1956 ' $ 040 S 73.42
STMKFLXARSO 'S 528218 1878 | § 040 § 72.00
STRKFLXADSC 'S 3116 S 1400 ' $ 040 § 45.55
TLHSFLXADSO0 $ 785|§S 865 § 040 § 16.90
TLHSFLXBDS0 'S 1086 S 943 § 040 § 20.70
TLHSFLXCDS0 'S 1494 | S 1028 ' § 040 § 25.62
TLHSFLXDDSO0 $ 14355 10.13 ' § 040 $ 24.89
TLHSFLXEDSO $ 8118 9.06 $ 040 $ 17.57
TLHSFLXFDS0 S 1760 S 10.80 ' § 040 § 2879
TLHSFLXGDSO0 'S 291918 1325 | § 040 § 42.84
TLHSFLXHDS0 'S 1362|S 1004 ' § 040 § 24.05
VLPRFLXADS0 S 1790 § 1092 | § 040 § 29.22
WSTVFLXARSO S 909§ 9.00 § 040 § 18.49
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UNITED TELEPHONE OF FLORIDA - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - flusfrev : Capeost - flusfrev
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Direciory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expease Listing Expense Cost
ALSPFLXADS0 'S 1053 'S 926 § 040 $ 20.19
ALVAFLXARSO 'S 31338% 1395 ' § 040 § 4568
APPKFLXADSI 'S 1464 § 10.15 ' $ 040 $ 25.19
ARCDFLXADS0O  $ 2549 'S$ 1254 ' § 040 S5 3844
ASTRFLXARSO 'S 3035 S 1434 S 040 S 4509
AVPKFLXADS0 'S 23.05'S 1190 $ 040 $ 3535
BCGRFLXARS0 S 122218 10.12 ' § 040 § 2274 |
BLVWFLXADS0O '§ 2421 § 1234 ' § 040 $ 3695
BNSPFLXADS1 'S 1285'S 972 S 040 $ 2296
BSHNFLXADS0 '$ 2901 § 13.22 ' s 040 § 42.64
BVHLFLXADS0 '$ 1991 1§ 1143 | § 040 $ 31.75
BWLGFLXARS0O  $ 29.11 § 13.56 | § 040 § 43.07
CHSWFLXARS0 S 2431 'S 12.50 ' § 040 § 3721
CLMIFLXADSO  § 1879 'S 1094 'S 040 S 3013
CLTNFLXARSO 'S 1810 | § 11.11 | § 040 '§ 29.61
CPCRFLXADSO0 'S 1282 ' $ 979 ' § 040 $ 23.02
CPCRFLXBDS! $ 15025 1039 | § 040 £ 25.81
CPHZFLXADSO $ 1930% 1129 | § 040 $ 30.99
CRRVFLXADSO |§ 2113 |§ 11.68 ' $ 040 S 3321
CSLBFLXADSI s 11.19]$ 946 | $ 040 S 21.05
CYLKFLXADSO 'S 1568 'S 9.89 | § 040§ 25098
CYLKFLXBRSO [$S 1351]S§ 9.79 | § 040 § 23.71|
DDCYFLXADS! |$ 2065 S 1159 | § 040 $ 3265
ESTSFLXADS0 s 1458 |$ 1027 | § 040 § 2525
EVRGFLXARS0 [$ 37178 1369 | § 040 $ 5127
FIMBFLXADS0 $ 1028 S 930 (§ 040 S 19.99
FTMDFLXARSO | § 3137(%$ 1387 | § 040 § 4564
FTMYFLXADS0 '$ 9605 924 | § 040 | § 1924
FTMYFLXBDS0 $ 182553 1097 | § 040 $ 29.61
| FTMYFLXCDS2 $ 9433 9108 040 $ 1893
GLGCFLXADS0 '$ 152318 1032 | § 040 $ 2595
GLRDFLXADS0 s 110758 935§ 040 S 20.82
GVLDFLXARS0 '$ 331518 1425 | $ . 040 $ 47.80
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UNITED TELEPHONE OF FLORIDA - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - flusfrev : Capcost - flusfrev
Huﬁhrﬂulwﬁprhhlﬂ
Capital | Opersting | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost

HMSPFLXARSO 'S 22 % 12.13 | § 040 $ 34.80
HOWYFLXARSO 'S 3462 § 1481 § 040 § 49.83
IMKLFLXARSO |$ 2312 § 1207 ' $ 040 § 3559
INVRF'.XADS0 'S 2210 ' $ 11.81 | 8 040 § 3431
IONAFLXARSO 'S 1043 § 945 § 040 § 2028
KNVLFLXARSO 'S 6137'S 1949 § 040 $ 81.26
KSSMFLXADSO '$ 15.10|S$ 10.08 $ 040 § 2559
KSSMFLXBDS1 'S 14138 990 § 040 | § 2442
KSSMFLXDRSO /S 11.06S 953 ' $ 040 $ 2099
LBLLFLXADSO 'S 2991 'S 13.15( 3 040 $§ 4346
LDLKFLXADSO0 'S 1689 § 1065 § 040 |§ 2754
LHACFLXADS0 'S 1829 § 1122 | § 040 ' § 2991
LKBRFLXADS1 |$ 10018 9.17 | § 040 | S 19.59
LKHLFLXARSO 'S 1870 S 11.57 ' § 040 § 3067
LKPCFLXARS0 1S 2484 'S 1239 | § 040 § 137.63
LSBGFLXADS1 S 1562 § 1031 ' $ 040 'S 2633 |
MOISFLXADS0 S 1068 S 939 | $ 040 § 2047
MRDCFLXARS0 S 1054 § 947 | S 040 § 2040
MRHNFLXARSO0 S 22838 1212 | § 040 § 3535
MTDRFLXADSO0 S 2003 S 1136 | $ 040 $§ 31.79
MTLDFLTCRSO0 /S 602 S 879§ 040 '§ 1521
MTLDFLXADSI S 498§ 835 'S 040 ' $§ 1373
MTVRFLXARS0 $ 2210'$ 1224 | § 040 § 3474
NFMYFLXADS0 $ 1268 'S 983 | § 040 $ 2291
NFMYFLXBDSO0 |$ 1577 ' § 1046 | § 040 § 2663
NNPLFLXADS1 'S 1024 § 9.15 | § 040 'S 19.79
NPLSFLXCDSO0 S 1555$ 10.24 | § 040 S$ 26.19
NPLSFLXDDS0 $ 1119]S 928 | § 040 | S 20.88
OCALFLXADS0 S 15648 1038 | § 040 'S 2642
OCALFLXBDS0 'S 1784 § 1089 ' § 040 1§ 29.13
OCALFLXCRSO S 1569 |§ 1053 | $ 040 ' § 2661
OCALFLYXJRSO $ 12668 10.10 | § 040 $ 23.15
OCNFFLXARSO S 36608 1535 § 040 $ 5234
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UNITED TELEPHONE OF FLORIDA - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - flusfrev : Capcost - flusfirev
. MﬂﬁhCﬂtE:lhlpern&_
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory Total
Wire Center __Cgt Expense Listing Expense Cost
OKCBFLXADSO0 $ 2520 § 1213 . § 040 | S 37.73
OKLWFLXADSO0 $ 2210 S 1192 | § 040 § 34.42
ORCYFLXADSO0 $ 1332!3 1001 § 040 § 2373
ORCYFLXCRSO $ 1597 § 1063 § 040 $ 27.00
PNGRFLXADSI |S$ 1880 $ 1096 $ 040 $ 3016
PNISFLXADSO $ 2256'S% 11.96 ' § 040 § 3492
PTCTFLXADSO $ 1543 § 1030 $ 040 § 26.12
SBNGFLXADSI $ 1645 § 10.54 § 040 § 27.39
SCPKFLXARSO $ 1361 S 999 §$ 040 § 2399
SLHLFLXARSO0 'S 2988 S 1331 § 040 ' § 4360
SNANFLXARSO |$ 2444 'S 1442 'S 040 $ 4926
SNISFLXADSO $ 1386 S 9.96 $ 040 § 2422
SSPRFLXARSO $ 4027 'S 1585 § 040 $ 56.52
STCDFLXADSO0 $ 19965 1133 § 040 | § 3170
SVSPFLXARSO '$ 2079 'S 11.52 § 040 $ 3271
SVSSFLXARSO 'S 1840 | S 11.19 ' § 040 ' § 30,00
TLCHFLXARSO |§ 3338 S 1452 ' $ 040 $ 4830
| TYRSFLXADSO /S 1572158 1044 ' $ 040 | § 26.55
UMTLFLXARSO |S 4057 S 15731 8 040 | § 56.70
WCHLFLXADSO ' § 2954 |§ 13.41 ' § 040 § 4335
WLSTFLXARSO $ 4140 $ 1584 ' § 040 | § 57.64
WLWDFLXARSO $ 25948 1283 | § 040 § 3917
WNDRFLXARSO $ 1401 $ 1015 § 040 § 24.56
WNGRFLXADS0 $ 1686 $ 1061 $ 040 § .87
WNPKFLXADSI $ 1060 % 925 § 040 'S 2025 |
ZLSPFLXARSO0 $ 4348 S 16.08 § 040 ' § 5995
1]
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ALLTEL FLORIDA INC - CAPPED COST

Florida

View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - SaffGTE

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
ALCHFLXARSI 'S 323218 1348 § 040 § 46.19
BORAFLXARSI 'S 6693 § 2077 | § 040 $ 88.10
BRFRFLXARS| 'S 4294 |§ 1555 | § 040 S 58.89
BRKRFLXADS0 'S 57281|S 1950 | § 040 § 77.18
CITRFLXADSO 'S$ 3138)§ 1443 § 040 § 46.21
CLHNFLXADS0 'S  34.121%§ 1385 § 040 § 4838
CRCYFLXADSO 'S 299§ 14.11 | § 040 ' § 44.47
DWPKFLXARSO 'S 5167 § 1773 ' § 040 | § 69.80
FLRHFLXADS1 'S 5045 |S 1878 | § 040 § 69.63
FTWHFLXADSO 'S 5915 § 1992 ' § 040 $ 79.47
HGSPFLXADS0 'S 3648 | S 1454 | § 040 § 5141
HLRDFLXADSO 'S 42428 1568 | § 040 § 58.50
HSNGFLXADS0 $ 42578 16.08 | § 040 § 59.05
INTRFLXADSO $ 4473 'S 1665 ' § 040 § 61.79
JINGSFLXARS] 'S 51508 1749 | § 040 § 69.39
JSPRFLXARS] $§ 2519 % 1241 | § 040 S 38.00
LKBTFLXADSO0 $ 3243 'S 13.70 | § 040 § 4652
LRVLFLXARS! 'S 6491 ' § 2034 | § 040 $ 8565
LVOKFLXADS0 '$  24251S% 1187 1§ 040 'S 36.52
MAYOFLXARSI $ 542258 17.66 | § 040 § 7229
MCINFLXADSO '$ 4235 8 16.12 | § 040 § 58.87
MLRSFLXADSO0 $ 2%50$ 12.16 | § 040 ' § 35.07
ORSPFLXADSO $ 56248 19.04 | S 040 | § 75.69
RAFRFLXARS]  |§ 4240 S 1613 S 040 ' § 58.93
WALDFLXADSO0 $ 4419 'S 16.54 | § 040 | S 61.13
WHSPFLXARSI1 $ 4437 § 1563 | § 040 ' § 60.40
WLBRFLXADS0 $ 62315 20.11 ' § 040 § 82.82
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FLORALA TEL CO - FL - CAPPED COST

Florida

View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - StaffGTE

Monthly Cost per Line per *4onth
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
LRHLFLXADSO | § 6521 |8 2193 § 040 § 87.54
PXTNFLXADSO S 5806 S 1920 § 040 § 7766
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FRONTIER COMM OF THE SOUTH INC. - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Processing - SmffGTE : Capcost - SaffGTE

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
MOLNFLXADSO0 '§ 3804 § 1512 § 040 § 53.56
WLHLFLXADS0 |$§ 6194 § 1951 § 040 § B81.85

-559-




GULF TEL CO - CAPPED COST
Florida

View: Processing - SaffGTE : Capeost - StaffGTE

Monthly Cost per Line per Month

Capital
Wire Center Cost

Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Expense Listing Expense Cost

PRRYFLXADSO § 3350 'S 1380 ¢ 040 § 47.70




INDIANTOWN TEL SYSTEM - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - StaffGTE

Monthly Cost per Line per Month

Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory |  Total

Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
INTWFLXADSO $ 2819'5 1281 ' § 040 § 4140
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NORTHEAST FLORIDA TEL CO INC - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - StaffGTE
Moathly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
MCLNFLXADSO0 '§$ 2670 S 1269 | § 040 $ 39.78
SNSNFLXARSO $ 6368 S 2038 )S$ 040 § 84.46




——

QUINCY TEL CO - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - SaffiGTE

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
GNBOFLXARSO § 5423 § 1823 § 040 S 7286
GRETFLXARSO | § 5437 § 1834 § T 040 S 7361
QNCYFLXADSO  § 2314 § 11.84 § 040 'S 3538
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ST JOSEPH TEL TEL CO - CAPPED COST

Florida
View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - StaffGTE
Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
ALTHFLXADSO0 'S 5684 S 1854 ' § 040 S 76.18
APLCFLXADS0 |$ 2163'S 1228 ' § 040 ' $§ 3432
ARPNFLXARSO |S 4923 'S 17.12 | § 040 | § 66.75
BLTWFLXADSO $ 3554 8§ 1447 ' $ 040 § 5041
BRSTFLXADSO 'S 4595 |§ 16.59 ' $ 040 § 6295
CHTHFLXADSO0 'S 1929'S 11.55 ' $ 040 $ 3'24
(CRBLFLXADSO /S 3096 '§ 1376 'S 040 § 45.12
ESPNFLXADSO |'S 3067 'S 13.18 ' § 040 § 4425
HSFRFLXARSO |$ 55348 1887 ' S 040 ' § 7461
PTSJFLXADSO 'S 2536 S 12.16 ' § 040 S 3791
TAFBFLXADSO |$ 2790 | S 1359 ' § 040 $ 4189
THBHFLXADSO0 $ 1439 'S 10.56 | § 040 § 2535
WWHTFLXADSO § 3975 S 15418 040 § 5557
-5{,4-
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VISTA-UNITED TELECOMMUNICATIONS SYS - CAPPED COST
Florida
View: Processing - StaffGTE : Capcost - SaffGTE

Monthly Cost per Line per Month
Capital | Operating | White Pages Directory | Total
Wire Center Cost Expense Listing Expense Cost
LKBNFLXBDS0 '$ 702|935 816 $ 040 S 15.58
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