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8 Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND OCCUPATION. 

9 

10 A. My name is D. Daonne Caldwell. My business address is 675 W. Peachtree St., 

11 N.E., Atlanta, Georgia. I am a Director in the Finance Department of BellSouth 

12 Telecommunications, Inc. (“BellSouth”). My area of responsibility relates to the 

13 development of economic costs. 

14 

15 Q. ARE YOU THE S A M E  D. DAONNE CALDWELL THAT PREVIOUSLY 

16 

17 

18 A. Yes. 

19 

20 Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

21 

22 A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to cost development issues raised in the 

FILED TESTIMONY IN THIS DOCKET? 

23 testimony filed by intervening parties. Specifically, I respond to allegations made 

24 by AT&T/MCI WorldCom witnesses Greg Darnell, John Donovan, and Brian 

25 Pitkin and Florida Digital Network (“FDN”) witness Michael Gallagher. 

-1- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MULTIPLE SCENARIOS 

Q. MR. DARNELL CLAIMS THAT THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE 

COMMISSION (“COMMISSION”) FOUND THAT “BELLSOUTH’S 

METHOD OF DEVELOPING UNE LOOP RATES WAS NOT 

ACCEPTABLE.” (PAGE 2, LINES 20-21) DO YOU AGREE? 

A. Absolutely not. First, the argument presented by Mr. Darnel1 concems multiple 

scenario use by the BellSouth Telecommunications Loop Model’ (“BSTLM’). 

This issue was not identified by the Commission as a “120-day” issue and thus, is 

not properly before the Commission. Mr. Darnell is attempting to argue a topic 

that has been reviewed, resolved, reconsidered, and rejected by the Commission. 

Second, Mr. Damell has selectively extracted a single statement contained in the 

discussion of this issue from the order and has ignored the Commission’s 

conclusion. In fact, the Commission stated: “Accordingly, at this time we find that 

the record supports that the BST2000 is an appropriate basis for determining the 

costs of stand-alone UNE loop offerings, while the Combo run is appropriate only 

for certain integrated loop/port combinations.” (Page 155, Order No. PSC-0 1- 

1 18 1 -FOF-TP) Further, WorldCom argued the same points contained in Mr. 

Darnell’s testimony in its request for reconsideration on this issue. After review of 

the reconsideration arguments, the Commission ruled: 

the Movants’ Motion for Reconsideration on this point is denied. The Movants 

have not identified a mistake of fact or law in our decision. Disagreement with 

~~ 
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our interpretation of the law does not equate to [a] mistake in our decision. (Page 

19, Order No. PSC-01-205 1-FOF-TP) 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Lastly, every Commission in BellSouth’s region that has considered the argument 

raised again (and inappropriately) by Mr. Darnell has, like this Commission, 

rejected the argument and ruled that it is appropriate to use multiple scenarios in 

the BSTLM to calculate rates for different UNEs. Mr. Darnell offers nothing in his 

8 

9 

testimony that should cause the Commission to overturn its previous ruling. 

10 DAILY USAGE FILES (“DUFs’’) 

1 1  

12 

Q. MR. DARNELL ASSERTS: “DUF CHARGES ARE THE S A M E  COSTS 

THAT BELLSOUTH USED IN ITS DEVELOPMENT OF THE COMMON 

13 COST FACTOR.” (PAGE 11, LINES 17-18) IS HE CORRECT? 

14 

15 A. No. h4r. Darnell is wrong. As the input sheets to the DUF studies filed as part of 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

BellSouth’s cost study show, the costs reflect the computer resources, 

programming effort and support labor directly attributable to the processing and 

delivery of the ALECs’ daily usage files (“DUFs”). These costs are incremental to 

costs associated with normal call measurement detail. BellSouth developed unique 

programs at the ALECs’ request in order to extract the billing data they requested, 

in a format they can use to bill their end-users. The costs associated with this on- 

- going process and the computer resources required to implement and support the 

programs are appropriately reflected in BellSouth’s cost study. Also, the cost of 

recording is not included in the DUF studies. There is a separate element for 

recording (element M.2.1) that is only charged to facility-based providers who 
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purchase operator services from BellSouth. Second, the DUF products were 

developed to extract data in a format unique to the ALEC. For example, Enhanced 

Optional Daily Usage File (“EODUF”) is designed to capture the call details from 

what would have “normally” been a flat-rated customer. It is evident that these 

ALEC-caused costs are in addition to BellSouth’s normal billing process and 

therefore are appropriately charged to the ALEC. 

Even though Mr. Darnell provides no support for his argument, he may have based 

his “double recovery” claim on the fact that the same expense accounts (6124, 

6623, and 6724) appear in both the DUF studies and in the shared and common 

cost factors. However, BellSouth identified and removed costs that are directly 

assigned in the cost studies from the development of the shared and common 

factors. In fact, file EXPPRJOOXLS, contained in the cost study, outlines the 

adjustments BellSouth made to remove the directly identified costs. Thus, 

BellSouth’s “currently approved common cost factor does not include certain 

forward-looking common costs,” as Mr. Darnell contends. (Darnell Testimony, 

Page 1 1, Lines 2 1-22) 

Finally, Mr. Damell’s recommendation that “[qf the amount of the cost directly 

assigned to DUF charges is so insignificant that it does not effect the common cost 

percentage when this cost is removed from the percentage, the Commission should 

reject DUF charges” is both a self-serving pronouncement and a faulty conclusion. 

(Dame11 Testimony, Page 12, Lines 17-20) ALECs directly cause these costs to be 

incurred and BellSouth does @ benefit from the production of daily usage files. 

Thus, BellSouth may appropriately recover these costs. Mr. Damell’s accusation 

. .  .. 
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3 HYBRID CBPPERIFPBER LOOP 

4 Q. MR. DARNELL AND MR. GALLAGHER COMMENT ON THE HYBRID 

of BellSouth engaging in “costing mischief” is wholly unfounded. 
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COPPEWIBER LOOP FILED BY BELLSOUTH. PLEASE RESPOND TO 

THEIR CRITICISMS. 

A. My response will center on the way in which the costs were developed. BellSouth 

witness Jerry Kephart will comment on the product design and network 

requirements of this offering and Tommy Williams will discuss BellSouth’s 

unbundling requirements as and expand on how it relates to Line Sharing and Line 

Splitting. 

Mr. Darnell claims that the nonrecurring charge for channel activation (A.20.4) 

should be set to zero since “the nonrecurring charges for element A.2.2 subloop 

already recover those costs.” (Darnell Testimony, Page 17, Lines 22-23) Mr. 

Darnell’s contention that these costs have already been recovered is wrong. The 

input file for the A.20.4 element clearly identifies a work group and associated 

work activity not contained in the input file of the sub-loop element A.2.2. The 

Data Support Group (wage scale 32) was not a component of the A.2.2 cost 

development. Clearly since the Hybrid CopperFiber Loop is designed to handle 

data transmissions, while the distribution sub-loop is primarily designed to carry 

only voice traffic, it is not surprising that additional work activity by the Data 

Support Group is required. Mr. Darnell makes the same incorrect allegation 

concerning the nonrecurring costs associated with the Hybrid CopperFiber DS1, 

-5- 
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Le., that an incremental cost does not exist. Again, Mr. Darnel1 is wrong. The 

same Data Support Group activity is required on the DS 1 as on the distribution 

portion of the Hybrid CopperEiber Loop. 

Both Mr. Damell and Mr. Gallagher question the difference in recurring costs 

between the Hybrid CopperEiber DS 1 and the sub-loop feeder DS 1. Their 

concern is unfounded. As I explained in my direct testimony: “this sub-loop 

feeder DS 1 is not the same as the unbundled sub-loop feeder - 4-wire DS 1 

(element A.9.2) also filed in this docket. The sub-loop feeder DS1 (A.9.2) includes 

the feeder portion of all DS 1 loops. These include DS 1 loops served by both 

copper feeder and those served by fiber feeder facilities to a remote DLC terminal. 

The Hybrid CopperRiber DS 1 (element A.20. l), on the other hand, only considers 

locations served via a remote DLC terminal served by fiber. Thus, all of the 

locations used in the calculation of the sub-loop feeder DS1 (A.9.2) are not 

included in the cost calculation of the Hybrid CopperEiber DS 1 .” Therefore, Mr. 

Gallagher’s conclusion that this difference is due to BellSouth’s “fail[ure] to utilize 

a single unified design in the determination of its unbundled DS1 subloop rates” is 

incorrect. (Gallagher Testimony, Page 26, Lines 22-23) Even if BellSouth had 

used only one scenario in running the BSTLM, there would still have been a 

difference between the two DS 1 elements because they are defined differently. 

The sub-loop DSl (A.9.2) considers both copper and fiber facilities, while the 

hybrid DS1 (A.20.1) is purely fiber and is longer in length since, in the BSTLM, 

23 

24 

25 

DS Is are provisioned on fiber-fed digital loop carrier systems (“DLCs”) only if the 

DS1 loop length is greater than 12,000 feet. In fact, the average length of the DS1 

sub-loop (A.9.2) is 10,407 feet while the average length of the hybrid DS1 (A.20.1) 

-6- . .  



1 is 21,029 feet. 
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Mr. Damell’s contention on page 18 of his testimony that the inclusion of a portion 

of the remote terminal costs violates TELRIC principles because the remote 

terminal is “scorched” is incorrect. In a long-run study, such as a TELRIC study, 
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all costs are considered variable, Le., that they will exhaust. Since the deployment 

of the Hybrid CopperFiber loop utilizes components of the remote terminal, they 

are appropriately considered in the cost development. 

Finally, without any evidence, Mr. Darnell alleges that; “the material prices (Le. 

DSLAM, Hub Bay and DS 1 Card) and installation times (Le. service inquiry) that 

BellSouth has used for the development of proposed DSLAM recurring and non- 

recurring rates do not reflect those of a forward looking, least cost 

telecommunications service provider.” (Damell Testimony, Page 18, Lines 2 1-25) 

Since Mr. Damell did not provide an example of what he believes are “forward 

looking, least cost” rates I cannot specifically address his concerns. Thus, I can 

only state that the cost study accurately reflects the product description provided by 

the product team and the equipment and labor resources identified by subject 

matter experts in BellSouth’s Network department. 

In preparing the cost study that was filed on November 8,2001, the Final Cost 

Summary failed to reflect the total System, DS 1, and Activation costs associated 
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25 

with the Hybrid CopperFiber Loop; Le., the individual components were not 

summed. Exhibit DDC-3-120 Day, filed on a separate CD, explains how to 

manually correct the rate list file, contains a corrected rate list file, and includes the 
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revised Final Cost Summary. A paper copy of the revised Final Cost Summary is 

also attached to my testimony. 

“BOTTOMS-UP INPUTS” 

LOADING FACTORS 

Q. MR. PITKIN CONTENDS THAT BELLSOUTH’S MATERIAL LOADING 

FACTORS ARE OVERSTATED. (PAGES 8-12) IS HE CORRECT? 

A. No. First, he alleges that because these ratios are developed based on historical 

data that makes their application embedded. That is not true. The Miscellaneous 

Material loading factor develops a relationship between exempt material and non- 

exempt material. Thus, when these factors are applied to forward-looking material 

prices the result is forward-looking. Mr. Pitkin also criticizes BellSouth for using 

only one-year’s worth of data. This criticism is also unfounded. By using the 

latest data available at the time of the study’s filing, the resulting factors are the 

best indication of future trends. 

Both Mr. Donovan and Mr. Pitkin advocate the inclusion of exempt material cost 

in the labor rates. In addition, Mr. Donovan throws out an unsupported cap on his 

proposed Exempt Material load on labor rates of 20%. Besides being arbitrary, 

Mr. Donovan’s method is inappropriate. Exempt material varies by field reporting 

code; the amount of exempt material associated with aerial placements is not the 

same as buried or underground placements. Furthermore, the amount of exempt 

material associated with cable provisioning varies vastly between copper and fiber 

placements. On the other hand, labor rates do not vary, A splicer is paid the same 



1 per hour whether he is splicing aerial, buried, or underground cable. Mr. 

2 Donovan’s method distorts these facts. Thus, BellSouth’s use of the ratio of 

3 

4 

5 Q. MR. PITKIN ASSERTS THAT “BECAUSE THE BSTLM EXPLICITLY 

exempt to non-exempt material produces representative results. 

6 MODELS THE COSTS OF NIDs AND DROPS, THE EXEMPT MATERIAL 

7 LOADING FACTOR SHOULD EXCLUDE THESE ITEMS.” (PAGE 10, 

8 LINES 12-13) IS THIS TRUE? 

9 

10 A. No. Mr. P i t h  pulls a quote from my reply affidavit filed in connection with 

11 

12 

BellSouth’s current application with the FCC to provide in-region long distance 

service. The affidavit, however, fully explains why he is wrong. As I stated: 
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=The labor-related costs of placing service drop wires and the 
associated NIDs are assigned to Asset Category Code (,‘ACCYy) 248 
(Aerial cable - Metallic Drop) and ACC 548 (Buried Cable - 
Metallic Service Drop). The material costs of the service drop 
wires and associated NID units are classified to exempt material. 
The cost of exempt material, however, is distributed as part of the 
monthly allocations process to the various ACCs (including ACC 
248 and ACC 548) based on the direct labor dollars associated with 
each ACC. In the development of in-plant factors for ACC 022 
(Aerial Cable - Metallic) and ACC 045 (Buried Cable - Metallic), 
BellSouth does not include any of the assignments to ACC 248 or 
ACC 548. Therefore, the costs of placing service drops and NIDs 
are not reflected in the in-plant factors. (Caldwell Reply Affidavit, 
CC Docket 01-277,y 37, emphasis added) 

22 

23 

24 

Again, BellSouth excluded ACCs 248 or 548, the asset accounts containing 

NID/drop costs, in the development of the material loading factors. Thus, Mr. 

25 Pitkin’s claim is without merit. 
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INCLUDED IN THE FULLY LOADED LABOR RATE PROPOSED BY 

BELLSOUTH.” (PAGE 53, LINES 6-7) PLEASE COMMENT. 

Mr. Donovan is wrong. The following extract from the original cost study 

narrative (Section 5) filed in this docket details the categories of costs included in 

the labor rates: 

DIRECT SALARIES AND WAGES 
Direct Labor - Productive (RESOURCE TYPE CODE (RTC) 11 1, 121) 
Represents the wage and salary costs associated with work reporting employees for 
regularly scheduled time and overtime spent performing productive work. Also 
includes the costs of salaries paid to management employees when performing 
productive work. Classified and unclassified productive hours are used as the 
basis for Direct Labor Costs. 

Direct Labor - Premium (RTC 122) 
Represents the wage and salary costs associated with premium hours paid for hours 
worked beyond the normally scheduled work period. 

Direct Labor - Other Emdovee (RTC 199, 19B, 19C, 193) 
Covers the costs associated with the periodic incentive compensation payments 
made to management employees based on corporate service and financial 
performance, the annual bonus paid to non-management employees, all costs 
associated with commissions paid to employees, cash awards paid for any 
approved program, etc. 

Direct Labor - Annual Paid Absence (RTC 132.19E) 
Identifies the cost of payments to be made over the year to occupational work 
reporting employees for accrued costs of holidays, vacations, and excused days. 

Direct Administration (RTC 11 1. 121. 122, 199. 19B. 19C. 19E. 193,132) 
Identifies the costs of salaries paid during the month to the first level of 
supervision responsible for supervising occupational work reporting employees, 
and salaries and wages paid to employees and immediate supervisors who perform 
basic office services for occupational work reporting employees. Also included 

-10- 



are the wages paid to occupational work reporting employees loaned to perform 
supervisory or clerical functions. 

Other Tools - Salaries (RTC COR ) 
Identifies the salary portion of the distributed costs associated with tools. 

2 

3 
6.  

4 7. Motor Vehicles - Salaries (RTC COM) 
Identifies the salary portion of the plant motor vehicle expenses distributed to 
construction, removal or plant specific operations expense accounts based on the 
classified productive hours of the labor groups using the motor vehicles. 6 

7 OTHERDIRECT 
1. 
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3. 

13 4. 

14 

15 5 *  

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

6.  

7. 

8. 

Direct Labor - Other Costs (Various RTCs) 
Identifies the costs incurred for office, traveling and other costs of employees 
whose wage and salary costs are direct labor. 

Other Tools - Benefits (RTC COS) 
Identifies the distributed benefits costs associated with tools. 

Other Tools - Rents (RTC COK) 
Identifies the distributed rent costs associated with tools. 

Other Tools - Other (RTC COL) 
Identifies the distributed other expense costs associated with tools. 

Motor Vehicles - Benefits (RTC CON 
Identifies the benefits portion of the p k t  motor vehicle expenses distributed to 
construction, removal or plant specific operations expense accounts based on the 
classified productive hours of the labor groups using the motor vehicles. 

Motor Vehicle - Rents (RTC COP) 
Identifies the rents portion of the plant motor vehicle expenses distributed to 
construction, removal or plant specific operation expense accounts based on the 
classified productive hours of the labor groups using the motor vehicles. 

Motor Vehicle - Other (RTC COO) 
Identifies the other costs portion of the plant motor vehicle expenses distributed to 
construction, removal or plant specific operations expense accounts based on the 
classified productive hours of the labor groups using the motor vehicles. 

Benefits (RTC KB1) 
Identifies amounts for the payroll related benefits and taxes. These costs include 
pension accruals; company matching portion of savings plan; dental, medical, and 
group insurance plan reimbursements; and company portion of social security and 

. .  _. -1 1- 
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A. 

and indirect costs. 

(2) Direct and indirect costs shall include, but not be limited to: 

...( x) Allowance for funds used during construction 
(“AFUDC”) provides for the cost of financing the construction of 
telecommunications plant. AFUDC shall be charged to Account 
2003, Telecommunications Plant Under Construction, and credited 
to Account 7340. The rate for calculating AFUDC shall be 
determined as follows: If financing plans associate a specific new 
borrowing with an asset, the rate on that borrowing may be used 
for the asset; if no specific new borrowing is associated with an 
asset or if the average accumulated expenditures for the asset 
exceed the amounts of specific new borrowing associated with it, 
the capitalization rate to be applied to such excess shall be a 
weighted average of the rates applicable to other borrowing of the 
enterprise. The amount of interest cost capitalized in an 
accounting period shall not exceed the total amount of interest cost 
incurred by the company in that period. 

Mr. Donovan offers no support for his criticism. Furthermore, Interest During 

Construction constitutes a small fraction of the sum of the Other loading factor. 

Also, the source of the data used in the development of these “bottoms-up” factors 

is the same source as originally used in the development of the in-plant factors - a 

1998 base year extract from the Resource Tracking Analysis and Planning 

(“RTAP”) system. Thus, no new system, extract, or methodology was used to 

gather the data needed to develop this factor. 

MR. PITKIN CLAIMS THAT “BELLSOUTH USES INFLATION RATES 

THAT ARE TOO HIGH AS WELL AS UNRELIABLE.” (PAGE 12, LINE 

15) PLEASE COMMENT. 

This Commission has extensively reviewed the inputs and methodology used by 

BellSouth to account for changes in the price of goods in this proceeding. In fact, 

-1 3- 
. . . .  _. 



4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

the Commission’s decision with respect to the application of inflation factors was a 

specific issue for which BellSouth sought reconsideration. Thus, the Commission 

not only reviewed inflation factors in issuing its original order, but also reviewed 

them again as part of BellSouth’s request for reconsideration. In Order No. PSC- 

0 1-205 1-FOF-TP, this Commission stated: “we hereby reconsider our decision to 

reject BellSouth’s proposed inflation factor, because it was based upon a 

misinterpretation of the facts presented.” (Page 5 )  Thus, this Commission has 

ruled that BellSouth’s inflation factors, as originally filed, are appropriate. 

Mr. Pitkin claims that “BellSouth has provided no information supporting its 

development of these inflation factors.” (Pitkin Testimony, Page 13, Lines 3-4) 

Mr. Pitkin is wrong. BellSouth has provided the spreadsheet used to develop its 

inflation factors as part of the original cost study filed in this docket, file 

InflnLv2,xls. Additionally, BellSouth has responded to data requests in this docket 

concerning inflation factor development and application. Indeed, in response to 

Staffs loth set of interrogatories/ production of documents (“PODS”), BellSouth 

provided the back up to the development of these factors. (POD Item #94) In fact, 

it is Mr. Pitkin who offers no evidence or support for his inflation factors beyond a 

vague reference to C. A. Tumer Telephone Plant Indices. Further, Mr. Pitkin’s 

“inflation factors” as shown in Exhibit BFP-5 do not even differentiate by field 

reporting code. To imply that computer equipment (530C), a declining account, 

and copper cable, increasing accounts, experience the same trend in material prices 
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25 

is simply wrong, Further, to present an almost 5% decline for 2000 for any 

account makes little sense. Exhibit DDC-4-120 Day illustrates the actual trend in 

cable-related accounts for 1995-1997. (This is an extract from the Inflation Factor 

-14- 
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Methodology contained in the BellSouth Cost Calculator. Also, refer to 

BellSouth’s response #lo5 to the Staffs 7‘h Set of Interrogatories.) Note that with 

the exception of the digital carrier equipment (357C), not one of the accounts 

reflects an overall decrease of 5%. It is improbable that from 1998-2000 the trends 

would change dramatically. In reviewing Mr. Pitkin’s comparison of inputs, 
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Exhibit BFP-7, it is interesting to note that he uses different inflation factors for 

different accounts, but never explains how he transitions from one exhibit to the 

other. For these reasons, Mr. Pitkin’s concerns are unfounded and his proposed 

adjustments should be ignored. 

OTHER BSTLM “BOTTOMS-UP” INPUTS 

Q. ON PAGES 11 THROUGH 16 OF MR. DONOVAN’S TESTIMONY, HE 

DISCUSSES BELLSOUTH’S ENGINEERING FACTORS USED IN ITS 

FILING. PLEASE COMMENT. 

A. First, Mr. Donovan claims that “BellSouth has ignored the Commission’s FL 

UNE Order, and has filed costs using a linear Engineering Factor.” (Donovan 

Testimony, Page 1 1, Lines 4-5) I disagree with Mr. Donovan. The underlying 

premise of this 120-day proceeding was that since BellSouth had a model (the 

BSTLM) with the functionality to do a bottoms-up study, BellSouth should 

inake use of that functionality so as to allow the Commission to compare the 

results produced using that methodology with those produced using in-plant 
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factors currently adopted by the Commission. 

The BSTLM, as originally filed, was designed to calculate engineering as a 

-1 5- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. 

A. 

percentage of non-exempt material in the same manner as the BellSouth Cost 

Calculator functions. However, upon embarking on the Commission-ordered 

bottoms-up study, BellSouth discovered that the BSTLM contained only one 

engineering factor that would be applied to all categories of plant. While 

modifyrng the model to allow for multiple engineering factors for various plant 

types, BellSouth attempted to add modifications to make the engineering expense 

less linear by reflecting engineering costs as a factor of material and installation 

costs. The engineering factors used in the bottoms-up study are the same factors 

used in BellSouth’s Outside Plant Construction Management (“OSPCM’) system. 

BellSouth witness Mr. Kephart discusses the OSPCM system in m h e r  detail in 

his testimony. 

ON PAGE 16, MR. DONOVAN FINALLY RECOMMENDS TO THE 

COMMISSION THAT AN ENGINEERING FACTOR OF 10% BE 

USED. PLEASE COMMENT. 

The 10% is an arbitrary factor selected by Mr. Donovan simply because the 

Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) uses that figure in its universal 

service model. He provides no other support for using 10%. Mr. Donovan 

states that BellSouth, as a co-sponsor of the BCPM advocated the use of an 

engineering component of 5% of outside plant costs. While it is true the BCPM 

was populated with a 5% default value, BellSouth did not use that input when 

running the model. In fact, BellSouth does not use a 5% engineering factor in 

any of its UNE, retail service, or universal service (BCPM) cost studies. In all 

of these situations, engineering costs have been captured through in-plant 

-1 6- 
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factors developed as a percentage of material costs. The engineering factors 

used by BellSouth in the “bottoms-up” study reflect values BellSouth engineers 

have found to best estimate actual engineering costs incurred. These,factors, as 

Mr. Kephart discusses, are used in BellSouth’s own planning tools. 

MR. DONOVAN CLAIMS THAT BELLSOUTH IS ATTEMPTING TO 

RECOUP NON-TELRIC EXPENDITURES THROUGH A “CLOSING 

FACTOR” SPREAD OVER ALL STRUCTURE COSTS. (PAGE 18) IS 

HE CORRECT? 

Absolutely not. BellSouth developed outside plant contractor costs by 

reviewing the actual activity occurring in Florida and developing BSTLM 

inputs based on those activities. It is true that BellSouth included 

miscellaneous contractor costs totaling 25.43% of costs. These are real costs 

that are often overlooked in other proxy models such as the HAI and the FCC’s 

Synthesis Model. However, as Mr. Kephart explains, these are legitimate 

costs, and they certainly belong in a TELRIC study. A complete list of all 

miscellaneous items was included in Attachment 3 to BellSouth’s bottoms-up 

filing (CostCode Misc). 

MR. DONOVAN STATES THAT BELLSOUTH HAS INCORRECTLY 

ASSIGNED RESTORATION COSTS ONTO “BURIED CABLE” AND 

“BORE BURIED CABLE” ACTIVITIES RATHER THAN 

REFLECTING THOSE COSTS UNDER THE PROPER CATEGORIES 

IN THE BSTLM. (PAGE 23) DO YOU AGREE? 
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1 

2 A. 

3 

4 

5 

No. While Mr. Donovan seems to agree that these restoration costs are 

appropriate costs to include in the bottoms-up study, he appears to disagree 

with the manner in which BellSouth has spread those costs over buried cable 

placement and boring costs. Rather than argue about subject matter expert 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 

22 A. No. Mr. Donovan states that buried splice pits are not needed for normal buried 

based estimates in the BSTLM of how often these restoration costs actually 

occur, BellSouth chose to spread these costs out over buried cable placements, 

underground placements, buried boring and underground boring to develop the 

average placement costs based upon what actually occurred in Florida. If one 

accepts Mr. Donovan’s argument, that restoration costs should not be 

associated with boring and chooses to spread all restoration costs over the 

remaining excavation activities (less boring), the result is an increase in the 

costs of those remaining activities. That is apparently what Mr. Donovan has 

recommended since costs in the urban and suburban zones increase after his 

modifications. However, BellSouth’s proposed method of recovering these 

restoration costs is a straightforward accurate method that reflects actual data 

and should be adopted by this Commission. 

ON PAGE 25, MR. DONOVAN CONTENDS THAT BURIED SPLICE 

PIT COSTS BE EXCLUDED FROM THE STUDY. IS HE CORRECT? 

23 

24 

25 

splicing operations because such splices are routinely placed in above ground 

pedestals. Further, he states that since pedestals are exempt materials, all such 

costs should be excluded from the study. First, the actual data, i.e., the 2000 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

contractor activity in Florida (Attachment 3 of BellSouth’s filing), clearly shows 

that costs associated with buried splice pits, including digging, shoring and other 

costs, do occur. Furthermore, even if the Commission were to accept Mr. 

Donovan’s recommendation that all buried splices should occur above ground in 

pedestals, he has not accounted for all of the costs in his proposed inputs. While 

the pedestal material would be captured through the Miscellaneous Material 

loading (i.e., the exempt material is calculated), the labor associated with placing 

the pedestal is not currently reflected in the model. These pedestal placing costs 

would need to be identified and included in the BSTLM costs. 

Q. MR. DONOVAN, ON PAGE 25, CLAIMS THAT BELLSOUTH SHOULD 

12 HAVE INCLUDED THE COST OF STEEL PIPE, PVC PIPE AND FLEX- 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 A. No. BellSouth’s approach is based upon the contract, which lists the referenced 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

PIPE IN WITH THE “PUSH PIPE AND PULL CABLE” CATEGORY OF 

COSTS RATHER THAN SPREADING THE COST OF SUCH PIPE OVER 

THE TOTAL BORING ACTIVITY COSTS. DO YOU AGREE? 

Steel Pipe, PVC pipe, and Flex pipe as added costs in the Bidding Agreement. 

That is, these are actual incurred costs as a result of directional boring. As a result, 

BellSouth loaded these added costs appropriately into the boring activity. This 

resulted in every foot of boring assuming a fraction of pipe costs (less than 25%). 

This is a reasonable and factually based approach for identifymg the pipe costs. It 

does not imply that every foot of boring requires a pipe of some sort. h4r. 

Donovan prefers to identify the cost of the pipe in the push pipe pull cable 

category, in reality ignoring the contractual facts. In effect, h4r. Donovan’s 

-19- 
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1 

2 

3 

4 BellSouth’s method. 

5 

6 Q. MR. DONOVAN, ON PAGE 30 OF HIS TESTIMONY, STATES THAT HE 

7 WAS UNABLE TO DETERMINE HOW BELLSOUTH WENT FROM ITS 

8 PROPOSED CONDUIT MATERIAL COST PER FOOT PLUS THE 25.43% 

9 MISCELLANEOUS LOADING TO THE INPUT VALUES USED IN THE 

10 BSTLM FOR CONDUIT MATERIAL COST. CAN YOU EXPLAIN? 

11 

12 A. Yes. The attached exhibit to this testimony, Exhibit DDC-5-120 Day, displays the 

13 

14 

15 Q. WHY IS THIS LOADING APPROPRIATE? 

16 

17 A. The miscellaneous material, sales tax, supply expense, and other loadings factors, 

18 which provide for exempt material, sales tax, right of way, indirect plant labor, 

19 interest during construction, etc., are developed as a ratio of non-exempt material 

20 for all plant categories. The BSTLM then applies these factors to non-exempt 

21 material computed by the model. However, BellSouth used the contracted conduit 

22 costs as input into the model. The BSTLM, as currently constructed, places all 

23 contractor costs into the EF&I columns in the model. Since these Conduit (and for 

24 that matter, Manhole) material costs do not appear in the BSTLM’s material fields, 

25 the miscellaneous factor is not applied. Hence, if the miscellaneous loading 

approach is not based on fact and will result in inaccuracies. BellSouth sees no 

reason for the Commission to require that BellSouth re-do its cost studies with Mr. 

Donovan’s approach since it is not factually based and is less accurate than 

development of a factor applied to the conduit material costs. 

-20- .. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
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9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

factors were applied to the conduit account (4C) as it applies to other accounts, the 

factor would be multiplied by $0 material costs and miscellaneous costs would not 

be captured. Therefore, to properly capture these incurred miscellaneous material 

costs for conduit, BellSouth developed a miscellaneous loading factor for Field 

Reporting Code (“FRC”) 4C as a percentage of total contractor installation costs 

(which includes labor and material) and then applied these factors to the contractor 

conduit costs (which include labor and material) outside of the BSTLM to properly 

compute conduit miscellaneous costs. BellSouth’s 40% factor for these loadings is 

based on calculations set forth in Exhibit DDC-5-120 Day. This 40% value is 

conservative and approximately equals the data for 1998. As can be seen on DDC- 

5-120 Day, if later data had been used the factor would have been even higher 

(49%). 

In fact, in reviewing the above noted Conduit loading approach, BellSouth 

discovered that it failed to apply the proper loading to the smaller manhole sizes 

(1,2, and 3) and to the underground excavation labor. Since the 4C loading was 

based upon incurred contractor costs (material and labor), BellSouth intended to 

apply it to all contractor costs. However, inadvertently the factor was only applied 

to Conduit and the largest manhole. Thus, in effect BellSouth understated its 

miscellaneous material costs associated with smaller sized manholes and all 

underground excavation costs in the filed cost study. 

Q. ON PAGES 33 AND 34, MR. DONOVAN RECOMMENDS THAT 

BELLSOUTH’S PROPOSED STRUCTURE SHARING PERCENTAGES 

BE REJECTED AND REPLACED WITH HIS PROPOSED SHARING 
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25 

FACTORS. ARE HIS PROPOSALS REALISTIC AND APPROPRIATE 

FOR THE COMMISSION TO ADOPT? 

A. No, they are not realistic and should not be adopted by this Commission. 

BellSouth witness Mr. Kephart explains why Mr. Donovan’s proposed inputs are 

inappropriate. However, I will comment on his claim that BellSouth is “creating 

severe barriers to entry” based on the amount structure sharing assumed in the cost 

study. (Donovan Testimony, Page 33, Line16) Mr. Donovan compares BellSouth 

cost study assumption that only .07% of conduit space is leased to Verizon’s claim 

that “more than 30 different companies occupy its conduits in Manhattan” to arrive 

at his faulty conclusion. (Donovan Testimony, Page 33, Lines 14-15) First, it is 

not valid to compare the entire state of Florida to Manhattan. Customer density 

and dispersion and intensity of competition are very different between the two 

areas. Second, without further information, it is impossible to know exactly what 

Verizon was discussing. In other words, does the “30 different company” figure 

reflect actual leasing arrangements in duct space in Verizon-owned conduit, 

sharing of costs and ownership of underground excavation and conduit systems 

with other companies, or merely access to conduit systems through the purchase of 

unbundled elements? 

Leasing of duct space is not the same as sharing the construction cost and 

ownership of conduit. Duct leasing is included in BellSouth’s studies in the 

Conduit Plant-Specific factor. Expenses associated with BellSouth leasing duct 

space in other parties’ ducts are netted with revenues received from other parties 

leasing BellSouth owned ducts and included in the conduit (4C) plant-specific 

expenses. BellSouth used the percentage of duct space leased to other parties in 
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25 

Florida as a surrogate of potential opportunities for underground structure sharing. 

In effect, Mr. Donovan’s proposal will double count the actual sharing since he 

made no adjustment to the expense factors which already reflect sharing of 

structures. As Mr. Kephart explains, Mr. Donovan’s recommendation of assuming 

a 50%/50% sharing in rural density zones is completely unrealistic and the 

33%/33%/33% sharing in suburban and urban density zones is even less credible. 

Such sharing assumptions along with the double counting would clearly result in a 

significant under-recovery of a major portion of BellSouth’s investments. 

Q. EXHIBIT BFT-8F REFLECTS A 50% REDUCTION TO MANHOLE 

MATERIAL AND PLACING COSTS. IS THIS APPROPRIATE? 

A. No. The implication of such an adjustment is that BellSouth and the ALEC jointly 

own the structure (Le., the manhole). To my knowledge, no FCC or Commission 

rule mandates that BellSouth “sell” a piece of the network to an ALEC. Further, if 

BellSouth were to share in the material cost of the manhole, it implies that the 

ALEC would have a free reign to go and come as it pleases. This “joint 

ownership” arrangement is unmanageable, a security risk, and as stated previously, 

is not required by any Commission or FCC order. From a cost perspective, the 

only appropriate sharing of underground structures occurs on a very limited basis 

through the leasing of conduits. Further, it is my understanding that the BSTLM 

sizes the manhole based only upon BellSouth’s conduit demand. This sizing 

routine does not incorporate any conduits “owned” by ALECs. Thus, if Mr. Pitkin 

wishes to adjust the manhole price for sharing, he must also adjust the manhole 

sizing routine in the BSTLM, something he has not done. Therefore, Mr. Pitkin’s 
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50% adjustment to the manhole material price is totally inappropriate and should 

be discarded by this Commission. 

Q. M R  DONOVAN CLAIMS ON PAGES 30-32 THAT THE MANHOLE 

COST DEVELOPMENT IS FLAWED. FROM A COST DEVELOPMENT 

PERSPECTIVE, CAN YOU RESPOND? 

A. Yes. Mr. Donovan states, on pages 3 1 and 32, that BellSouth distributed the costs 

of 207 manhole covers and collars over 7 installed manholes. While this is 

mathematically correct, one must consider that it was BellSouth’s aim in the input 

development to create simple, understandable, and supportable inputs. In regard to 

Manhole costs, BellSouth chose to use cubic feet as the approach to develop costs. 

Thus, all incurred manhole costs were divided by the installed cubic feet. In most 

areas and circumstances this simple method is appropriate. 

If the Commission finds that BellSouth’s approach is improper, then it still should 

not accept Mr. Donovan’s inputs. In fact, Mr. Donovan failed to recognize that 

BellSouth’s simplified inputs also resulted in a “distortion” of the costs for large 

manholes (Size 5 )  and the smaller manholes (Sizes 1 ,2  and 3). According to the 

contract, BellSouth incurs a much lower per cubic foot cost for the larger manholes 

(above 35 1 cubic feet) than for smaller manholes (under 35 1 cubic feet). Thus, if 

the Commission attempts to override BellSouth’s simplified inputs on the manhole 

covers, it must also take the step of applying the appropriate contractor costs for 

the size of the manhole. 
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2 

3 

4 A. Yes. Given the findings stated above (and BellSouth’s failure to accurately apply 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Q. IF THE COMMISSION DECIDES TO IMPLEMENT MR. DONOVAN’S 

METHODOLOGY, DO YOU HAVE ANY RECOMMENDATIONS? 

the Miscellaneous loading factor, discussed previously) the following tables reflect 

the development of the inputs that should be used, if Mr. Donovan’s method is 

accepted. These values are based upon the actual contractor incurred costs, the 

appropriate size manholes, the use of one (1) cover and collar per manhole (as Mr. 

Donovan advocates), and the proper application of the miscellaneous material 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

loading. 

Unit Cost Development from Contractor Table 

(Attachm 

Sources: 

1: Per Cubic Foot based on M031A value in State Total sheet of the Contractor tables 

2: Per Cubic Foot based on M031B value in State Total sheet of the Contractor tables 

3: Per Cover costs developed as the sum of total incurred cover costs divided by the number of 
covers using M045-MO56 entries in the State Total sheet of the Contractor tables 
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2 

8 

9 

10 

11 

6 

7 , 
BSTLM Input Development 

Manhole Cubic Applicable I Manhole 1 Feet (based on I Cubic Foot 

84.39 

84.39 

84.39 

14 29.68 

Manhole costs 
based on Total 

Cubic Feet 
(Column c ’ Manhole Cover i 6,076.39 I $ 432.82 

6,076.39 $ 432.82 

18,904.33 $ 432.82 

14,897.72 $ 432.82 

BSLTM 
Underground 

Contract Labor 
Inputs: Totai 

Manhole Cost 
with cover 
(Column e+ 

$ 6,509.21 
$ 6,509.21 

$ 19,337.15 

8 15,330.54 

15 

16 

17 Q. 

18 

MR. DONOVAN, ON PAGES 36 AND 37 STATES THAT 

BELLSOUTH’S POLE SPACING “DOES NOT APPEAR TO PASS THE 

19 ‘RED-FACE’ TEST.” ADDITIONALLY, HE PROPOSES THAT 

20 

21 

22 PLEASE COMMENT. 

23 

24 A. Mr. Donovan notes that none of the BCPM, HAI and HCPM default values for 

25 pole spacing are less than 150 feet. As Mr. Donovan points out, BellSouth had 

SPACING FOR ANCHORS AND GUYS IS 1,200 FEET RATHER THAN 

THE VALUE OF 500 FEET RECOMMENDED BY BELLSOUTH. 

.. . . -. 
-26- 



1 

2 

3 

previously also agreed with pole spacing defaults used in the BCPM. However, 

upon analysis of the number of poles owned by BellSouth in Florida, the number 

of poles owned by power companies in Florida to which BellSouth cable is 

4 

5 

attached, and the number of sheath feet of aerial cable in Florida, the facts clearly 

reveal that these other model default values are understated. Clearly, some span 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

lengths may be 150,200 or 250 feet depending on the size cables carried on the 

span and a host of other factors. However, there are also those areas of the 

network - for example, a road intersection with multiple cable routes intersecting - 
where there are several poles at various corners of the intersection all in close 

proximity to one another. While BellSouth agrees it is a simple task to ride in 

one’s car for a mile and count poles per mile, as Mr. Donovan suggests, this is in 

no way superior to basing cost study inputs on real data. Spacing for both poles 

and manholes are actually “designed” for each installation. For example, mid-span 

clearances, joint use clearances, and right-of-way limitations drive most of the 

design requirements for poles. Installations have unique characteristics for these 

elements. In this case, the data speaks for itself - BellSouth’s pole spacing of 120 

feet is an accurate depiction of the reality of the number of poles required to 

provide the number of sheath feet of aerial cable placed in the network and should 

be accepted by the Commission. 

21 BellSouth does not maintain records of the number of anchors and guys used, so an 

22 

23 

24 

25 

approach to determine average spacing similar to that taken for poles was not 

possible. Furthermore, the 1,200 foot anchor and guy spacing included as a filler 

in the BSTLM was never modified or evaluated since BellSouth had no intention 

of using that variable prior to this Commission’s order for a bottoms-up study. To 
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25 

refer to that value of 1,200 feet as a “default”, as Mr. Donovan does, implies that it 

is a recommended value when it certainly was not. 

Spacing distances were previously reviewed and approved by the Florida Public 

Service Commission in the Universal Service proceeding, Docket No. 980696-TP. 

Furthermore, we reiterate that this is a model, and every spacing 
scenario cannot be duplicated. We find that temtory-specific 
pole spacing, guy spacing, and relative pole units are appropriate 
and recommend accepting the values as submitted by GTEFL 
and BellSouth. (Order No. PSC-99-0068-FOF-TP, Page 1 14) 

In an effort to provide more accurate data, BellSouth sought when possible to 

supplement data previously approved by the Commission with actual data and 

mathematically derive inputs. Therefore, ARMIS data was used to determine the 

average spacing of poles. Since no such data exists for anchors and guys, 

BellSouth relied on these previously reviewed and approved inputs from the 

BCPM model. Since the BSTLM does not provide for spacing by density zones, 

averages of all densities were used from the BCPM to derive spacing for the 

anchodguys. 

Q. MR. PITKIN’S EXHIBIT BFP-7 REDUCES BELLSOUTH’S MATERIAL 

COSTS FOR POLES FROM $300.16 TO $239.31. IS THIS CONSISTENT 

WITH TESTIMONY FILED ON BEHALF OF AT&T? 

A. No. In fact, Mr. Donovan makes “no issues or recommendations” in his testimony 

with regard to aerial structure material costs. (Donovan Testimony, Page 20, Line 
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5 

6 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

7 

8 A. Yes. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

1) Further, Mr. Pitkin does not provide justification for this reduction. Thus, 

based on this unsupported modification and the numerous other erroneous 

adjustments advocated by Mr. Donovan and Mr. Pitkin, the Commission should 

ignore the results of Mr. Pitkin’s BSTLM run. 

23 

24 

25 
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2-WIRE HIGH BIT RATE DIGITAL SUBSUUBER LINE (HDSL) COMPATIBLE LOOP (hrewmng wlo LMU) 
A 7 t 2-Wm Hiph Blt Rate DlgHal Subsamsr Lhe (HDSL) Conrpatlre Lmp 

A 7 l W U  

1151.16 588.54 17043 116.41 

1 $13.07 
2 513.80 
3 $16.56 

A 7 6 2-Wm Huh &I Rale LWWl Subscriber Lhe e) c4NWcaCe Lmp ( N 0 n " n g  W/O M U )  
A 17 4 Ulbunded LOapMOdkAllm -* 

A8 CYylRE HlGH BIT RATE DIGITAL SUBSCRIBER LINE (HDSIJ COMpATlBlE LOOP 
A8 1 d M U  &WIRE HlGH BIT RATE DIGITAL SUBSCfUBER LINE (HDSL) COMPATIBLE LOOP (Nonrecumng wlLMU) 

A II 1 4-Wm Hph Bil Rale Dbbl Subacnber Une COmpUble LOOP 

$132.71 $79.32 166.58 110.54 

1 121.66 
2 $21.11 
3 IM.95 

A.8.5 4-Wre H i h  Bil Rale C4&l Subsulk Lhe (HDSL) CMnpatible Lmp ( m n i n p  WILMU) 
A.11.4 Unbunded Lmp MOdWka(l0n - Addllw 

4WRE HIGH BIT RATE DIGITAL SUBSCRIBER LINE (HDSL) COMPATIBLE LOOP (Nonraarmng wlo LMU) 
A.8.1 &Win Hbh B* Rale Clipltal SutEniber b e  (HA%) Crmptible Lmp 

A8.lMu(U 

1185.37 112276 

$166.92 1113.53 

le2.52 519.29 

1 12166 
2 521.11 
3 120 95 

A 86 4-Wre Hph Bil Rale CUgipl Subcnber Lhe'(WL)CompaLbk Lmp (Nonmmmnp wlo MU) 
A.114 Unbundled Loop MOdYMlmn - Ad~Bbve 

$7042 $1324 

1 $102 30 
2 $143 91 
3 $332 43 
1 s5192 

! 

Nole Nonmarmg cost on Inlld and Subrequenl bass tather lhan Fnst and AddilMal Mualed by - afler MSI e h m l  ckscnpllar 
PMbd 12RWO110 5OAM Final Cos1 Summary Pape 2 d 19 



BellSouth Telecommunoalnns. Inc 
FPSC W e 1  No 9Bo649A-TP 

Exhibil DDC3-120 Day 

Unbundled Network Elemnls Cost Summary 

S(udy Nam: 
Shh: FL 

Florida Docket No SSD&(S.TP . Complianw Flllng - Reviaion 2 i 
: S S T A L L A T : C N  C : C C O S , s f  C ?  
NOM N W  Nonmcurrinp Nonrecurring 

z m  Rccurrinp Recurrlw Mdllional Recunlna 4ddlt lwl  
2 $89 14 
3 S29132 

A10 4-WIRE 1 9 , s  OR 64 KBPS DIGITAL GRADE LOOP 
A.10 1 +ware 1 9 , s  or M KDps DQIW Grade Low 1 531 79 

2 $49 17 
3 $61 71 

615966 5107 14 
S15966 $107 14 
115966 5107 14 

$7554 518 36 
$7554 51836 
$75.54 51836 

A12 CONCENTRATION PER SYSTEM PER FEATURE ACTIVATED (OUTSHK CENTRAL OFFICE) 
A 12.5 U n h W  Subbop COncenlmUan - VSLC Feeder Inhiace 1 570 44 

2 182.63 
3 $240 80 

1 114.88 
2 $15.99 
3 519.82 

5140.56 17795 57843 51647 

1 
2 
3 

514 88 
$15 eo 
$19 82 

$121.11 $6872 w.53 $1054 

t 
2 
3 

$25.86 

$73.13 
$31.88 

$140.58 $77.95 $7843 $18.47 

1 
2 
3 

$25.86 
$31.88 
$73.13 

$122.11 $6872 

145.74 SM.90 
145.74 SM.90 
s45.74 $M.W 

f66.58 $1054 

$24.88 56-45 
$24.88 s . 4 5  
$24.88 18.45 

1 
2 
3 

$14.17 
$15.59 
$20.83 

1 
2 
3 

$23.96 
$26.48 
533 27 

A 14 8 4Wm Coppar Loop - shM (Nontecunlng WiUAU) 
A17.4 Unbundled Lmp ModlliCaQtDn - MdJbM 

4-Me Capper Lmp - shon (Nonrecunhg w10 LMU) 
A 14 I 4Wm Coppar L W -  rhat 

A 14 lwolMU 

$169.93 5107.32 

515148 $98.09 

582.52 $1929 

u3.w 
$26.48 
$33 27 

1 
2 
3 

57042 513.24 

Nom Nonreeum msl m IniUal and Subseqwnl basls nlhor lhan Fml and Add~lumal hdkaled by * aller mal € A ” t  descnplmn 
med 1 m 1  I O M A U  Fmal Cos1 Summary Page 3 01 19 



Bellsouin Teleco"unb1lons Inc 
FPSC Dockel No. 990849A-TP 

ExniDil DDC-3-12U Day 

Unbundled Nework Elements Cos1 Summary 

Swdy Name. 
Sub:  FL 

FIwida Docket No 000640-TP . Compllanca Flllnp - Rmvlrlon 2 i 
I U S T A I  L A T I O N  D ' S C O V N E C ?  

A15 

A16 

A17 

A18 

A I S  

AZO 

A 14 7wCMU 4-Wue Copper Lwp - long (Nonrecumng wl LMU) 
A 14 7 4-Wue Copper Loop -long 

A 14 11 4-Wre Copper L w p  - lonp (Nonrecumng wlo LMU) 

UNBUNDLED NRWORK TERllruTlNG WlRE INlWl 
A151 

HIGH CAPACITY UNBUNDLED LCCU LOOP 
A 16 1 
A 162 
A 16 15 
A 16 10 

LOOP CONDITIONING 
A 17 I 
A172 
A 173 
A175 
A 170 

yULIIpLu(uIs 
A101 Channetbnon ulannel System DS1 lo DSO 
A 102 
A163 
A 164 
A 165 
A160 

Unbundled Nehvac(; T-UW 'yvce (NTW) pu Pall 

Cnpacily Unbundled Local Loop - DS3 - FacMy Temmahon 
Hgh Capam Unbundled Local Loop - DS3 ~ Per MI* 

Hgh Capadly Unbundled Local Loop - STSl  Pel Mule 
Capmoly Unbundlsd Local Loop - STS-1- Faalily TaminaM 

Unbunded Lwp ModCraUon - Load Coy I Equlpmwl Removal - short 
Unbunded Lmp Modfiauon- Load- IEqupnnt Rsmoval- lono 
Unhunded Lmp ModlAcaUon-Bl(dgedTap Removal 
lJnbmud Salmp Wilm - m l 4 W  Cqiper Dglnbubon Load GnVEqlupment Removal RsllAddl 
Unbunded Moc#ycsuOn - ZW14W Ccpper Dbblbldkm BtidQfxl Tap Renwval FMAdd l  

lnterhcs Uul - Inledace DS1 lo DSO - OCUOP Card 
lnlwhce Mil - Inlalace DS1 lo aSa - BRITE Card 
lnlerhce Unll - h(emce DSl lo DSO . Vo*e Grade M 
ChSnMulah - Cha~d Sptm DS3 lo DS1 
Inler6c-s Unl- htrRee DS3b DSl 

LOOP nisnffi 
& l o 1  LoopT&lq~ -Ea6kperlRhour 
A102 LoopTeSlm - m p e r l L ? h o u r  
A103 Loop Te5lhg . Pranlum per 1R hair 

HYBRID WPPEIUFIBER xDSL -CAPABLE LOOP 
AZOSy3em DSLAUm-DSl 

A M  1 MyWd CoppsrlFlaIxDSL- Capable LOOP 
A20316-PmDSUH WDSLAM 

zonc 

1 
2 
3 

1 
2 
3 

N.Xl NOnracurrtnQ 
Recurdnu Racurrlnp U Additlorul 

$48 63 
$01.84 

51 12 91 

Y 8  63 
yI194 

$112.91 

116993 5107.32 

5151 48 598.09 

1306.88 
$10.92 
1426.60 
510.82 

$342 47 
s10 50 
1520 
$000 

$146.77 
u .10  
$3.66 
$1.30 

$211.10 
113.76 

$40.05 P3.85 
$63.40 131.35 
S70.30 S3f.74 

S149 40 -~~ 
5374.90 

1 $524 37 

$374.90 
3 s794.w 

A.20.3 16 - Port DSLAM. per DSLAM 

Note: "cum cos1 on ln8a and Sutmquenl bask ralher nn Flrsl and Ad6111WI lnQwl6d by aHff cD61 ~ l ~ l l o n  
pmted: 12RM)110.50 AM 

R=&urrinp Non Nonncurrlng Additional 

50252 51929 

57012 513.24 

1129 03 

Fmal Cos1 Summary Pape 4 ci 19 



BellSoulh TelecO”unlCa110ns. In= 
FPSC Dockel No. 990M9A-TP 

ExbDl DDC-3-l2U Us, 

Unbundled Network E lomnb  Cos1 Summary 

Study Nam: 
Sia1.: FL 

Florida Dockel No 990649-TP - CanplUnc* Filmg -Revision 2 i 
! Y S T 4 L L 4 T ! L? N D ! S P C N Y E C ?  

6.0 

6.1 

0.0 

0.2 

D.3 

0.4 

0.5 

D.6 

’ D.10 

0.12 

A 20 DS1 CoppedFbdr OS1 mto DSLAM 
A 20 1 H@nd M” xDSL - Capable LOOP 

A 9 2 SubLcuoy leedw Per 4-Wve DS I D~ilal Loop (Amaunts shown are approved raks Not rludled ) 
A 20 2 Hybnd CopperrFlber Dsl. per Ds1 

A 20 AcOmllon End User Aclhlalion 
A 2 2 Subloop DDlnbutDn Per 2 Wua Analog VoKe Grade LOOP 

A 2 2 SuMoop Di~l(lbLI1m Per 2-Wm Analog V m e  Grade Lwp  
A 20 4 End User Channels. per Channel AcUvatecl 

UNBUNDLED LOCAL EXCHANGE PORTS AND FEATURES 

EXCHANGE PORTS 
8.1.1 Exchsnpe Ports ~ 2-Wm Analog Line Port ( R e s ,  Bur.. Cenlrex. Coin) 
8.1.3 Exchangeports-2-wNe DlDPon 
8.1.4 Exchange Ports ~ WITS PM 
8.1 5 Exchange ports ~ 2-wrs ISMV P M  
8.1.6 &&awe Porls - 4-l&?m ISDN Dsl Port 

UNBUNDLED TRANSPORT AND LOCAL INTEROFFICE TRAWSPORT 

INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT - DEDICATED -VOICE GRAOE 
D.2.1 
D.2.2 

INTEROMCE TRANSPORT - M M C A E D  - OS0 - 56/64 KBPS 
D.3.1 
D.3.2 

INTEROFFlCE TRANSPORT - DEDlCATED - DS1 
D 4.1 
D4.2 

LOWL CHANNEL - DEIXCATEO 
D.5.1 

InImMka T r a m .  Dedicated - 2-Wm Vam Grade - Per Mlb 
Inlamhim TnnspM - Dedicated - 2- Wn? Voice GRMt - Facility Termination 

Inlemhb Transport - Dedlcaled - DSD - Per Mile 
I n l e m h  Tnnrpart - MkaW - D s O  - FadW Tanninah 

Inlerd&e T n n w  - Dediled - D61- Per Yk 
InIemhh Tnnspon ~ Dediited - Ds1 - Fadyy Tennhatrw 

Local Chamel - DedlcaW - 2-wm volce Grade 

INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT - DEMCATED - OS3 
0.6.1 
0.6.2 

INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT - DEDICATED - STS-I 
D.lO.l 
D.10.2 

INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT - DEMCATED - -RE VOICE G- 

Inledm Tnnspwt - Dedlcafed - OS3 - Per MIle 
lnlemhb Tnnrpml - Dedicated - D63 ~ FQ&y Terminalion 

InlemIfKa Transpwt - Dedlcalecl - STSt - Per Mile 
lnl8rolilw Tnnqmrl - DBdlcaled - STS-1- FacJly Tmnlnalbn 

Note Nmrecurmg -I w INIU and Subsequent bass nlher lhan Fmt and Addlional I&caled by aner al elemen( dmplmn 
P M I ~  iznomi i o  50 AM 

Non Nmrmcurrinp Non Nonrecurrlnp 
Recvnlnp Recvrrlnp Flrrt Addltlcmal Recurrlrq Additional 

1 5149.48 
2 5173.40 
3 5410.71 

$13377 S7R02 St!5 16 52121 
13554 52666 51398 $1049 

SW14 $31 70 516031 $10468 

1 S10.5.E 
2 $13.46 
3 533 55 

S i  40 
18 73 
s485 
5883 

582 74 

s.w91 
125.32 

$.ooel 
s10.u 

1 248.73 
2 $119.26 
3 
1 249.84 
2 51M.37 
3 
1 ses.48 
2 585.03 
3 $318.80 

U.87 
S1.071.31 

S5d 24 S7 69 $8582 $3554 13906 $2666 $1408 $1056 

$121 36 $6572 $7231 $1824 

$3.87 
$1 P56.07 

Final Cost Summary Page 5 01 19 



BellSoulh Telecommunicatwns. inc 
FPSC Docket No 99064w.~~ 

Exnlbn DK-S-lZlr Day 

Unbundled Network Elemenlr Cost Sum& 

Study Nam: 
su10: FL 

Florida Docket No 990640-TP - C ~ l l m u  Filing ~ Revision 2 I 
I .u 9 T A L L a I r n 4 ~ I C ~ O N N E C T  

J.0 

J.5 

L.0 

L1 

M.0 

M.l 

M.2 

N.1 

P.0 

P.l 

0 1 2 1  
D.12.2 

OTHER 

LOOP MAKEUP 
J 3 3  
J.3.4 

ACCESS DAILY USAGE FILE (AWF) 

ACCESS DAILY USAGE FILE (MUF) 

L.1.3 

M l L Y  USAGE FILES 

ENHANCED O f ' T l w u  DAILY USAGE FILE 
M.1.l 

OPTIONAL DAILY USAGE F I E  
M.2.1 
M.2.2 
M.2.3 
M.2.4 

SERVICEORDER 
N.1.5 order Cmd*latii  
N.1.6 OrderCmdnaUonfwSpeufbndConve~Time 

UNBUNDLED LOOP -wAnoNs 

lnle"c.4 Transpod - Dedrcaled - 4-wire Vace Grade - Per Mde 
Interoffice Transpw - Dedirami - 4-Wire Vdce Grade - Faclily TmmaUon 

Manual Loop Makeup wlo FaUlity Reservalmn Number 
Manual Loop Makwp wl  Facilii ReservabM Yumber 

L.l.l ADUF. ~essage w n g .  per msuge 
ADUF. Dab T m W  (MNNECT.DIRECTX W messaDe 

Enhanced opuo~l Daii u- Ne: Messape Processng. Per Messape 

OpWmI L h i i  uSac4 Rle: Recotdng. per Me6gQe 
OpIbuI D~IIY llsage Fde: uerrape Processing. Per M e s a w  
OplOMl lMty Usam FW Uessage Proceyng. Per Map& Tape F m M e r J  
Opumd Cally uppe File: Dab Tnnsmicsbn (CONNECTDIRECT). Per MeruoS 

2WRE VOICE GRIDE LOOP WITH 2WRE UNE PORT (RES. Bus. CQW, CENTREX. PBXl 
P.1 RESBUS 2-wm VG Looplpat Combo (Res. BUS. GJinI 

P.1.12-WmVoicsGladsLmp 
P.1.2 Exchaqto part ~ 2-Wra Une Part 

P.1.PBX 2-WreVGLooplPortC(PBX) 
P.1.1 2-WreVoiceGradeLmp 
P.t.2 ExchawePol(-2-WlreLlnePod 

NOn Nonrscurrlng NW Nonracwrlng 
Rccurrlnp Recuninn k g  AddlUoml Rccurrlrq E M  Addlllonal 

s 0091 
522 58 

537 55 
540 46 

S.Wt858 
$.OW12454 

5.2351 15 

S.0000071 
1.002505 
$35 91 

$00010375 

$9 00 
123 02 

$49.18 
11.17 

3 550.35 

snm 
11.17 

1 $15 06 

$18.33 
$1.17 

2 $19.50 

$49 1s 
11-17 

3 150 35 

Fml Cost Summary Pane 6 d 19 
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BellSoulh Telecommuncamns. Inc 
FPSC Oockel No 990M9A-TP 

Cxhibil DDC-3- 120 Day 

Unbundled Nclwork Elemenlr Cos1 Summjry 

study Nam: 
state: FL i Florida D a b 1  No OSOMa-TP ~ ComplbnQ Filing ~ Ravision 2 

c :  s C 0 :i u c c 5 

A 4 1 4-w‘ra halop vore &de LWP 
A 18 4 lnblbce vnl - lnter(ace DSl u) DSO - Vme Glade Card 

P I  EXTENDED 4WIRE 56 OR 64 KBPS DIGITAL LOOP WlTH MDICATED DSl INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT 
p.ai Fa t  4W 5 6 /  64 h Ds1 

A 10 1 CWre 19. 58or64Kbp CJ~llal GnIIecOOp 
0 4  2 Intem(flrxl Tnuport- Dsdratsd - DS1- FacMy Tmmatan 
A 18 1 Channelhatian ~ Olanml Synl)n, Ds1 to 0.50 
A18 2 I+w uut - lnlahce DSlW D S O  - CUJ-DP Card 

P.62 PW bwe 
0 4 1 lnlao(fice Transport - Deduled - DS1 -Per Yle 

Addilwnal4W 56/64 h ram DS1 
A 10 I CWim 1 9 . 5 6 a M  Kbps DlQiialGradeLwp 
A 18 2 Intertaw M Y -  lnlahce D61 loDS0 -OCCcoP Card 

P B 3  

P.11 EXTENDED W R E  E 1  MGITAL LOOP VHTH DEDICATED DSl INTEROFFICE T R A N s w R l  
P.11-l F b d  

A 9.1 4-Wre DS1 L%oilal Loop 
D 4.2 InleroRca Tmrpon - Deduled - DSl - F&ty Te”Mll0n 

$I 38 
1 531.30 

551 93 
11.38 

2 580 31 

$97 33 
$1 38 

3 SgS 71 

$31.79 
am.# 

149.17 
w . 4 4  

$2.10 
2 u116.a 

$61.71 
m.44 

a1-n  

1146.77 
52-10 

3 sZ9a.02 

5 1856 

531.79 
$2.10 

1 u3.m 

549 17 
52.10 

2 551.27 

581.71 
52.10 

3 583.81 

1102 30 -~ 
568 44 

1 $190.74 

$143 91 
SBB u 

2 5232 35 

Fnal Cml Summary Pap0 9 Or 19 
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Bel6aulh Tdec(Yi~mun~CillionS. Inc 
FPSC Dockel No 990649A-TP 

Exnib! CX-3-120 Day 

Unbundlmd NsfwOlk Elmnmnts COS1 SurrUlMW 

S M y  Nam: 
Stale: FL I Florlda Docket No (IoOuO.TP - Compllanu Filing - Rcvldon 2 

~ ~ S C ~ N N F C T  r ~ g r r t  I A T I O N  

P 161 Fixed 
A 1 2 2-Wwe Analog Vau, Grade Loop - Servue Level 2 
0 2 2 lnterothce Transpon . M w r e d  - 7- We Voce Grade. Fac&ry T M I I ! M ~ I  
B 1 1 Erchiqje P a h  - 2-Wre Analog Lite Pon ( R e s .  Bus Cenlrex. Con) 

P 1s2 Per MUe 
D 2 1 Interoffice Transpod - Dedbaled - 2-Wire Voce Gndd - Per Mile 

P.23 EXTENDED I-WRE VMCE WWE LOOPI 2 VHRE VOICE GRADE INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT 
P 23-1 Fued 

A1 2 2 - h A I U b Q  VOlceGrade Lwp - SerVKE LWEI 2 
D 2 2 lnlerohice Tnnrpon - Dedvaled - 2- Wre Voice Grade - Facility Temnawm 

P.2%2 Per Mile 
D.Z.1 Interohka Transpal - DwJcaled - 2.- Vdce Grade - Per Y e  

P.24 EXTENDED 4WRE VOICE GRADE LOOPf 4 WlRE VOICE GRAM INTERWFICE TRANSPORT 
P.241 F W  

A4.1 CWre Analog Voice Grade L w p  
D. 12.2 lntsmffim Transport - Dedicaled - 4-yvlre Vola Grade - FacYily Termination 

P 24-2 Per Mile 
D 12 1 I n U ”  Transpon - Dedmled - 4-Wm Voice Grade - Per Mile 

EXTENDED DS3 DIGITAL LOOP WITH DEDICATED DS3 INTEROFFICE TRINSPORT 
P 2 5 1  Fued 

A 16 1 Hlgh Capaaly Ulbunded Local Loop - 053 - FaalityTemunaCon 
D 6 2 IntenRCs Tnnspat - oed(ca1ed - DS3 - Fadny Temnalan 

P.25 

Non Nmresurlng Non Nonrscurrlnp 
Mdlll& Addltlonil Recurrtng RICurrinp Flnl 

S16 93 
525 32 
$1.40 
543 66 

522 07 
$25 32 

51.40 
2 $48.80 

S2.40 
525.32 
$1 40 

3 $79.21 

$.Ooel 

552 48 
525.32 

3 s77.a~ 

s.0091 

SZD.92 
522.58 

1 $52.49 

$58.93 
522.58 

2 181.51 

$97.33 
$22.58 

3 $110.91 

5.0091 

$386.88 
$1.071 3 1  
51.458.19 

Flnal Cos1 Summary Page 11 of 19 



BellSOutn Telecommnrauons inc 
FPSC Dockel Nr. 990649A-TP 

Emnbti EDc-3-,zc. Day 

Unbundled Nehrork El.mnlr Cor1 Sumnun/ 

Study Nam: 
Slab: 

Florlda DOCLel No S90649-TP . Crmpllance Fllinp - Revision 7 
FL 

I N $ T A I  I A T l n N  n i e r n ~ ~ ~ c r  I 
NOll Nonncurrlnp Nonncwrlnp Non 

Zon. M n n  Pecunlnp N Mdllonal Recurring Flnl Addiliowl 

P 25.2 Per MIIO . lntemlhce 
D 6.1 IntemfRCe TmnspXl. Culcaled - DS3 - Per We 

I' 25 3 Per t.We OS3 LOOF 
A 16 2 Hlgh Capacity Unbundled Laal  LOOP. OS3 . Per Mlle 

P.26 EXTENDED STS1 DIGITAL LOOP WITH DEMWTED STSI INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT 
P261 FUed 

A 16 15 H # Q ~  Cawaly Unbunded Local Loop - STS-1 - Facllllk Terminawn 
D 10 2 InlefoHKe Tranrpon - CulWlsd - STS-I - Fauli~y Temnalm 

P262 Per Mile - InIemKKe 
D.101 IntemMTranspM-Waled-STS-I -PerMile 

P 50 DID1 Fu512-WVe DID in DS1 
AS 1 CWue DS1 DIgLI Lwp 
B 1 3 Exchawe pactl- 2-Wre MD Porl 
Q 1 1 M Channel Bank Insids CO -System 
a 1 4 Unbundled LOOP Cmenlrah - POTS Card 

13.87 

510 92 

S426.60 
51.056.07 
51.482.67 

13 87 

$10.92 

$102.30 
11 40 

$1 18.06 
5.6402 

1 5222.40 

1143.81 
S1.40 

1332.43 
11.40 

1118.06 
S M O Z  

3 s4sz.u 

11.40 
1.6402 
$204 

1102.30 
$8.73 

1143.91 
58.73 

FlnaI Cost Sumnary Paw 12 of 19 



F 50 DID2 Addiuonal2-W#re DID in same Dsl 
B 1 3 Exchange P m  - 2-W~re DID P M  
0 1 4 MbuM L w p  Cnncentramn POTS Card 

P.51 EXTENDED Z W R E  ISDN LOOP WITH Ds1 INlEROFFKX TRANSPORT 
P.51-1 flW 2-Wm ISDN in Dsl  

A5.1 2-ylhs ISDN DipW Grade Loop 
D.4.2 intemlfice Transpp( - Ondicated - DS1 - Fadyhl TmMlion 
A.18.lCha1neliZalion- c h a n ~ S ~ o S l c O n s O  
A.18.3 hlafam MI - InteftacB Ds1 10 DSO ~ BRlTE card 

P.51-2 PW h4k 
D.4.l InIemWice Transpwt - Dedicated - Cst - Per*l#e 

AddlhaI 2-Vue losN in same DS1 P.51-3 

No&: Nonreeurmp cost M WIW and Summ basis tamer man F k l  and Addltbrul iodited by - afler cmt slsment duuipuOn 
pmisd: 12120101 IO:SOAM 

sa 73 
s 6402 
$9 37 

5102 30 
$0.83 

511806 
$292 

1 $232 11 

$143 91 
1883 

$11806 
$2.92 

2 u73.n 

5332 43 
sa83 

$1 18 06 
$292 

3 f452 24 

18 83 
lzm 

S1175 

$25 17 
$8844 

1146 77 
$3 66 

1 UBI 05 

t35 23 
$80 44 

$146 77 
$366 

2 1214 10 

$67 25 
sB8 44 

$146.71 
13 66 

3 wg 12 

5.1856 

F&al Cast Summary Pape 13 of 1Y 



EetlSOulh TelecommuncaBons. Inc 
FPSC Oockel NO 990649A TP 

Ehibtl D3C-3-120 Day 

! 

Unbundled NelwMk Elenmnlr Cos1 Summary 

Sludy Nam: 
SlalP FL 

Florld. Docel No 900649-TP - Canpllance Fillno ~ Revl)lon 2 

c : I c o r.' K E c r !?! 5 ?,e L L A  T !  9 t? 
1 

A.5. I 2-hre ISDN W l a l  Grade L w p  
A18.3 Interface Unn - Interface DS1 to DSO - BRIE  Card 

P.52 EXTENDED 4WRE DS1 DIGITAL LOOP WITH DEDICATED STS-1 INTEROFFICE TRANSPORl 
P 52-1 FbU h DSl hSTS1 

A 9 1 4% Os1 Dbllal Loop 
D 10 2 Interolha, Trdnspat - Dedicdled - STSl - FacW Temunatnm 
A 185 ChnnekIbon - ChaNel System DS3lo DS1 
A 18 6 I n "  Unit - Inleface DS3 lo DS1 

P.52-2 Per Uik 
D.1O.l InIeramCe Transpat - Dedlcaled - STS-I - PW Mik 

P.52-3 M d l m a l  DS1 in same STSl 
A.9 1 Cwce Os1 Dbltal LWP 
A . l 8 . 6 l n d e r f m U ~ - I n ~ m D S 3 l o O S l  

P.13 EXTENDED 2- VOICE GRAM u)op WITH -CITED DS1 INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT WI 3ll UUX 
P 53.1 First 2-Wm VG YI F a t  Os1 in DS3 

A 1 2 2-INire Ana@ Voice Grade LWp - S e m  Level 2 
D 4 2 Inl" Tnn6pat - M e t e d  OS1 - Fad@ Temunatatl 
A18 5 ChannebaMn - Channel Syt(em DS3 la DS1 
A 18 6 lntedacs vlllt - Intertam 053 lo DS1 
A I 8  1 Uunnekabon - Uunnel Sy6tem DS1 lo Os0 
A 18 4 InMam W- InlEufacn DSl lo DSO VOKB Grade Card 

Non Nonracurring Non Nonrwarnng a R-CUII~W Rscurrlng AddlUon;l R e m  -1 Additional 
525 17 
$3.66 

1 528.@4 

535.23 
53.66 

2 u8.89 

567 25 
$3.66 

3 570.01 

$102 30 
$1.056 07 

1211 19 
313 76 

1 $1.38333 

1143 91 
31.05607 

1211 19 
$1378 

2 51.42404 

$332 43 
S1 . O S  07 

5211 19 
$13 76 

3 S1.61346 

$3.87 

$102 30 
313 76 

1 $116.00 

$143 91 
$13 76 

2 $157 67 

$332 43 
$13.76 

3 SMfI 20 

$16.93 
m.44 

1211.19 
513.78 

$146 77 
$1.38 

1 $478.48 
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BellSouth Telecmmuncalians. Inc 
FPSC Docket No 990649A-TP 

txhibl DOC-3-120 Day 

Unbundlad Network Elements Cost Sumniary 

Sludy Nam: 
slat.: FL I Flwida Dockel No 09064a-TP - Complianca Fillna - FlBwirlan 2 

!.”I s T.* L L .e T !  n N @ ! Z P O . I ( N E C T  

Zon 
Non Nonrccurrlna NGfl Nonrecurring 

Racurrlnq Recurring Mdltlona Recurrlnn Addiliorul 
$22 07 
$88.44 

5211.19 
$13.76 

si46 77 
51.38 

2 5483.62 

552 4.4 
$88 44 

5211.19 
$13.76 

11M.77 
31 38 

3 $514.02 

P 532 Perum per Ds1 
D 4 1 InkmHtce Transpon - Dedmted - DS1- Per Mile 

Admmal 2-Wue VG in same Os1 
A 1 2 2-Wh-a Anam Volm Grade Loop - Servlce Level 2 
A 18 4 bl&ace Unil- Inledace DS1 lo Dso - Voue Grade Card 

P 53.3 

3.1856 

$16.93 
31.38 

1 $18.31 

P W  AddItcd DS1 in sam 053 
D.4 2 lntemffce Tnclspat - ~eckated - DS1- Fawllty TemnaMn 
A18 1 ChannebKm - aUmel System DSt Io D s O  
A.186Inlerfa~UII-lnterlaQDS3loDSl 

P 54 EXTENDED CWlRE YOKE GRME LOOP WTH DEDICATED DSl INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT WI W l  MUX 
P 5 4 1  FlrctCWlreVGhRRlDSl hDS3 

A 4  1 4-y\ks Amlog Vdw onde Lmp 
D 4 2 InlermAEe Trdn3poIl- Dedkated - DSl - Facllily T e r m ”  
A 18 5 UunneYnlkm -Channel S W m  DS3 Io DS1 
A 18 13 lnterhce Unil- lnleffam Ds3 lo DS1 
A 18 1 Channf&elh- ChannelSystem Os1 lo D S O  
A 18 4 IMetfam uut- InMac8 Ds1 loDs0- Voue Grade Card 

Nole: Nmmrnng cosl on lniliil and subseqwnl bsls  mmer man Fint and Addllwul i n d i t e d  by. aRer msl element desmpt- 
Plmntd: i m m i  10:m AM 

$52.48 
$1 .38 

3 $55.88 

$88.44 
3146.77 
313.76 

$248.07 

$29 92 
SBB 44 

$211 19 
$13.76 

3146 77 
31 38 

1 $491 46 

$58 03 
$0044 

$211 to 
$1376 

S14a 77 . 
$1 38 

2 3520.48 

197 33 
$88.44 

FmalCOStSunnnary Fage15o119 



BellSouth Telecommunlwlmns. Inc 
FPSC Dockel No 990649A-TP 

EX~UD~I ODG3-120 Day 

Unbundlea Network Elamnls Cost Summary 

Study Name: 
Sui.: FL 

Florida Docket No PSOM9-TP -Compliance Filinp . Revision 2 I n i C c o ~ r g F c T  I N S T I I I  I A T ~ ~ N  

P 53-2 Per Mie per DSl 
D.4.1 lnleroflke Transport. Micaled. OS1 - Per Mile 

AdQll~onal4-Wue VG an same DS1 
A.4.14-Wore h a l o p  Volw Grade Loop 
A.18 4 Interface Unl - Interface DSi Io DSO - Voics Grade Card 

P 54-3 

P S U  Addthonal DS1 n same DS3 
D 4 2 Inlsmflice Transpm - DedKatea - OS1 . Facd~ly TmnaItDn 
A 18 1 Wumeluaww, - Channel Syslem DS1 lo as0 
A 18 6 Iw?rlaw una - Inferlaw Ds3 m DS1 

P.55 EXTENDED -RE 56 OR 64 KBPS DIGITAL LDDP WTH MDlCATED DS1 INTEROFFICE TRAIlSPDRT WI 31 UUX 
P 5 5 1  F n l  CWm tn Fml DS1 h Ds3 

A101  c W m l Q . 5 6 O r ~ K b p 6 D ~ i ~ l G ~ d e L ~  
D 4 2 Inlemfllce TraMpon - Dedicated ~ Dsl - Faduty TmlnaUm 
A18 5 Wunne(lulmn -Channel System DS3 lo E51 
A1B6Inte~w~l-lnle1faceCLS3loDsl 
A 18 1 Chmwluabm - Chnnel System DS1 lo DSO 
A18 2 Inleitam Unlt - Inledace DS1 m aSa - OCU-DP Card 

P 5 5 2  Per Wle per DS1 
13.4 1 lnle"w Tmmpofl- Dfdraled. DSl -Per MJe 

Addtbononal4-Wirr In same DS1 P 5 5 3  

Nola Nonrecumcg o x 1  M lnwl ana Subsequenl basts R I M  lhan First and Add+o~I hdsled by afler Cmt elemenl descnpllon 
Wled 12ROM110 50 AM 

NOII Nonrecurring Non Nonrecurrlng 
Fnsl Addl I lwl  R>s- Mdlll-I m - u  rri 

5211 19 
513 76 

s 1856 

529.82 
S I  38 

1 $31.30 

sm.93 
51.38 

2 W.31 

197.33 
11.3s 

3 198 71 

SW.44 
3146.77 
313.76 

52a.97 

$31 79 
$88 44 

$211 19 
113 76 

3146 77 
52 10 

1 WBS 05 

549 17 
Iss 44 

1211 19 
$13 76 

3146 77 
52 10 

2 1511 44 

361 71 
m44 

5211 10 
513 76 

1146.77 
52.10 

3 1523.88 

3.18% 
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BellSoutn Tetecommunlcallms. Inc 
FPSC Docket No 890645A-TP 

Eahhbr DOC-3-120 Day 

Unbundled Nework Elements Cost S u m ~ r y  

ISWdy Nam: Flwkla Dakel  No 990649-TP -Compliance Fillno - R.vlrlon 2 I 
ISUIS. FL 

I *! s r n  L L n T !  0 fl P ! S C O N N E C T  
I 

A 10 1 4&e 19.56 M 64 Kbps WiOl Grade Lmp 
A 18 2 Interlace Unit ~ Interlace DSI Io DSO - OCU-DP Card 

P 554 Addilm~l DS1 in same 053 
D 4 2 IntemlAce Transp~  - M c a l e d  - DS1 - Facdily TmnaImn 
A 18 1 Chamblm - Chamel Syrlem DSl to DSO 
A 18 6 Inledace Unlt - lnlmiaca DS3 lo DS1 

P.56 EXTENDED LOOP 2 M R E  ISDN WITH DSI INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT WI 3 1  W X  
P.561 F W  2-Wm YI F!Sl Dsl In DSJ 

A 5.1 2-Wire ISDN Obila1 Grade Loop 
D.4.2 Interoh Trallspon - Dedcaled - DS1- FacUlty Temhalmn 
A.18.5 aU-h - C h a n d  Syslem DS3 lo DSI 
A18.6 Interlace UIS- lnlertam DS3 10 DS1 
A.18.l C h a r ”  - Uumsl Syrlam DS110 DSO 
A.18.3 lntefface UIH - In@dace DS1 to DSO - BRlTE Card 

P 5 6 2  PaMbperDSl 
D 4.1 Intamlke Tt3nSpl- Dedltated - DSl - Per M b  

Mdllond 2-We in same DS1 
A5 1 2-Wve ISDN D W I  Grade LOOP 
A 18 3 Intertam Unit - Interface DSI Io DSO - BRlTE Cad 

P 56.3 

N M  Nonrewrriw Non Nonruurring 
Z g  & g r a  E&t Addlllonal Rocunlna E!E! Addlllonal 

$31.79 
52.10 

1 $33.80 

S45.17 
52 10 

2 $51 27 

561 71 
5210 

3 $63.81 

188.44 
$146 77 
$13.76 

5248.07 

125.17 
188 44 

$211 19 
313.76 

$146.77 
$3.66 

1 w.00 

$3523 
188.44 

$211.19 
513.78 

$146.77 
$3.56 

2 $498.05 

$67.25 
188.44 

$211.19 
$13.76 

$146 77 
$3.66 

3 $531.08 

5.1856 

125.17 
33 66 

1 $28 84 

$35 23 
33 ea 

2 $3889 

$67.25 
u.66 
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BellSwtn Telecommunicalms. Inc 
FPSC Docker NO 990649A-TP 

E x h m  DDC~3-120 Day 

Unbundled Nefwork Elements C m l  Summary 

Sludy Name: 
Slate  FL 

Flm& Docket NO a w 6 4 0 - ~ ~  - Complianu FUinQ - Reviston 2 1 
D ! S C C N N E C T  ! rl r T d  L L n f! C N 

Non NonrecuITiw NOll NmrecurrinQ 
Rccu trinp Additional Recurrlng @ Addltlonal 

3 $70.91 

P 56-4 Add~lona~ DS1 in same DS3 
D 4 2 ateromu, Transpon - Dedtcaled - OS1 - FauVly TemYnallOn 
A 18 I Chalm&la%s - C h a n d  System OS1 to DS@ 
A 18 6 Interface Unll - Inlerface 053 lo DSl 

p 57 EXTENDED I-WIRE 051 DIGITAL LOOP WITH DEDICATED DSl INTEROFFICE TRANSPORT Wf Ut  YUX 
P.57-1 FYSI 4-Wlre DSI In DS3 

A 9 1 4 - V k D S t  Ch~~Wloop 
D 4 2 Infemke Tramport - M a l e d  - Ds1- Faduly T e m U O n  
A 18 5 C h a M h t O n  ~ Channel Syrtan OS3 m DSl 
A 18 6 Stmiace Unit- Inleaface DS3 lo DS1 

P 57-2 Par M k  per LIS1 
D4  1 b(ero&e Transport- Dedcated- DSl -Per M l e  

Addlmal CWm DSl n aame C63 
A 9  1 &Wire DS1 Wlal Lwp 
A 18 6 lnterfam Unn - lnldace DS3 lo ml 
D 4 2 Intem(l*e Tmspml- Mkated. Dsl - Facihly Te.f"aMn 

P 57-3 

P.51 EXTENDED 4WRE 56 OR M KBPS DIGITAL LOOP WITH D S O  INTEROFFICE lRANSPORT 
P ss1 Fixed 

A 10 1 4-Wsre 18.56 or 64 Kbps Cl~Q*al Grade LOOP 
D 3 2 Inlerdka Tranworl- M u t e d  - Dso . Faclty T m m o l m  

I88 44 
S146 77 

$13 76 
5248 97 

s102 30 
588.44 

5211.19 
513.76 

1 $415.69 

$143.91 
588.44 

5211.19 
513.76 

2 $457 30 

5332.43 
uuI.44 

5211.19 
$13.76 

3 $645.83 

5.1856 

$102 30 
513.76 
188.44 

1 UM.SO 

514391 
513 76 
588 44 

2 $246.11 

$332 43 
513 76 
S88u 

3 $434 64 

$31.79 
118.44 

1 150.23 

$49.17 
518.44 

2 567.61 

561.71 
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BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
FPSC Docket No. 990649-TP 

Exhibit DDC-4-120 Day 
Page 1 of 1 

BellSouth Telecommunications 
Forecast Telephone Plant Indexes 
Accounts On Part 32 USOA Basis 

ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL 
FRC 1995 1996 .I 997 

I C  8.5 1.7 2.6 
22c 10.0 2.2 1.8 
257C -0.4 -2.0 1 .I 
357c -3.6 -2.2 -3.2 
45c 5.7 2 .o 3.0 
4 c  8.9 1.3 2.2 
5c  11.5 1.7 -0.2 
6C 6.7 1 .I 2.9 
8226 -2.3 1.2 0.8 
84% 0.5 2.1 1.5 
85C -3.2 0.9 0.1 
86C 0.0 2.7 2.0 



Florida 4c 
In-Plant Factor based on Vendor Installation 

InPlant Components 

Telco Plant-Labor 
Telco Engineering 
Other 
Vendor Engineering 
Vendor Installation 
Exempt Malerial 
Nonexempt Material 
Total Plant (TelcoBVendor) 
Total Engineering (TelmBVendor) 
Total Mated (ExemptBNon-exempt) 
Total In-Plant Cost 
Approximate In-Plant Factor 
(Percentages of Vendor Installation) 

Component 

1 
2 
4 
5 
6 
7A 
70 
1 +6 
2+5 

7A+70 

1998 

1.375.177 
2.822 

195,220 
2,601,129 
9,446,104 

737,025 
1,594.769 

10.821.281 
2,603.951 
2,331.794 

15.952.246 

Component In-Plant Factors as Percentasa of Vendor Installflon 
Telco Plant-Labor 1 0.1455814 
T e b  Engineering 2 0.0002987 
Other 4 0.0206667 
Vendor Engineering 5 0.2753653 

Exempt kbfeiial 7A 0.0780242 
Non-exempt Material 70 0.1688282 
Total Plant (Teko&Vendor) 1 +6 1.1455814 
To@ Engineering (TefcdLVendor) 2+5 0.27-0 
Total Material (Exempt&Nonexempt) 7A+78 0.2468525 

Other Significant Items: 

Vendor Installation 6 I .0000000 

Plant Labor-Indirect Salary. Benefits. L Other 
Supply Expense 
Contract Labor-ROW and Tree Trim 
Right of Way Items 
Interest Duing Construction 
Component In-Ptant Factors as Percentage of 
Other SignBcant Items: 
Plant Labor-Indirect Salary, Benefits, (L Other 
SupplyExpense ' 
Contract Labor-ROW and Tree Trim 
Right of Way Items 
Interest During Construction 
Total + SlgnMCant O@r lhpbnt 

Vendor 

1 $ 176.807 
1 $ 37.325 
4 J 1.374 
4 5 30,792 
4 5 111.731 

Installation 

1 0.0187175 
1 0.0039514 
4 0.0001455 
4 0.0032598 
4 0.0118283 

0.033951 

1999 

1.1 02.71 1 
831,844 
68,533 

1,191.387 
7.158.274 

617.563 
3.354.753 
8.260.985 
2.023.231 
3,972,316 

14.325.065 

0.1 540471 
0.1 162073 
0.0095740 
0.1664350 
1.0000000 
0.0862726 
0.4686539 
1.1 54047 1 
0.282w3~ 
0.5549265 

$ 164.757 
$ 38.614 
s 5.758 
$ 191.758 
$ 103.228 

0.0230163 
0.0053983, 
0.0008044 
0.0267883 
0.0144208 
0.~p65030 

2000 

1,555.929 
1,224.21 7 

171.607 
951,359 

5,373,069 
902,025 

2.552.54 1 
6.928.998 
2.1 75,576 
3.454.566 

12.730.747 

0.2895792 
0.2278432 
0.0319384 
0.1770606 
1 .0000000 
0.16~@789 
0.4750620 
1.2895792 
0.4049038 
0.6429409 

$ 217,037 
$ 57.885 
$ 728 
$ 47.370 
$ 101.958 

0.0403935 
0.0107732 
0.0001 355 
0.0088162 
0.0189757 
0.068321 

Avg 98-00 

1.344.606 
686.294 
145.120 

1.581.292 
7,325.816 

752,204 
2,500,688 
8.670.421 
2,267.586 
3.252.892 

14.336.01 9 

0.196402547 
0.114783082 
0.020726345 
0.206286953 

1 
0.110725253 
0.370848047 
1 .I96402547 
0.321070035 
0.481573301 

$ 186.200 
$ 44,608 
$ 2,620 
$ 89.973 
$ 105.639 

0.0273757 
0.0067063 
0.0003618 
0.0129547 
0.0150749 
0.055767 

BellSouth Telecommunications. Inc. 
FPSC Docket No 990644TP 

Exhibit DDC-5-120 Day 
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Total Loading for 4C Vendor Installation 0.3915905 0.4393390 0.6518768 0.4942688 


