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1 BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, XNC. , 

2 ’  SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF W. BERNARD SHELL 

3 BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION, 

4 DOCKET NOS. 981834-TP AND 990321-TP 

5 SEPTEMBER 26,2003 1 1 

6 

7 Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND OCCUPATION. 
‘ 6 1  1 

1 

8 

9 A. My name is W. Bernard SheI1. My business address is 675 W. Peachtree St., N.E., 

10 Atlanta, Georgia. I am a Manager in the Finance Department of BellSouth 

11 Telecommunications, Inc. (hereinafter referred to as “BellSouth”). My area of 

12 responsibility is economic costs. , I  

1 1 

13 

14 Q. AFW YOU THE SAME W. BERNARD SHELL THAT FILED DIRECT 

15 TESTIMONY IN THIS DOCKET? 

16 

17 A. Yes. I filed direct testimony on February 4,2003. 

18 

I 9  Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

20 

21 A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the testimony of Mr. Steven Turner, 

22 representing AT&T Communications of the Southern States, L.L.C. (“AT&T”) and 

23 the testimonies of Mr. Rowland Cuny and Mr. David Gabel representing the Florida 

24 Commission Staff. My testimony will address certain statements made regarding 

25 collocation costs. Additionally, in preparing my responses and re-looking at the cost 
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I 

2 

studies, 1 discovered a need to correct one o f  the cost elements (Element H.1.37, I 

Security Access System per square foot). 

3 

4 Q. PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCIUBE THE C O W C T I O N  TO ELEMENT H.1.37 

5 AND ITS IMPACT. 

6 

t 

7 A. This element develops the recurring cost per square foot to place security access 

8 

9 

I O  

1 I 

12 

13 

system card readers in central offices. To develop this cost per square foot, 

BellSouth divides the total cost by the state-siecific average square footage of the 

central offices. BellSouth used Georgia’s average square footage instead of Florida’s 

by mistake. The correction uses Florida’s number as intended. The net effect of this 

change is that the proposed cost goes fiom $.0125 per square foot to $.0101 per 

square foot. Attached are revised Exhibit WBS-1 (the complete cost study on CD- 

14 

15 

16 

17 Q. BEFORE YOU SPECIFICALLY ADDRESS THE BELLSOUTH’S 

18 

19 

20 

21 LOCAL EXCHANGE COMPANIES (“ILECS”). 

22 

23 A. Yes, while BellSouth agrees with Mr. Turner that its model, the BellSouth Cost 

24 

25 

ROM and the revised pages to the paper portion) and revised Exhibit WBS-2 (cost 

summary) containing the corrected number. 

COLLOCATION COST STUDIES, CAN YOU ADDRESS MR. TURNER’S 

STATEMENTS MGATCDING A SINGLE COST MODEL AND 

CONSISTENCY ACROSS COST DEWLOPIPENT AMONG INCUMBENT 

Calculator@, is a wonderful model, BellSouth does not support the use of a single 

@ 1999 BellSouth Corporation All Rights Reserved 
-2- 



1 model for all ILECs for reasons explained below. Moreover, given that each ILEC 

2 ’ has its awn operational procedures for provisioning collocation and its own netwotk 

3 infrastructure and planning guidelines, cost development by the various ILECs is not 

4 exactly the same. 

5 I t 

6 Q. MR. TURNER CLAIMS THAT THE “DISPARATE COSTS AND RATES FOR 

7 COLLOCATION INDICATES THAT THF, RESULTS ARE INACCURATE 
’ ( 1  I 

I 

8 AND INCONSISTENT WITH COST-BASED TELFUC PRINCIPLES.” (PAGE 

9 3, LINES 15-17) IS HE CORRECT? 

I O  

I 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. No. The foundation of Mr. Twner’s contention is that “the underlying investments 

should be similar” among the three companies providing collocation in Florida. (Page 

3, line 15) This assumption is false and, therefore, so is his conclusion. The 
1 I 

- - -mmpanies have unique rate structures that dictate the network components that need 

to be considered in the development of the investments and thus, what is reflected in 

the cost-based rates. The FCC’s TELNC principles do not mandate that the rate 

structures utilized by the incumbents must be identical. Thus, there is no merit in Mr. 

Turner’s supposition that varying cost results mean that the cost studies do not adhere 

to the TELNC guidelines. 

Additionally, contrary to Mr. Tumer’s allegation, the companies have unique 

purchasing agreements for the network components, land, and buildings required for 

collocation. This Commission has recognized in its UNE orders that it is proper to 

accurately portray the company-specific inputs. For example, in its May 25,2001 

Order in Docket No. 990649-TPY the Commission ruled that “inputs adopted for use 

-3- 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

in determining UNE prices shall be BellSouth specific.” (Page 188, Order No. PSC- 

0 1 - 1 1 8 I -FOF-TP) Nothing proffered by Mr. Turner should alter the Commission’s 

ruling with respect to collocation. In fact, acceptance of Mr. Turner’s erroneous claim 

of a common set of investments would violate previous Commission’s rulings that 

cnmpany-specific input is appropriate. 

1 

, , 
I ,  

Q. MR. TURNER ALSO CONTENDS THAT “A’SINGLE COLLOCATION 

COST MODEL CAN READILY BE USED FOR ALL THREE INCUMBENTS 

IN FLORIDA.” (PAGE 7, LINES 17-18) PLEASE C,OMMENT. 

A. Mr. Turner’s simplistic assertion is not realistic. He requests that this Commission 

adopt the BellSouth Cost Calculator@ for use in determining collocation costs. While 

the model may be “readily” available for BellSouth, the same conclusion cannot be 

madefor Sprint and Verizon. - . ._. . 

First, the model is the intellectual property of BellSouth. Therefore, BellSouth is 

entitled to compensation on the use of its intellectual property as well as the time 

required to train others on the use of it. This compensation would be in the form of a 

licensing fee. BellSouth believes that it deserves to be paid for the effort required to 

develop and maintain the model. Under no circumstances should the Commission 

require BellSouth to tum over its mode1 without compensation. On the other hand, 

use of BellSouth’s model by the other ILECs, with compensation, would raise the 

costs to them. Thus, AT&T’s proposal would necessarily leave an adverse, and 

unfair, impact either on BellSouth (if its intellectual property is taken without 

1999 BellSouth Corporation All Rights Reserved 



I compensation) or on other ILECs (in the form of increased costs). 

2’ 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

A3 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Second, existing SprintNerizon data feeds would likely need to be altered or scrapped 

entirely to generate the inputs required by the adopted model. Finally, the issue of 

model administration and maintenance would need to be resolved. The question of 

who has ultimate control over the algorithms and methodology inherent in the model 

would need to be answered. BellSouth would require that prior to any model 

modification, notification and approval be obtained. 

‘ 4 L  I 

I 

While BellSouth would not have to expend the time required to develop new inputs, 

pay the potential on-going expense, and maintain the support of a Florida-specific 

model as would Sprint and Verizon, BellSouth does not support the use of a 

standardized modeI. As stated above, BellSouth would need to spend time training 
I I 

_the.-other ILECs and maintaining-the model for use by all EECs. This position was 

articulated in BellSouth’s response to the Commission’s request on this subject. 

(February 28,2003 letter to Patricia A. Christensen Re: UNE: Costing Workshop 

Comments) 

What Mr. Turner does not appear to realize is that the model used to complete a cost 

study is not considered a cost driver. Cost drivers are things that impact cost studies, 

such as the assumptions used and input data associated with the cost elements. The 

cost modei is just a tool that accepts inputs, makes the appropriate calculations, and 

produces the outputs. Such things as a company’s network plans, budget, and 

operations procedures drive the assumptions and input data. Additionally, the cost 

model does not determine the cost elements or the rate structure used. Simply put, 

-5- 



1 

2 

Mr. Tumer’s proposd for a single model would cause the ILECs to spend more time 

and more costs with no real effect on the resulting cost numbers. 

3 

4 Q. PLEASE LIST THIE AREAS OF THE COLLOCATION COST STUDIES 

5 THAT WILL RE ADDRESSED. 

6 

7 A. The cost-related areas discussed in my testimony are as follows: 

8 DCpower 

9 Nonrecurring elements associated with pIanning, engineering, installation times, 

10 

I 1  Floor space 

12 Space Preparation 

13 Cage construction 

14 .L Cable rack capacity 

15 Fill factors 

16 

17 Q. HOW IS DC POWER ADDNSSED IN BELLSOUTH’S COLLOCATION 

qa COST STUDY? 

19 

20 A. BellSouth makes DC power available for an Competitive Local Exchange Carrier’s 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

space availability report, and cable records 

(“CLEC’s”) physical collocation space at a BellSouth Power Board or a BellSouth 

Battery Distribution Fuse Bay (“BDFB”), at the CLEC’s option, within the premises. 

The CLEC’s certified vendor must engineer and install fuses and power cables from 

the collocation space to the BDFB. The CLEC’s certified engineer must also engineer 

and install power cables from the collocation space to the Power Board, if this option 

-6- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 Qm 

9 

I O  

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

77 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. 

is chosen. Recurring charges for DC power will be assessed per ampere per month 

based upon the BellSouth Certified Supplier engineered and installed power feed ’ 

fused ampere capacity. Therefore, BellSouth developed the recurring costslfor power 

based on the assumption that the charge would be per-fused amp, as opposed to per- 

used amps. “F~sed’’ refers to the protection device rating. Protection ckviceq are 

fuses or circuit breakers. 
I ‘ 4  + 

4 

ON PAGE 19 AND 20 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. TURNER ASSERTS THAT 

POWER AUGMENTS ARE NOT PRICED ON THE SAME BASIS AS A 

COMPIREHENSJW POWER PLANT. PLEASE RESPOND. 

Mr. Turner is incorrect in his assertion that the power augment jobs for collocation 

are priced differently than a total power plant job would be priced. He states on the 

top of page 20 that “[a]ugments, by nature, do not provide the scale economies in the 

derivation of the DC power investment that BellSouth benefits from based on its 

installation of a comprehensive DC power plant.” However, BellSouth’s cost study is 

based on BellSouth operating under a standard regional contract with its vendor for 

the DC power plant components, regardless of the size of the power job. The same 

vendor that installs BellSouth’s day-to-day power equipment to serve its end users 

also installs BellSouth’s power equipment to serve the CLECs desiring to collocate in 

the central office. Regardless of the size of the central office or the size of the power 

needs, the same price that applies for a comprehensive DC power plant also applies 

for a smaller augment. BellSouth’s cost studies used data from actual collocation 

projects throughout the region to determine the expected regional forward-looking 

investment per DC amp. Data was taken from 71 1 projects. Costs that would not 

I 1 
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2 

3 

4 

5 Q. PLEASE REPOND TO MR. TURNER’S STATEMENT (PAGE 20, LINES 20 

6 

7 

8 

9 A. The FCC has specifically allowed incumbent local exchange carriers to recover the 

apply on a forward-looking basis, such as power cabling, were backed out. An 

average of all the data was taken to produce the forward-looking investment per amp. 

Again, the standard regional contract pricing would apply on the augments. 
1 

AND 21) THAT USING AUGMENTS “CONTRADICTS THE 

REQUIREIKENTS OF A TELRIC COST STUDY.” 
, 

I O  

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

cost of central office modifications, including power upgrades/augments, required to 

meet a collocator’s needs. In its Advanced Services Order (Order FCC 99-48), 

paragraph 5 1 states: 

- We conclude, based on the record, that incumbent LECs must allocate 

space preparation, security measures, and other collocation charges on a 

pro-rated basis so the first collocator in a particular incumbent premises 

will not be responsible for the entire cost of site preparation. For example, 

if an incumbent LEC implements cageless collocation arrangements in a 

19 

20 

21 cost of site preparation. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

particular central office that requires air conditioning and power upgrades, 

the incumbent may not require the first collocating party to pay the entire 

This language clearly allows ILECs such as BellSouth to recover the costs of 

preparing collocation space including power upgrades (augments). Since the FCC 

established the TELFUC principles, it presumably would not have allowed the ILECs 

-8- 



1 to recover site preparation cost if doing so conflicted with TELRIC principles. Site 

2 preparation includes the cost of power upgrades or augments. As such, BellSouth’s 

3 methodology for developing the investment per DC amp is compliant with TELRIC 

4 principles. It is simply a way of pro-rating the cost of collocation power requirements 

5 among CLECs on a reasonable and nondiscriminatory basis. i 0 

6 

7 
‘ 4 1  1 

Additionally, Mr. Turner (page 20, lines 9 - 13) references paragraph 677 of the 
1 

8 FCC’s First Report and Order (dated August 8,1996). He is addressing Total Service 

9 Long Run Incremental Cost (“TSLRIC”). However, paragraph 678 of this same order 

10 states: 

I 1  While we are adopting a version of the methodology commonly referred to 

12 

13 

14 

A5 

as TSLRIC as the basis for pricing interconnection and unbundled 

elements, we are coining the term “total element long run incremental 
I ’  I 

--cost’’ (TELNC) todescribe our version of this methodology. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Therefore, while TSLRIC and TELRIC have similarities, the collocation studies are 

based on TELRIC principles. As stated above, BellSouth’s methodology for 

developing the investment per DC amp is compliant with TELRIC principles. 

Q. MR. CURRY, ON PAGE 8 OF HIS TESTIMONY, ALSO STATES THAT 

BELLSOUTH HAS NOT ESTABLISHED AN APPROPRIATE TELRIC FOR 

DC POWER AND REFERS TO THX FCC’S INTERCONNECTION PRICING 

RULES. DO YOU AGREE WITH HIS ASSESSMENT? 

-9- 



I 

I A. No. Mr. Cwry references paragraph 682 fiom the FCC’s Local Competition Order 

2 

3 

(CC Docket No. 96-98 released August 8, 1996). The reference is correct, however, 

as stated above the FCC established the TELRIC principles, and it presumably would 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

79 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

not have allowed the ILECs to recover site preparation cost if doing so conflicted with 

TELRJC principles. The FCC addressed collocation in the Local Competition Docket 

where it established rules to implement the collocation requirements of the 1996 

Telecommunication Act. The FCC reviewed collocation again in the Advanced 

Services Docket (CC Docket No. 98-147, order released March 3 I ,  1999) and 

strengthened the collocation rules to reduce costs and ‘delays faced by competitors that 

seek to collocate equipment in an incumbent LEC’s central office. It is after this 

additional review of collocation that the FCC stated that the ILECs can recover the 

cost for site preparation. The only stipulation contained in the FCC order was that the 

total cost of site preparation would be pro-rated so that the first collocator in a 

4 

particular central office would not be responsible for the entire cost. Consistent with 

this directive, BellSouth has developed a way of pro-rating the cost of collocation 

power requirements among CLECs on a reasonable and nondiscriminatory basis. 

This same cost methodology has been used in all BellSouth states. 

Moreover, in approving BellSouth’s applications for in-region interLATA authority in 

Georgia and Louisiana on May 15,2002 (FCC Order 02-174, y210 and 21 l), in 

Alabama, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina on September 

18,2002 (FCC Order 02-260,123 1 and appendix H, 721), and in Florida and . 

Tennessee on December 19,2002 (FCC Order 02-331, appendix D, 721), the FCC 

concluded that BellSouth provides collocation based on TELIUC principles. For 

25 example, in FCC Order 02-260 it states the following: 

--lo- 



1 As stated above, checklist item 1 requires a BOC to proside 

2 “interconnection in accordance with the requirements of a section 4 

3 25 1 (c)(2) and 252(d)( 1). Section 252(d)( 1) requires state determinations 

4 regarding the rates, terms, and conditions of interconnection to be based 

5 on cost and to be nondiscriminatory, and allows the rates to iqclude, a 

6 

7 

reasonable profit. The Commission’s pricing rules require, among other 

things, that in order to comply with its collocation obligations, an 
‘ 4  4 I 

8 

9 appendix H] 

incumbent LEC provide collocation based on TELRIC. [Paragraph 21 in 

10 

11 

42 

13 

14 Q. ON PAGES 23 AND 24, MR. TURNER PRESENTS SOUTHWESTERN 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I 9  

20 BELL DATA. 

21 

22 A. The Southwestern Bell investment numbers for Texas are not relevant to determining 

23 

24 

For the foregoing reasons, we reject commenters’ allegations of error and 

find that BellSouth complies with checklist item 1. [Paragraph 23 11 , , 

1 I 

BELL’S INVESTMENT PROPOSAL IN TEXAS AS A COMPARISON TO 

BELLSOUTH’S POWER JOBS. HE IS USING THIS AS AN EXAMPLE OF 

PUBLICLY AVAILABLE DATA TO CHALLENGE Tm 

REASONABLENESS OF BELLSOUTH’S INVESTMENT PER AMP DATA. 

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR ASSESSMENT OF THE SOUTHWESTERN 

BellSouth’s costs in Florida. These numbers are based on Southwestern Bell’s 

approach to constructing a DC power plant, its supplier costs, its assumptions on 

25 quantity of items and cable distances, etc. Nonetheless, I will provide a few 



I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 Q. 

24 

25 

comments on Mr. Turner’s Exhibits SET-3 and SET-4. 

The exhibits seem to only account for one BDFB. An ofice equipped with a 

2500 amp or a 4000 amp power plant would certainly have multiple BDFBs. A 

2500 amp power plant should have 2 to 4 BDFBs and a 4000 amp power plant 

should have at least 3 to 5 RDFBs. Thus the total cost for BDFBs should be 

greater. 

The exhibits do not indicate the distance of the BDFB cable run assumed. 

Cabling cost is sensitive to the distance of the cable run, with the cost increasing 

exponentially with distance. 

From reviewing the exhibit, it is not evident if the cost of a power plant controller 

or monitor was included. Monitors are required to control the rectifiers and to 

report power plant alarms. Such costs should be included, which would increase 

the total cost. 

I I 
4 8  

I 

- - __ . - . 

It is unreasonable for AT&T to argue, based on cost support presented by another 

company in another state, that BellSouth’s costs in Florida are too high. The two 

companies may have different operating procedures and different supplier costs. 

These different procedures and supplier costs have a real impact on projected 

investment per amp. Based on a review of the exhibits, it appears that Southwestern’s 

costs may be understated, and there is no need to rely on such data for BellSouth. 

BellSouth’s study is based on real jobs for provisioning power in its region. 

PLEASE ADDRESS MR. CURRY’S COMMENTS ON PAGES 6 AND 7 OF 

HIS TESTIMONY REGARDING BELLSOUTH’S POWER CONTRUCTION 

COST PER AMP FOR THE VARIOUS CENTRAL OFFICES SHOWN. 

-1 2- 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

10 

I 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A. Mr. Curry is correct that these power jobs represent power augments or upgrades due 

to collocators’ requests or projected power needs. As stated previously, the FCC 

allows ILECs to recover the cost of power augments as part of its collocation site , 

preparation work. The key point is that each power job could trigger different power 

equipment needs. There are different power components that may be at or nepr 

exhaust in various central offices at the time a CLEC requests power. Some of these 

components can only be purchased in “chunks” of capacity. Mr. Curry agrees I on page 

7 that ‘‘Eplower plant investments are often characterized as LIumpy’ investments.” 

Some examples of the power capacity components are: rectifiers, battery distribution 

fuse bays, and standby AC plants. Any combination of these items, as well as others, 

may be exhausted by an individual power demand request. For that reason, it would 

be misleading to analyze each individual central office project power construction 

cost per amp. Thus, BellSouth chose to develop a regional number using 71 1 actual 

projects to ensure that a sufficient number of jobs were used to develop a reliable 

forward-looking investment per DC amp. Attached, as Exhibit WBS-4, is a copy of 

the results of the 71 1 projects. While there are extreme cases at either end of the 

distribution of projects, the average across the 71 1 projects accurately pro-rates the 

real-world cost to provision an amp of power capacity based on collocators’ requests 

or projected needs. In some cases, BellSouth had to pre-provision power, earlier than 

normal, to ensure that sufficient power capacity existed to meet the ordered 

collocation provisioning intervals. A power job could take up to 26 weeks to 

complete. If power capacity were not available, the provisioning interval would be 

missed. 

’ 

‘ 4 1  

I I 

Q. MR, TURNER, ON PAGES 24 THROUGH 26, ALLEGES THAT 
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4 A  

5 
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7 

8 

9 

70 

I 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

I? 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

BELLSOUTH HAS MADE A CALCULATION ERROR IN DETERMINING 

THE POWER INVESTlWCNT PER AMP. DO YOU AGREE? 

No, I do not. Dividing the incremental investment in the Gainesville-Main centxal 

ofice power plant by the total rectifier capacity (amps) added to the office, as stated 

on page 25 of Mr. Tumer's testimony, does not produce a number that represents 

BellSouth's total forward-looking investment per hnp. This is because additional 

equipment investment is required. To produce these additional rectifier amps of 

power would require use of other power equipment for which investments are not 

shown in the analysis; thus, this number would understate true forward-looking 

I 

investment per amp. For example, there could be additional investment associated 

with batteries, power cabling, and fbse bays. The true investment associated with 

providing the total capacity (amps) of the rectifiers would be greater. 

Further, Mr. Turner is obviously targeting an extreme example of the actual power 

projects. What he does not mention are the many cases where the data shows CLECs 

being provided power without triggering a power project. In those cases, BellSouth 

obviously is showing no construction costs even though power is being provided and 

zero cost are shown in the study. Again, while there are extreme cases at either end of 

the distribution of projects, the average across the 71 1 projects accurately pro-rates 

the real-world cost to provision an amp of power capacity. 

23 Q. MR. TURNER A RECOMMENDATION ON THE APPROPRIATE 

24 

25 

INVESTMENT PER DC AMP ON PAGE 26. DO YOU AGREE? 



I A. No. Mr. Tumer recommends that the Commission use the $165.80 investment figure 

2 ' used by BelISouth in a cost study filed in Florida in 1997 in Docket Numbers 9608'46- 

3 TP, 960757-TP, and 971 140-TP. The collocation power cost study in that docket was 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

the very first power cost study performed by BellSouth, and actually underestimated 

the cost for BellSouth to provision an amp of -48V DC power. The first study was 

based on a long list of assumptions and performed before any significant activity wiq 

collocation in BellSouth's central offices. By contrast, the current cost study 

producing the $286 per h s e d  amp investment is more reliable because it is based on 

1 4 t  

9 actual power construction projects associated with actual collocation power requests 

10 and is more reflective of the power investment that BellSouth expects to incur on a 

dl going-forward basis. 

I .  

1 '  

12 
I 

13 Q. ON THE TOP OF PAGE 9, MR. CURRY WCOMMENDS THAT 

14 BELLSOUTH IWCALCULATE ITS DC POWER INVESTMENT USING AN 

15 INCREMENTAL, BUILDING BLOCK OF CAPACITY APPROACH. DO 

16 YOU AGREE? 

18 A. I do not agree. I believe that the approach taken by BellSouth meets the FCC 

19 

20 

21 

TELRJC requirements and allows BellSouth to recover the costs it expects to incur. 

Q. MR. TURNER, ON PAGES 28 THROUGH 30, PROPOSES THAT THE AC 

22 P O W R  COMPONENT OF THE DC POWER CHARGE BE REDUCED. DO 

23 YOU AGREE? 

24 

25 A. No. Mr. Twner bases his recommendation on data taken from the U.S. Department of 
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10 

11 

12 

-I3 

14 

15 

16 

77 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Energy Estimated U.S. Electricity Utility Average Revenue per Kilowatt Hour to 

Ultimate Consumers by Sector, Census Division, and State, Year-to-Date (November) 

2002 and 2001. BellSouth also used the U.S. Department of Energy average when the 

cost study was developed. BellSouth used $.07 per kilowatt-hour using the 

Commercial user category. Mr. Turner states that the Industrial user category is 

appropriate, which includes a rate of $.053 per kilowatt-hour. The Commercial user 

category in Mi. Turner’s Exhibit SET-5 for Florida shows $.07 and $.067 per 

kilowatt-hour for 2001 and 2002, respectively. Mr. Turner’s support for the 

Industrial category is (1) his experience with hECs ahd (2) his claim that ILECs 

normally have load-sharing arrangements. As to his first point, Mr. Turner does not 

I . I  

I 

provide any detail on his experience with ILECs, or state whether that experience 

includes BellSouth. As to his second point, load sharinghrtailment agreements are 

rate riders offered by the power company to be used in conjunction with base rates. 

BelISouth utilizes these rate riders in conjunction with our base rates, which are 

commercial, where they are economically and operationally feasible. Further, while 

BellSouth may have some load-sharing arrangements with some power companies in 

certain central offices, this is by no means the case in the majority of BellSouth’s 

central offices. Thus, Mr. Tumer’s vaguely defined “experience” with ILECs is 

inconsistent with the rates BellSouth actually pays for AC power. 

Additionally, Mr. Tumer makes a statement that, in Georgia, he “obtained copies of 

invoices for two of BellSouth’s central offices and learned that BelISouth actually 

incurs costs that are much lower than the $0.07 per kilowatt hour that BellSouth seeks 

here.” Mr. Turner based his assessment on two AC power bills for one month. AC 

power charges are seasonal and the total charge varies as demand varies. The AC 
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2 ’ 

power charges could also vary by central office. One month and a couple of central 

offices are not enough data to make a reasonable determination. Again, BellSouth’ 

3 

4 

5 

6 filed the Georgia study. 

7 

used the U.S. Department of Energy average when the cost study was developed. The 

Department of Energy average for the Commercial user category in Mi. Turner’s 

Exhibit SET-5 for Georgia shows $.067 per kilowatt-hour for 2001, when BeJlSouth 

I b I  I 

8 Q. PLEASE ADDRESS MR. TURNER’S COMMENTS ON PAGE 29 

9 CONCERNING BELLSOUTH’S 85% EFFICIENCY FACTOR FOR 

I O  

11 TO DC. 

12 

13 A. Mr. Tumer simply says that BellSouth should use the rectifier efficiency that he 

14 - olaims-existsin AT&T’s network.-_He provides-no data to support that claim. 

15 Because rectifier efficiency can vary by technology and type, BellSouth chose to use a 

16 number that is used by Telcordia in many of its economic studies. TeIcordia uses an 

17 average figure of 85%. It is interesting to note that Mr. Tmer’s Exhibits SET-3 and 

18 SET-4, the Southwestern Bell DC power investment proposal and the Texas PUC 

19 approved investment, both include the use of an 85% rectifier efficiency. 

20 

21 

RECTIPIER LOSSES WHEN CONVERTING COMMERCIAL AC POWER 

I I 

Q. MR. TURNER PROVIDES A DESCRIPTION OF THE PROVISIONING OF 

22 

23 

DC POWER ON PAGES 30 - 34 OF HIS REWISED REBUTTAL 

TESTIMONY. HIS MAIN POINT, ON PAGE 34, LINES 5 - 7, IS THAT THE 

24 RATE STRUCTUlRE MUST BE ORGANIZED AROUND ACTUAL USAGE 

25 TO ACHIEVE A COST-BASED SYSTEM. DO YOU AGREE? 
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1 A No. BellSouth provisions DC power to collocators by ensuring that there are 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

I 

sufficient “load amps” available to meet the co~locators’ requirements. In other 

words, if a collocator requested 40 amps of power (load amps), BellSouth would 

ensure that 40 amps of DC power plant infrastructure existed and was reserved for the 

collocat~r’s use. Given that there is a technical requirement to size fiises at I .5 times 

the equipment load, BellSouth developed the recurring cost for power based on the 

assumption that the charge would be per-hsed amp, not per-used amp. To account 

for using per-fused amps, BellSouth multiplies the per-used amp cost by a factor of 

, 

t 

9 

IO 

11 

I 2  

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 amps. 

18 

I 9  Q. MR. TURNER RECOMMENDS REDUCING THE WORK TIMES 

20 

21 

22 WITH HIS RECOMMENDATIONS? 

23 

24 A. No. His reasons for reducing the work times are based on a misunderstanding of 

25 

,6667 (lil.5) to develop the power charge to the CLEC. Therefore, if a CLEC 

informs BellSouth that it will need 40 amps of power to operate equipment in a 

BellSouth central offrce, the cost-based rate will already account for the use of a 60- 

amp fuse and the rate being based on 60 amps [40 amps * 1.5 = 60 amps]. 

Thus, BellSouth developed its cost based on the load amps 

place fuses at 1.5 times the equipment drain. The DC power plant infrastructure cost 

is not impacted by actual usage. This cost is based on the collocator’s requested load 

the requirement to 

ASSOCIATED WITH FIBER ENTRANCE CABLE INSTALLATION ON 

PAGES 35 THROUGH 38 OF HIS REVISED TESTIMONY. DO YOU AGREE 

BellSouth’s procedures for installing entrance cable. Despite what Mi.  Turner states 
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I O  

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 Q. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

25 

in his testimony, BellSouth always installs the entrance cable through the manhoIe 

into the cable vault up to the splice point. This is never done by a CLEC or it ' 

certified vendor. He is correct that most of the current interconnection agreements 

state that the CLEC will provide and install the riser cable, which is the cable that 

nins from the collocation space in the centra1 office to the splice point im the Cable 

vault. For that reason, BellSouth is filing cost support for cost elements H. 1.65 and 

H. 1.66. These cost elements recover the cost of BellSouth installing the fiber 

entrance cable from the manhole to the splice point in the vault and splicing the 

fibers. It also recovers the costs associated with planning the riser cable installation. 

It does not incIude the cost to install the riser cable. 

' * t  I 

Cost element H. 1.5 recovers the cost of BellSouth installing the fiber entrance cable 

fiom the manhole to the splice point, the cost to install the riser cable, and the splicing 

of,the fibers. This eiement would still apply where-an agreement does not require a 

CLEC to install the riser cable, 

1 .  I 

M R .  TURNER ALSO CLAIMS (ON RAGE 35) THAT THE WORK TIME 

FOR THE COMMON SYSTEMS CAPACITY MANAGER ASSOCIATED 

WITH RISER CABLE INSTALLATION SHOULD BE REMOVED BECAUSE 

THE CLEC INSTALLS THE WSER CAIBLE. HOW DO YOU RESPOND? 

The Common System Capacity Manager work time is valid. This work time is 

associated with planning the riser cable installation, such as which route the cable 

should take. This work is required whether BellSouth is installing the riser cable or a 

CLEC's certified vendor is installing the riser cable. This work time is appropriate 
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I O  

I 1  

12 
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25 

Q* 

A. 

Q* 

A. 

for elements H. 1.5 and H. 1.65. 

PLEASE ADDWSS MR. TURNER’S SUGGESTED REDUCTION, ON THE 

TOP OF PAGE 37, OF THE WORK. TIME FOR THE OUTSIDE PLANT 

ENGINEER. 

The Outside Plant Engineer work time is also valid: Mr. Turner contends that the 

work time should be reduced because he interprets the Interconnection Agreement 
I 

language, which states that CLECs will install riser cable,, to mean that the Outside 

Plant Construction group will not install the entrance cable from the manhole to the 

vault. BellSouth will always install the entrance cable. It is the riser cable, the cable 

that runs from the collocation space in the central ofice to the splice point in the 

cable vault, that the CLEC will install. Therefore, given that Mr. Turner’s sole basis 

forreducing this work time is his misinterpretation of.the Interconnection Agreement, 

the work time should not be changed. The work time is appropriate for elements 

H. 1.5 and H. 1.65. 

PLEASE ADDRESS MR. TURNER’S SUGGESTED REDUCTION, ON PAGE 

37, OF TKE WORK TIME FOR OUTSIDE PLANT CONSTRUCTION. 

As stated previously, BellSouth is filing cost support for cost elements H. 1.65 and 

H. 1.66. These cost elements recover the cost of BellSouth installing the fiber 

entrance cable from the manhole to the splice point in the vault and splicing the 

fibers. Cost element H. 1.5 recovers the cost of BellSouth installing the fiber entrance 

cable from the manhole to the spIice point, the cost to install the riser cable, and the 

nn 
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1 

2 ' 

3 

splicing of the fibers. BellSouth has already shown a reduction in the work time for 

Outside Plant Construction in element H. 1.65 as st result of the CLEC installing the 

riser cable. That reduced work time is 5.25 hours. Given that BellSouth continues to 

4 install the fiber entrance cable fkom the manhole to the vault, that reduced work time 

5 is appropriate. I 

' 4 )  I 
6 

7 Q. PLEASE ADDRESS M R .  TURNIER'S SUGGESTED €UZMOVAL, ON PAGE 

8 38, OF THE COST FOR MANHOLE CONTRACT LABOR. 

9 

10 A. Because BellSouth continues to install the fiber entrance cable from the manhole to 

1 1 

1 2 appropriately included. I ,  

the splice point in the vault, the manhole contract labor is required, and is 

I I 

13 

14 Q. MR. TURNER-SUGGESTS THAT BELLSOUTH SHOULD HAVE TWO 

15 

16 RESPONR. 

17 

RATE ELEMENTS FOR ENTRANCE CABLE INSTALLATION. PLEASE 

18 A. Mr. Turner suggests having one element that includes the cost of splicing and one that 

19 

20 

21 

does not. Alternatively, he suggests developing a weighted cost based on the 

percentage of installations that require splicing. BellSouth has proposed fiber 

entrance cable installation collocation elements H. 1.65 and H. 1.66, which separate the 

22 nonrecurring cost of labor to pull the fiber cable from the nonrecurring cost to splice 

23 

24 

the fibers. Thus, if a splice is not required due to the type of cable, the splicing 

charge, element H. 1.66, would not apply. Contrary to Mi-. Turner's assertion, 

25 collocators would @ be charged for spicing when the splicing is not done. 
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1 

2 

3 HIS FtECOM"DATIONS? 

4 

Q. SECURITY ACCESS LABOR TIMES A W  DISCUSSED ON PAGES 38 

THROUGH 39 OF MR. TURNER'S TESTIMONY. DO YOU A G E E  WITH 

, 

5 A. No. Mr. Turner makes three recommendations regarding the security access labor 

6 times, none of which have merit. First,,Mr. Turner's recommendation is to use the 

7 labor time of 0.2 labor hours per card instead of the 0.8583 labor hours per card that 

8 he says is used in BellSouth's study. What Mr. Tumer apparently overlooks is that 

9 both labor times are used in the study. The 0.2 labor hours are for the customer 

, 
I ,  

1 

10 

1 I 

contact person to verify contractual status for billing and provisioning purposes and to 

ensure that the order is placed. The 0.8583 labor hours are for contract labor to 

12 administer the ordering, programming and distribution of access cards. Each is a 

13 valid and appropriate work time that applies to the labor involved in two different 

I 4  -functions. ~ - 

15 

16 His second recommendation is for the Commission to modify BellSouth's cost for 

17 

18 

replacing a security card so that it will not be more than the cost to initially provide 

one. However, Mr. Tumer is mistaken in the belief that the charge BellSouth 

19 

20 

proposes to replace a security card is greater than the charge to initially provide a 

security card. The cost element for new card activation is H. 1.38 and the cost element 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

to replace lost or stolen card is H.1 40. The cost for H. 1.38 is $38.95 and the cost for 

H.1.40 is $28.78. Therefore, no change is required. 

Mr. Turner's third recommendation is that the Commission set the Security Key costs 

equal to those for the Security Card because, he contends, this will be consistent with 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

TELRIC. Mr. Turner bases his recommendation on the belief that BellSouth did not 

provide support for the times or costs associated with the Security Key, and also that 

the physical key would not be required in the future. Again, Mr. Tumer is mistaken. 

BellSouth did provide support for the Security Key study. The support for the 

Security Key work times and costs are in the file labeled, “FLphycol.xls”. 

Furthermore, there are cases when keys will be required in the future. For example, 

there could be a need for intemal keys (keys to gain access to secure areas inside 

central office) and to access secure gateways. In addition, the FCC, in the Advanced 

Services Order, paragraph 48, made clear that ILECs can recover reasonable security 

cost. Hence, the Security Key costs are appropriate in a TELNC study. 

, 

1 * 1  1 

I 

ON PAGES 40 AND 41 OF MR. TUIRNER’S TESTIMONY, HE ADDRESSES 

ALLEGED PROBLEMS WITH THE SUBSEQUENT APPLICATION COST. 
1 I 

The first alleged problem is that the Job Grade 58 h c t i o n  shows 6.5 hours for the 

initial application and 7.5 hours for subsequent applications. Mr. Tumer claims that 

subsequent applications generally require less labor (page 40, lines 13 - 14). This 

claim is not correct, at least in this case. The Job Grade 58 function is performed by 

the Account Team Collocation Coordinator (“ATCC”). Two o f  the functions 

performed by the ATCC are: 1) to gather response data from the various 

interdepartmental network and real estate coordinators and review them fox 

compliance with the Agreement or Regulatory requirements, and 2) to respond to the 

interdepartmental. coordinators’ questions. For the first function listed, the ATCC is 

gathering information to respond to the CLEC’s request for collocation (e.g., 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

information on space, alternative arrangements, power, entrance facility duct space, 

and building related requirements). For the second fimction, the ATCC responds to 

questions from the interdepartmental team on issues relating to the Agreement. 
1 

An additional hour is shown for the subsequent application because it takes longer, on 

average to perform these two Eunctions on subsequent applications than the initial 

one. This is primarily due to CLECs typically having new Agreements or 

amendments to Agreements or Regulatory requirements changes since the initial 

8 ,  

9 

I O  

I ’I 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

I 8  

I 9  Q. PLEASE ADDRESS THE SECOND ALLEGED PROBLEM. 

20 

21 A. The second alleged problem Mr. Tumer identified with the development of the 

22 

23 

24 

25 

collocation space was established. The ATCC would spepd more time to ensure the 

interdepartmental team is aware of differences so they can properly respond to the 

augment request. They would review prior applications as well to ensure the cment 

application can be processed as requested. The ATCC would also spend more time 

reviewing the responses from the interdepartmental team. For example, while a prior 

Agreement may have allowed for Point of Termination (“POT”) Bays or POT Bay 

connections, the current one may not. This will require the ATCC to verify whether 

that arrangement can be provided as requested. There are simply opportunities for 

more conflicts to occur when augmenting an arrangement. 

subsequent application cost concerns the time shown for the Outside Plant Engineer 

(“OSPE”). Mr. Turner contends that 110 time should be included because, he claims, 

engineering is almost never required for subsequent applications. However, the 

OSPE must review every application, both initial and subsequent, and determine 
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I O  

11 

?2 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

whether work is required. The amount of time included is only 30 minutes: This 30 

minutes is an average. There are situations when this review could take less time and 

there are situations when this review could take more time. In either case, a response 

is required by the OSPE on 4 applications, including subsequent applications. 

I t 

‘0  I 
Q. WHAT IS THE THIRD ALLEGED PROBLEM? 

A. The third problem Mr. Turner alIeges regarding the development of the subsequent 

application cost concerns the fact that the level of work required by Parsons 

Engineering is assumed to be the same as for the initial application. Mr. Turner is not 

totally correct. While the Parsons Engineering fee input for the initial and subsequent 

application is the same, the actual amount of engineering work would not be the 

same. The Parson’s engineering fee input is based on the average amount of work 

performed on both initial and subsequent applications. There would likely be more 

engineering work associated with the initial applications than subsequent applications, 

as a general rule, however, their fee is based on an average of both. Thus, the Parsons 

Engineering fee, as included in the BellSouth’s cost study, should apply on both the 

initial application and subsequent application. If the fee were reduced on the 

subsequent applications, as Mi.  Turner proposes, then it would have to be 

correspondingly raised for initial applications. 

I I 

Q. MR. GABEL, ON PAGES 38 THROUGH TWE TOP OF PAGE 41, 

ADDRESSES THE COST TO PROCESS AN APPLICATION AND THE 

ENGINEERING COST AFTER A CLEC HAS ACCEPTED THE 

APPLICATION. HE STATES THAT SPRINT AND BELLSOUTH EXPECT 



I 

2 

3 

TO BE LESS EFFICIENT BECAUSE THEIR WORK TIMES AND ACTIVIES 

ARE GREATER THAN VERIZON’S. DO YOU AGREE? 

4 A. No. Mr. Gabel has reached the erroneous conclusion that each ILEC providing 

5 collocation will have the sane  expected work activities and work times. The 

6 expected work activities and work time? are based on each company’s processes and 

7 procedures. These procedures would be based on the current network infrastructure, , 

8 

9 

network planning, network forecasts, etc. For example, collocation application 

review time could potentially be affected by: 1) the amount of collocation and other 
I 

10 

11 

central ofice activity, 2) the amount of available space typically seen in central 

offices, 3 )  the budget for central office work, and 4) the number of central offices in 

12 the state. BellSouth has estimated its work times and work activities based on the 

13 requirements associated with its procedures and network. BelISouth is unable to 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

address why Verizon can perform this function in less time, but believes that it is not 

appropriate to simply assume that Verizon is more efficient. A more reasonable 

assumption is that the work times are different because the actual work that is 

necessary differs from one company to the next. 

Mr. Gabel refers to Paragraph 690 of the FCC’s First Report and Order in the Local 

Competition Docket (CC Docket No. 96-98, Released August 8, 1996) in footnote 46 

of his testimony (page 36). He states on page 36, “TELNC calls for costs to be based 

on those incurred by an efficient fm.” As additional useful information, paragraph 

685 of the FCC’s First Report and Order, which ends with basically the same words 

referred to in paragraph 690, states the following: 
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2 ’  

This benchmark of forward-looking cost and existinp network desiffn most 

closely represents the incremental costs that incumbents actually expect to 

3 

4 (emphasis added) 

5 I 4 

- incur in making network elements available to new entrants. I 

6 BellSouth bases its work times and activities on its network and what it exp,$s to , 
7 incur as a result of reviewing a collocation application. I 

a 
9 Q. MR. GABEL FUCFERS ( AT PAGE 38 AND PAGE 40) TO TWO EXHIBITS, 

I O  EXHIBITS DJG-3 AND DJG-4. IS THE BELLSOUTH INFORMATION 

I 1  SHOWN ON THOSE EXHIBITS ACCURATE? 

I ,  12 

13 A. BellSouth’s work times shown in Exhibit DJG-3 are correct. However, BelISouth’s , 

I I 

14 

15 

work times shown in Exhibit -DJ-G-CF are not correct. BellSouth’s “post acceptance” 

work function is called Space Preparation - Firm Order Processing (cost element 

16 

17 

H. 1.45). Firm Order Processing recovers costs associated with receiving, reviewing, 

and processing a collocation firm order. A CLEC submits a firm order to notifjr 

18 

I 9  

20 physical collocation firm orders. 

21 

22 Q. PLEASE ADDRESS MR. GABEL’S REKOMMENDATION (PAGE 39) THAT 

23 

BellSouth to move forward with the collocation installation work after reviewing the 

application response. BellSouth’s total work time is 5.5 hows and applies for all 

T-WE RATE STRUCTURE MIRROR THE WAY VERIZON CALCUALTED 

24 ITS PROPOSED COSTS BY INCLUDING A “PRE-ACCEPTANCE FEE” 

25 AND A “POST ACCEPTANCE FEE.” 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

10 

I 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

A. BellSouth has been operating, and continues to operate, under a similar rate structure. 

BellSouth has application fees (e.g., H. 1.1 , H. 1.46) that apply for work associated 

with a CLEC submitting an application to request a specific collocation arrangement. 

The application fee recovers costs associated with various activities, such as 

reviewing application for accuracy, processing the application, review of application 

by different departments, and compiling responses on the specific application. Thus, 

these rate elements correspond to Mr. Gabel’s “pre-acceptance fee” element. 

I 

I 
I 1  

BellSouth also has a cost element called Space Preparation - Firm Order Processing. 

As stated above, Firm Order Processing recovers costs associated with receiving, 

reviewing, and processing a collocation firm order. A CLEC submits a firm order to 

notifl BellSouth to move forward with the collocation installation work after 

reviewing the appIication response. Therefore, Bells outh’s rate structure agrees with 

=Mr, Gabel’s recommendation. 

It should be noted that the recurring Space Preparation cost elements (elements 

H. 1.4 1, H. 1.42, and H. 1.43) allow BellSouth to recover the cost of engineering, 

design, and modification of the network infrastructure and the building to meet a 

collocator’s specified requirements. 

Q. M R  TURNER, ON PAGE 42, STATES THAT BELLSOUTH’S SPACE 

AVAILABILITY REPORT NONRECURING CHARGE IS OUT OF RANGE 

WITH WHAT SOME OTHER STATES HAVE ORDERED. PLEASE 

RESPOND. 

25 
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1 A. First, Mr. Turner’s analysis did not include charges for any of BellSouth’s&ites, 

2 which he obviously has access to, and could have included. If Mr. Tumer had 

3 reviewed the Commission approved charges for other states in BellSouth’s derritory, 

4 he would have seen that BellSouth’s proposed charge in Florida is not out of line. In 

5 fact, it is the lowest. For example, the nonrecurring charge ordered in Alabama in its 

6 UNE cost docket is $1,075.12, the charge ordered in South Carolina in its UNE cost , 
7 docket is !! 1,077.57, and the nonrecurring charge ordered in Louisiana in its V E  cost 

8 docket is $1,044.07. BellSouth proposed nonrecurring charge of $572.66 for Florida 

9 is appropriate and is based on its latest review of ,this activity. 

10 

I 1  BellSouth is entitIed to recover 

I 2  CLECs. To develop the cost, BellSouth first determined the work groups involved 

13 and the amount of time they would require to produce a report. Then the work time 

14 was multiplied . .. by the. appropriate labor rate and factorsto calculate the cost for 

15 developing the report. 

16 

17 

? 8 

I 9  

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

’ 

‘ + b  

cost of providing space availabiIity reports to 

I I 

To produce the report requires one group to interface with the CLEC and two other 

groups to make an assessment and compile data of current space availability, current 

and future space demand, current and future associated power and air conditioning 

needs, etc. BellSouth is not aware of what assumptions are used by other companies 

in the development of their charge for providing a space availability report. However, 

the marked difference between the approved charges in the out-of-region states Mr. 

Turner cites to and the charges described above approved in BellSouth’s region 

suggest that the charges in these out-of-region states reflect different activities, etc. In 

other words, the existence of these differences demonstrates that the rates in the out- 
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of-region states are a poor basis for comparison. 

Q. PLEASE RESPOND TO MR. TURNER’S STATEMENT THAT HE “IS 

CONFIDENT” THAT BELLSOUTH HAS AT ITS DISPOSAL A COMPUTER 

ATDED DESIGN SYSTEM TO MAINTAIN A SPACE WENTORY FOR USE 

IN DEVELOPING A SPACE AVAILABITLIY REPORT (PAGE 43)? 

A. The way Mr. Turner has phrased his statement suggests that he has no actual 

knowledge on this point. Further, BellSouth does not, in fact, have such a system. 

While BellSouth does have a computer aided design (CAD) system that it uses to 

maintain floor space drawings for company purposes, the CAD system is not real- 

time. It is updated on a scheduled basis. Further, given that BellSouth has over 1600 

central offices, it is not reasonable to a s s b e  that the CAD system will have the 

current information at any point in time. As a result, Mr. Turner is incorrect to the 

extent he suggests BellSouth is seeking to recover the costs of building an inventory; 

rather BellSouth is seeking to recover the cost that will be incurred in preparing a 

report requested by a CLEC. It should be noted that BellSouth has received less than 

five CLEC requests for these reports in all nine states. Thus, the report is just an 

option that is made available to CLECs, but which they rarely choose to utilize. 

Q. ON PAGES 43 ANX) 44, MR. TURNER EXPRESSES TWO CONCERNS WITH 

THE COST DEVELOPMENT FOR THE COPPER ENTRANCE CABLE 

INSTALLATION NONRIECURRING CHARGE. HOW DO YOU RESPOND? 

A. First, as stated in my direct testimony and as addressed by Mr. Milner’s testimony 
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1 
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5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

regarding issue 4 in phase I, BellSouth does not believe that LECs should ‘be required 

to provide copper entrance facilities. If the Commission accepts BellSouth’s position 

in phase I of this proceeding, then this issue becomes moot. These cost elements are 

being provided for the sole purpose of providing the Commission with complete 

information in order to make a final decision regarding the elements. I I 

‘ * I  I 

However, in response to Mr. Turner’s first concern, BellSouth always installs, the 

entrance cable (fiber or copper) from the manhole tothe splice point in the vault, 

therefore, the manhole contract labor is valid. I 

Mr. Tumer’s second concern is related to the fact that BellSouth has two cost 

elements for the copper entrance cable. He lists them as H. 1.57 and H. 1.58. #H. 1.57 is 

comparable to H. 1.5 (fiber entrance cable). Element H. 1.57 recovers the cost to 

perform functions other than splicing, e.g., pulling the entrance cable from the 

manhole to the vault and placing the cable on racks in the vault. In contrast, Element’ 

H. 1.58 recovers the cost to splice copper pairs. H. 1.58 is a new cost element. This 

new element recovers the additional cost associated with the need to perform many 

more splices for copper cables than fiber cables. For fiber cable, BellSouth would 

splice the number of fibers in the cable (e.g., if a 24 fiber cable was used, then 24 

fibers would be spliced). However, if a relatively small copper cable of 1200 cable 

pairs was used, then BellSouth splices 1200 pairs. Thus, there would be a need to 

establish a new cost element and both charges are appropriate. There are connection 

and test activities performed in both cost elements. 

1 I 

Q. PLEASE PROVIDE A BFUEF DESCRIPTION OF CABLE RECORDS 
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CHARGES. 

I 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

I O  

11 

12 

13 

A. Cable Records charges apply for work required to build cable records in company 
1 

systems. The cables belong to the collocator. The collocatox’s certified vendor runs 

the cables (e.g., voice grade/ DSO and DSl) from the collocation space to the 

distribution frame. The collocators’ specific distribution frame termination locations 

are needed for the collocator to place orders to cross-connect network elements (e.g., 

unbundled loops) to their collocated equipment. 

I 
I 

I 

The work activities associated with building cable records are one-time or 

nonrecurring. Once the records are built, there would be no need to make a change 

unless requested to do so by the CLEC. 

14 Q. MR. TURNER, ON PAGES 44 AND 45, STATES THAT THERE SHOULD 

15 

16 

A7 

18 

I 9  A, The only reason this work would be done is to comply with the request of a CLEC 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

NOT BE A CHARGE FOR CABLE RECORDS WORK. WHY IS IT 

APPROPRIATE FOR BELLSOUTH TO APPLY A NONRECURING 

CHARGE FOR INPUTTING CABLE RECORDS FOR CLECS? 

desiring to collocate equipment in BellSouth’s central office. In other words, the 

work is strictly driven by a collocation application and the need to input new 

information in current systems for the benefit of the collocator. BellSouth has simpIy 

developed a standard rate for the activity associated with manually inputting carrier- 

specific cable termination information into ow systems. Since BellSouth performs 

this work solely at the request of a CLEC, BellSouth should be able to recover the 
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1 

2 ’  

3 Q. PLEASE ADDRESS MR. TURNER’S CONCERNS WITH THE 4 

4 

5 I I 

one-time costs associated with such work, 
I 

DEWLOPMENT OF THE COLLOCATION CABLE RECORDS CHARGE. 

6 A. Mr. Tumer does not claim that cable records should not be kept. Instead, he,Fongly, 

7 assumes that other rate elements and factors (e.g., the maintenance factor) usqd to 

8 develop recurring rates duplicate the functions and labor that comprise the elements 

9 

I O  

14 

12 

13 

that recover cable records costs. Regarding the other rate elements, Mr. Tumer 

believes that the labor time that BellSouth includes for the Circuit Capacity Manager 

(“CCM’) function in cable records is duplicative of functions and labor cost captured 

in the Application cost and Subsequent Application cost elements (H. 1 .1  and,H. 3.46). 

This is not true. The CCM labor time and functions associated with the application I 

I I 

14 

15 

responses- (elements-H. 1 .-1 and H. 1.46) are strictly associated with reviewing the 

collocation application requirements (e.g., shelves, bays, frame terminations), 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

interfacing with other network groups, and providing input to the final application 

response to the CLEC. These activities occur prior to a CLEC accepting an 

application response. 

Once a CLEC accepts an application response by submitting a bona fide firm order, 

BellSouth’s space preparation work begins. Additionally, the cable records work 

begins. The CCM interfaces with CLECs, obtains the equipment inventory utilization 

of the fiames, and interfaces with other network individuals to develop the initial 

frame assignments based on CLECs’ applications and firm orders. This activity can 

OCCUT anytime between the receipt of a firm order and BellSouth’s completion of its 
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I 1  
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25 

work at the collocation site. 

During the application review phase, the CCM verifies equipment availability and 

other associated equipment requirements. Afker the fm order is received the CCM 

obtains specific fiane utilization information and coordinates wjth CLECs and/or 

CLEW certified vendors to develop the initial assignment of frame locations and 

works with other network groups to ensure that the actual facility assignments are 

included in required databases for CLECs. Thus, the work is not duplicative. 
I 

Regarding factors, BellSouth does not recover cable records costs via factors. The 

manual effort to update cable records is not recovered by maintenance or any other 

factors used by BellSouth. Factors do not recover the manual effort to input the 

CLEC’ s cable information into BellSouth’s systems. For example, maintenance 

=3actor-sxecO-ver- the cost of -performing routine .work to .prevent.&ouble, including 

inspecting and reporting on the condition of plant investment. The cable records work 

is not associated with BellSouth’s normal repair and maintenance of systems. 

Therefore, the proposed nonrecurring charges do not over-recover costs. 

Q. ON PAGES 50 AND 51, MR. GABEL DISCUSSES COLLOCATION CABLE 

RECORDS. HE IXECOMIVENDS THAT BELLSOUTH PROVIDE IN ITS 

SURIiEBUTTAL TESTIMONY A DETAILED EXPLANATION OF THE 

FUNCTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS SERVICE, THE BASIS FOR ITS 

TIME ESTIMATES, AND ADDRESS THE DEGREE TO WHICH S P W T  

AND VERIZON SEEK COST RECOVERY OF SIMILAR ACTIVITIES. 

PLEASE RESPOND. 
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A. As stated above, Cable Records charges apply for work required to build cable 

records in company systems. The cables belong to the collocator. The collocator’s 

certified vendor runs the cables (e.g., voice grade/ DSO and DSl) fiom the collocation 

space to the distribution frame. The collocators’ specific distribution frame 

termination locations are needed for the collocator to place orders to cross-copnect 

network elements (e,g., unbundled loops) to their collocated equipment. 
\ 1 ) )  I 

L 

There are several groups involved in the process of identifying fiame terminations, 

assigning & m e  terminations, verifying f i m e  terminations, and notifjring CLECs’, 

via circuit facility assignments, of final frame assignments. The CCM is the group 

that interfaces with CLECs and the other BellSouth network groups. The CCM 

obtains the equipment inventory utilization of the frames and works with the CLEC or 

CLEC’s certified vendor on the initial assignment on the frames. This activity could 

include _ -  several phone calls, several meetings, and a site visit to the central office. 

Once the CLEC’s certified vendor installs the cables on the frame, BellSouth must I 

verify that the correct terminations were made before facility assignments are input in 

the required databases. These activities can occur anytime between firm order and 

completion of the space preparation. 

I I 

Once the frame terminations are verified, the CCM works with the other network 

groups to provide the needed information for them to begin the process of inputting 

the assignments in databases. The other groups are: COSMOS [computer system for 

main frame operations]/Switch, Address & Facility Assignment (“AFIG”), Loop 

Capacity Management (“LCM’), and Circuit Provisioning Group (“CPG”). All of the 

groups, except CPG, just handle voice grade frame idormation. The CPG works with 
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I 9  

20 
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24 

25 

DS 1, DS3 and Fiber frame terminations, 

The LCM, upon receiving the information from , the CCM, investigates existing 

collocation cables at the same office, assigns new cable range and name (being careful 

not to duplicate any cable ranges alrcady being used), and creates terminal name and 

count including unique address to identi& the collocation terminal. This information 

is provided back to the CCM and also to the AFIG and COSMOS/Switch for input 

into databases. The COSMOSISwitch group inputs the voice grade (2 wire and 4- 

wire) frame information into COSMOSISwitch by first establishing the inventory 

range and then inputting the kame location and any remarks. The AFIG identifies 

l 1 

cable and pair range and builds the inventory in the loop/local facility assignment 

control system (“LFACS”). The AFIG also places restrictions on the collocator’s 

facilities to keep BellSouth fiom accidentally assigning them for other use. 

The CPG, upon receiving the information fkom the CCM, inputs the customer 

information for DSls, DS3s, and Fiber cables into the Trunk Integrated Records 

Keeping System (C‘TIRKS’’). 

Q. NOW THAT YOU HAVE PROVIDED AN EXPLANATION OF THE 

FUNCTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS SERVICE, WHAT IS THE BASIS 

FOR THE TIME ESTIMATES? 

A. BellSouth has estimated its work times and work activities based on the requirements 

associated with its procedures and network. BellSouth must ensure that fiame 

assignments are made correctly before beginning the process of entering this 
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I information into the databases. If the information is not entered correctly, CLECs 

2 requesting connection to unbundled elements (e-g., unbundled loops or unbundled ' 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

ports) will not be able to establish that connection. Without the correct information in 

the databases, when the order is placed the assignments will not cross connect the 

right terminations on the frames. Therefore, the CCM must work with the CLEC and 

the other network groups to ensure that the correct facility assignments are y?de and, 

input into the databases. Additionally, this is not a new function for BellSou@. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 Q. CAN YOU ADDRESS THE DEGREE TO WHICH SPIUNT AND VERIZON 

13 

14 

BellSouth charged for this function in the past via Additional Engineering Charges. 

Establishing the Cable Records charge simply allows BellSouth to provide this 

Tunction using a standard charge. 

I I 

SEEK COST RECOVERY OF SIMILAR ACTIVITIES? 

15 A. BellSouth cannot know with complete confidence the answer to this question. 

I 6  However, BellSouth believes that both Verizon and Sprint recover this cost in other 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

cost elements. For example, Verizon may recover this cost in its Facility Pull charges 

(e.g., Elements 12 and 13) and Cable Termination charges (e.g., Elements 15 - 18) 

since they seem to be associated with cross connections and installing the cable fiom 

the collocation space to the fiame. Sprint may recover this cost in its Administrative 

& Project Management Fees (Elements 2,4, and 7). The description of the Regional 

Transmission Engineer functions (page 8 of 17 of Davis Exhibit JRD-2) include 

engineering work for cross connects and updating the circuit assignment system. This 

description is under Administration & Project Management Fees. Therefore, 

BellSouth believes that Verizon and Sprint seek cost recovery for this activity, which 

-37- 



1 

2 

3 

is only reasonable. Moreover, BellSouth does not have the above-described Sprint 

and Verizon cost elements in its list of cost elements. 

4 Q. MR. TURNER ADDRESSES THE FLOOR SPACE COST ON PAGES 45 - 49 

5 

6 

7 

OF HIS TESTIMONY. HIS BASIC ALLEGATION IS THAT SINCE THE 

INVESTMENT USED BY BELLSOUTH IN ITS STUDY IS GREATER THAN 

PUBLICLY AVAILABLE DATA ON TELECOMMUNICATIONS SPACE 

8 INWSTMXNT, IT IS INCONSISTENT WITH TELRIC PRICINCIPLES AND 
1 

9 SHOULD BE REJECTED. DO YOU AGREE? 

10 

I 1  A. No. Mr. Turner basically contends that BelISouth’s investment amount is improper 
I 

I 2  and non-compliant with TELRTC because he can find a way to develop a lower 

13 

14 

investment number based on data that does not relate to BellSouth’s network. 

Specifically, Mr. Tumer states that publicly available investment data from R.S. 

15 Means should be used because it contains information that is verifiable and can be 

16 reviewed. 

17 

18 The floor space charge allows BellSouth to recover the cost of the building space 

I 9  being occupied by collocators. Obviously, the use of actual costs for BellSouth’s 

20 

21 

22 

actual telephone-company building additions are more reflective of the costs that 

BeliSouth will incur in providing floor space to CLECs on a going forward basis than 

publicly available data that does not relate to BellSouth. There is no reason to believe 

23 that the costs incurred recently are not reflective of Euture expenditures. 

24 

25 The R.S. Means publication simply estimates construction costs based on past 
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construction jobs. R.S. Means averages jobs done across the nation. It is dependent 

upon contractors reporting information to it. The user of the average national data' 

fiom R.S. Means must then use a modifier to adjust for the size of the building. The 

user must also use a factor to adjust the national average to make it a statelcity 

average. R.S. Means can be best describcd as an cstimator. I I 

' # +  t 

The investment number used by BellSouth is based on actual jobs in BellSouth 

central offices in Florida. Thus, this number reflects the cost of provisioning 

collocation, which meets TELRIC requirements. TELRIC principles do not require 

that the information must be publicly available. BellSouth simply believes it is better 

to use actual data to determine realistic investment numbers rather than to manipulate 

an estimate based on national averages to arrive at an artificially low investment 

number. 
1 '  1 

Q. MR. GABEL, ON PAGES 12 - 22, ADDRESSES FLOOR SPACE AND SPACE 

PREPARATION COSTS. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE FLOOR SPACE COST 

ELEMENT. 

A The Floor Space cost element is a recurring cost element that recovers the cost of the 

building space being occupied by CLECs. It includes the costs for lighting, heating, 

air conditioning, and other allocated expenses and associated maintenance of the 

building. 

Q. PLEASE DESCFUBE YOUR SPACE PREPARATION COST ELEMENTS. 
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I A. Space Preparation cost elements allow BellSouth to recover the cost of engineering, 

2 design, and modification of the network infrastructure and the building to meet a 

3 collocator’s specified requirements. Such modification could include: 
! 

4 Augmenting air conditioning cooling capacity 

5 = Reworking ventilation ducts 

6 = Adding cable racking 

7 . Adding or moving light fixtures 

8 

9 BellSouth’s Space Preparation costs consist offour cost qlements. Only one of them 

I O  is nonrecurring. The other three are recurring costs. The nonrecurring Space 

11 Preparation cost element is calIed Firm Order Processing and it recovers costs 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

associated with receiving, reviewing, and processing a collocation firm order. A 

CLEC submits a firm order to notify BellSouth to move forward with the collocation 

i-nstalIation work after reviewing the application response. 

The three recurring cost elements are: 1) (2.0. Modification per square foot, 2) 

Common Systems Modification per square foot for cageless collocation, and 3) 

Common Systems Modification per cage for caged collocation. 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE SPACE PmPARATION - C.0. MODIFICATION PER 

21 SQUAm FOOT. 

22 

23 A. This element recovers the costs associated with the building design, construction and 

24 modification work associated with preparing a central office space for collocation. 

25 For example, it would include the following types of work: 

-40- 



I heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 

2 '  

3 

electrical 

architectural I 

4 

5 This element applies for both cageless and caged collocation. I 8 

' 6 4  
6 

1 

7 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE SPACE PREPARATION - COMMON SYSTEMS 
I 

8 MODIFICATION PER SQUARE FOOT. 

9 

10 A. This element recovers the costs associated with the installation and modification of 

11 network infi-astructure (e.g., cable racking, stanchions, AC main feed to bay, fiber 

12 

13 

ducts) required to prepare the central office for cageless collocation. Note that this 

element would only apply with cageless collocation. 
I '  I 

14 

15 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE SPACE PREPARATION - COMMON SYSTEMS 

16 MODIFICATION PER CAGE. 

18 A. This element recovers the costs associated with the installation and modification of 

19 network infkastructwe (e.g., cable racking, stanchions, AC main feed to bay, fiber 

20 ducts) required to prepare the centxal office for caged collocation. Note that this 

21 element would only apply with caged collocation. 

22 

23 Q. ON PAGES 13 AND 14 OF HIS TESTIMONY, MR. GABEL EXPRESSES 

24 THREE CONCERNS WITH THE METHOD USED BY BELLSOUTH TO 

25 ESTIMATE FLOOR SPACE INVESTMF,NT. PLEASE RESPOND. 
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1 A. First, Mr. Gabel is concerned that not enough central offices are represented to  be,a 

2 

3 

statistically valid sample. As stated above, the floor space charge allows BellSouth to 

recover the cost of the building space being occupied by collocators. BellSouth 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

believes that the use of actual costs for its actual telephone-company central office 

bidding additions are reflective of the costs that BellSouth will incur in providing 

central office floor space to CLECs on a going forward basis. There is no reason to 

believe that the costs incurred recently are not reflective of future expenditures. All 

building additions shown were made to existing central office buildings. As for the 

I 
I $ 8  

9 

10 

I 1  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

number of observations used, BellSouth used ‘1 00% of the building additions with 

final numbers for the years 2001 and 2002. These were the most current jobs. The 

numbers are unbiased in that we did not selectively remove any jobs from the study. 

Mr. Gabel’s second concern is with the degree of variation in the cost per square foot 

- sham from one of the central officebuilding additions to the next. The cost per 

square foot by central office does vary. This variation is due to the specific 

requirements at each central office. For example, some building additions could 

trigger the need for a new air conditioning system or other high cost items. 

Additionally, the code requirements in one city could be more stringent than in 

another city. 

Third, Mr. Gabel states that the data used by BellSouth is not appropriate for a 

TELRIC study because BellSouth has “used incremental rather than total demand in 

its space study.” (Page 14, lines 11 - 20) He refers to paragraph 682 in the FCC’s 

First Report and Order in the Local Competition Docket (CC Docket No. 96-98, 

Released August 8, 1996) in footnote 10 of his testimony (page 14). He states on 
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page 14, “The FCC’s pricing order requires that TELRIC cost estimates beg obtained 

‘by dividing the total cost associated with the element by a reasonable projection of 

the actual total usage of the element’.’’ BellSouth has, in fact, done this. The total 

cost of the building additions have been divided by the total useable square footage 

added, which include both space used by BellSouth and other parties (i!e., total cost 

divided by actual total usage). This methodology, since it is based on the myst 

current expenditures, is reflective of forward-looking space cost for both Bell$outh 

and collocators. Moreover, given that the FCC’s collocation rules (specifically FCC 

Rule 5 1.323(f)( 1)) do not require ILECs to lease or construct additional space to 

provide for physical collocation when existing space has been exhausted, BellSouth 

does not believe that there is TELRIC requirement to develop an investment based on 

reconstructing all central offices in the state and dividing by the @tal central office 

space in all central offices in the state. 

, 

1 I 

Q. PLEASE ADDRESS MR. GABEL’S CLAIM (PAGE 16, LINES 2 - 7) THAT 

BELLSOUTH’S INVESTMENT ESTIMATE IS SIGNIFICANTLY OUT OF 

LINE WITH THE ESTIMATES OF VERIZON AND SPRINT. 

A. Mr. Gabel seems to believe that BellSouth’s methodology for developing the 

investment for the Floor Space cost has led to an investment per square foot that is 

significantly more than TELNC and what the other party’s in this docket have 

proposed. Based on my review of the other party’s filing, I do not agree. While it 

does appear that BellSouth’s investment per square foot is greater than Verizon’s, it 

also appears that BellSouth’s investment is less than Sprint’s. 
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I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 nondiscriminatory. 

7 

8 Q. MR GABEL ADDRESSES SPACE PREPARATION CHARGES ON PAGES 17 

Moreover, as stated above, in approving BellSouth’s applications for in-region 

interLATA authority in all of its nine states, the FCC concluded that BellSouth 

provides collocation based on TELRIC. The same Floor Space cost development 

process that Mr. Gable criticizes was in use at the time the FCC made that 

determination. BellSouth’s Floor Space costlrate is reasonable and 

I 

9 AND is. HE STATES THAT BELLSOUTH HAS NQT REMONSTRATED 

10 

I 1  

12 

13 

I 4  A. As stated above, Space Preparation cost elements allow BellSouth to recover the cost 

15 

1 6 

THAT T m  COSTS IREPORTED ON H.1.41 ARE FROM A RANDOM 

SAMPLE AND IREPRESENTATIVE OF THE LOCATIONS WHERE THE 

COMPANY INCURS SPACE PWPARATION COSTS. PLEASE RESPOND. 
I 

of engineering, design, and modification of the network infrastructure and the 

building to meet a collocator’s specified requirements. BellSouth’s Space Preparation 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

costs consist of four cost elements. The three recurring cost elements are: 1) C.O. 

Modification per square foot, 2) Common Systems Modification per square foot for 

cageless collocation, and 3) Common Systems Modification per cage for caged 

collocation. Although Mr. Gabel criticizes BellSouth’s space preparation charges in 

general, his comments really only address element H. I .41, which is the C.O. 

Modification per square foot element. SpecificaIly, Mr. Gabel contends that 

BellSouth has not shown that its sample is representative. 

This element recovers the costs associated with the building design, construction and 
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6 
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8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

modification work associated with preparing a central office space for collocation. To 

develop this forward-looking investment, BellSouth started with final investment data 

from actual collocation projects over a certain time period. Costs that would not 

apply on a forward-looking basis, such as barrier walls, were backed out. This data 

was obtained region-wide due to the limited quantity of collocation projects with final 

costs. Attached, as Exhibit WBS-5, is a copy of the data. All available projects 

during the time period with final costs were used. A weighted-average of the, data 

from all nine states was taken to produce the forward-looking investment per square 

foot of $121.11. A total of 123 projects encompassing 594 firm order collocation 

sites were used. Thus, the investments shown for element H. 1.41 are representative 

of locations where the company incurs space preparation costs. 

, ‘ 4 1  

1 I 

The FCC, in paragraph 5 1 of its Advanced Services Order, specifically allows ILECs 

to recover the costs of preparing collocation space. It states: 

We conclude, based on the record, that incumbent LECs must allocate 

space preparation, security measures, and other collocation charges on a 

pro-rated basis so the first collocator in a particular incumbent premises 

will not be responsible for the entire cost of site preparation. 

BellSouth’s methodology for developing the investment per square foot or per cage is 

simply a way of pro-rating the cost of collocation space preparation requirements 

among CLECs on a reasonable and nondiscriminatory basis. 

Q. MR. GABEL STATES THAT (PAGE19) BELLSOUTH’S TARIFF 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

REQUIREMENTS AT TERMINATION OF OCCUPANCY M E A N S  THAT 

THE CLEC IS INAPPROPRIATELY REQUIRED TO BOTH lMAKE TEE 

SPACE READY FOR ITSELF (AT THE TIME OF OCCUPATION) AND 

MAKE THE SPACE READY FOR THE NEXT COLLOCATOR AS W L L .  
1 

5 rs HE CORRECT? 

6 I 

7 A. No. The tariff simply requires the CLEC to remove 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 apply once. 

13 

14 

1 5 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Q. ON PAGES 20 AND 21, MR. GABEL EXPRESSES CONCERN WITH 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I 

equipmentlproperty and to 

return the space in the same condition when first occupied by the CLEC. The CLEC 

is only responsible for removing its equipment, not BellS,outh’s equipment. The 

CLEC is not required to remove any items of investment (e.g., racks and power bays) 

BellSouth has included in its study. Therefore, the space preparation charges only 

Additionally, on page 20, Mr. Turner states that depreciation rates reflect the cost of 

removing plant (telecommunications equipment). He is correct. Depreciation rates 

do reflect the cost of removing BellSouth’s depreciable equipment. It does not reflect 

the cost of removing CLEC equipment. Since the tariff only requires the CLEC to 

remove its equipment (and not BellSouth’s equipment), there is no over charge. 

BELLSOUTH’S APPLICATION OF THl3 SPACE PREPARATION CHARGE. 

IKE BELIEVES THAT BELLSOUTH DISCRIMINATES AGAINST 

COMPETITORS BY C W G I N G  THEM FOR SPACE PREPARATION, 

WHILE NOT INCLUDING THE COSTS OF SPACE PREPARATION IN ITS 

RETAIL COST STUDIES. DO YOU AGREE? 
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1 A. No. First of all, when a CLEC uses collocation to provision its network, BellSouth 

2 incurs specific costs for preparing that collocation space as well as assigning a portion 

3 of that building for use-0-dy by that collocator. The FCC allows LECs to recover the 

4 cost of collocation. Specifically, as stated above, paragraph 5 1 of the FCC’s 

5 Advanced Services Order allows ILECs to recover the costs of preparing collpcation 

6 space. 
‘ 4 r  I 

7 I 

8 For BellSouth’s retail services, the services range from a voice grade loop which uses 

9 everything from the main distribution frame to a circuit switch, to a Digital Subscriber 

10 Line service, which uses a digital subscriber line access manager (“DSLAM”) as well 

11 as high capacity services that uses synchronous optical network (“SONET”) 

12 

13 

equipment with speeds ranging from 1.544 megabits to gigabits. ,Similarly, the CLEC 

can offer the same type of services depending on the equipment they choose to 
I I 

1 4 -deploy. BellSouth’s -infrastructure includes central office buildings that house 

15 everything from circuit switches to DSLAM and SONET equipment. CLECs 

16 infrastructure includes buildings it may own and purchased collocation space, again 

17 housing similar equipment. BellSouth in its retail offerings recover the costs of its 

18 buildings by assigning the cost on a per circuit investment basis. Hence, BellSouth 

I9  has chosen its methodology for recovering building-related costs fiom its end users. 

20 It should be noted that the price for retail offerings are not set at cost. Similarly, the 

21 CLEC can choose to recover its costs from its end users in any method it chooses. 

22 The important distinction is that provisioning a circuit out of a DSLAM or switch to 

23 an end user does not entail the same costs as providing central oEice space and its 

24 preparation for a collocator. 

25 
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I Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. GABEL’S IRECOMMENDATION FOR 

2 

3 WLOOR SPACE COST? 

BELLSOUTH TO USE VEHZON’S METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING 

4 

5 A. No, I do not. As previously stated, the FCC has found BellSouth’s costs for 

6 collocation to be TELRIC compliant. h@. Gabel offers no concrete evidence that 

7 BellSouth’s costs are not TELR-IC compliant. He simply uses st methodology that 

8 

9 

produces a lower cost, based on the apparent (incorrect) belief that this is what 

TELNC requires, To the contrary, the FCC allows for a range of reasonableness for 
1 

10 TELMC pricing. Paragraph 30 in FCC Order 02-260 states: 

I 1  
I 

12 We will, however, reject an application if “basic TELliIC principles are 

13 violated or the state commission makes clear errors in factual findings 

14 -----on matters so substantial that the-end-resultfalls outside the range that 

15 the reasonable application of TELEUC principles would produce.”’ We 

16 note that different states may reach different results that are each within 

17 the range of what a reasonable application of TELRIC principles would 

18 produce. 

I 9  Costs and rates must be developed on a company specific basis as stated previously. 

20 For example, BellSouth has approximately 200 central offices in Florida and 

21 approximately 130 have collocation. Verizon has fewer central offices and fewer 

22 central offices with collocation in Florida. This simple difference between the two 

23 companies would have a real impact on the procedures and planning within the state, 

24 

25 
Verizon Pennsylvania Section 27 I Application Order, CC Docket No. 0 1 -13 8, 16 FCC Rcd I74 19, 17453, 

para. 55.  
-48- 



I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 Q* 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 A. 

16 

.I7 

18 

I 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

which would impact the resulting cost estimates. Verizon’s methodology of 

reconstructing all central offices in the state by using the embedded investment 

(adjusted using the current cost to booked cost factor) divided by the total demand is 

not a more accurate method than BellSouth’s method of looking at situations where 

building additions have occur-led. BelISouth has divided the total cost Associated with 

the recent building additions by the total useable square footage added, and #,us , 
reflected the forward-looking cost of floor space. 1 

THE SPACE PREPARTION COST ELEMENT IS DISCUSSED IN ,MR. 

TURNER’S TESTIMONY ON PAGES 55 - 57. HE STATES THAT HE HAS A 

CONCERN WITH THE INVESTMENT NUMBER AND THE ITEMS 

INCLUDED IN THE STUDY. PLEASE CLAFUFY THIS PART OF 1 ’  HIS 

TESTIMONY AND lWSPOND. 

I 

I ~~ ~ 

Mr. Turner appears to be very confused as to what BellSouth is proposing for the 

space preparation cost element. BellSouth’s space preparation cost elements consist 

of four elements as stated above. Mr. Turner specifically addresses the space 

preparation - central office modification element. This element recovers the costs 

associated with the building design, construction and modification work associated 

with preparing a central office space for collocation, such as, heating, ventilation, and 

air conditioning. 

To develop this forward-looking investment, BellSouth started with final investment 

data from actual projects over a certain time period. Costs that would not apply on a 

forward-looking basis, such as barrier walls, were backed out. This data was obtained 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

I O  

I I 

region-wide due to the limited quantity of projects with final costs. A weighted- 

average of the data fkom all nine states was taken to produce the forward-looking 

investment per square foot of $12 1.1 1. 
I 

Mr. Tmier is also confused in that that the itenis he highlighted on page 55, line 22 

(cage cost set fee, barrier wall, and card,reader) were specifically backed out of the 
< I  

study where they may have been included in the actual projects. These items were 

highlighted on some support papers and Mr. Turner must have assumed that they 

were included in the study. Therefore, that concern should be resolved. 

Q. MR. TURNER, ON PAGES 52 - 55, PROPOSES THAT THE CAGE 

12 PREPARATION COST BE DEVELOPED USING R. S. MEANS. PLEASE 

13 

14 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

RESPOND. 

.--  

First, it should be noted that the construction of the collocation cage can be done by a 

certified vendor if the CLEC chooses. There is no requirement that BellSouth 

construct the cage. 

However, if BellSouth does construct the cage, it should be able to recover its costs. 

Mr. Turner is basically stating that the investment is not correct because he can find a 

way to show that a lower investment nurnber can be developed. Again, he states that 

investment data fiom R.S. Means should be used because it contains information that 

is verifiable and can be reviewed. As stated previously, R.S. Means publication 

simply estimates construction costs based on past construction jobs and at best can 

only be described as an estimator. 
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I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 Q. PLEASE ADDRESS MR. TURNER'S REASON FOR REMOVING THF, DUST 

The investment numbers used by BellSouth for cage construction are based on actual 

contractor quotes and actual prices from manufacturers. BellSouth simply believes it 

is better to use actual data rather than manipulate a national average investment. 

1 4 1  I 
6 

7 

PARTITION COST (PAGES 54 - 55). 

8 A. Mr. Tumer supports his position that the dust partition cost should be removed 

9 primarily on his observation of Lucent Technologies personnel installing. framing 

I O  equipment. Lucent is not a good choice for comparison, since Lucent is an equipment 

1 I installers. Equipment installation does not typically create dust. BellSouth uses 

12 

13 

general contractors to construct cages in Bellsouth central offices. Cage construction 

does create dust, and therefore, it is appropriate for BellSouth to include the dust 
I '  I 

14 

15 

16 Q. MR. TURNER, ON PAGES 49 THROUGH 51, QUESTION THE CABLE 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 A. Mr. Turner states that BellSouth's proposed capacity of 30 cables is understated, and 

partition in its cost study. 

RACK CAPACITY USED BY BELLSOUTH IN DEVELOPING THE CABLE 

SUPPORT STRUCTURE COST FOR FIBER ENTRANCE CABLE. HE 

STATES THAT THE CAPACITY WAS NOT DONE CORREXTLY AND 

PRESENTS €€IS PROPOSAL. PLEASE RIESPOND. 

23 he proceeds to develop a number that will lower costs by using information from Bell 

24 Labs. Mr. Turner does not state when the Bell Labs data was developed. From 

25 reviewing the table included in his testimony on page 50 and reading his testimony, it 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

appears Mr. Turner arbitrarily chose a fiber rack size of 12 inches. From there, he’ 

used the table to estimate the number of DS1 cables that should be placed in that rack. 

Then he converts the nurnber of DS1 cables to a number of fiber cables using the 

assumption that three DS 1 cables equal one fiber cable in diameter. 

Mr. Turner’s process starts with an arbitrary assumption of the cable rack size and 

ends with an assumption that 3 DSl cables equal one fiber cable. His analysis is not 

representative of the size racks BellSouth would use or BellSouth’s procedures for 

placing fiber cable in racks. 
1 

BellSouth developed the fiber entrance cable support structure costs based on the 

following assumptions: 

Collocator private entrance cable rack is a 5 inch width rack 

BellSouth standards for maximum pile-up height on a 5 inch rack is 5 inches. 

The quantity and size of riser cables is at the discretion of the collocator; 

BellSouth’s assumption was an average riser cable diameter of approximately .75 

inches. 

Cable racks are equipped with cable retaining brackets and cables are run 

unsecured 

Physical fill of rack is estimated at 70% of theoretical maximum or approximately 

30 riser cables. 

0 

Therefore, BellSouth cable rack capacity is based on BellSouth’s standards and the 

actual cable racking used. BellSouth does utilize a systematic approach for 

determining the capacity of cable racks. Mr. Turner’s proposal should be rejected. 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I 9  

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Q. MR. TURNER STATES (PAGES 51 AND 52) THAT BELLSOUTH SHOULD 

USE T€IX SAME FILL FACTOR IT USES FOR ITS FRAME EQUIPMENT IN 

THIE: POT FRAME COST STUDY. DO YOU AGREE? I 

A. No. The Point of Termination ("POT") bay/frame was initially a required temination 

arrangement for CLECs collocating in BellSouth's central office. As a result of FC? 

orders, BellSouth does not require CLECs to use this termination and it is toyly 

optional. In fact, it has not been offered by ]BellSouth as a required termination point 

since 1999. The only CLECs that continue to receive charges for this item are the 

ones that happen to have older Agreements containing that rate element. This is 

essentially a grandfathered offering. 

' I  I 

I '  I 

For the reason stated above, BeIlSouth does not treat POT frame termination the same 

as its frame terminations (e.g., the 2-wire terminations on the main distribution frame 

(,,MDF+")) that are used by BellSouth's customers and the CLECs. The POT fkme 

terminations are only used by a CLEC that continues to have the grandfathered option 

in its Agreement. At some point in time, there will be no new terminations on these 

frames. 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes. 

25 
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FL3RIDA DOCKET NOS. 981 834-TP, 990321 =TP 
SECTION 1 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
2. Next, BellSouth determined the forward-looking, efficient architecture, 

engineering, and provisioning procedures required to provide the 
functionality far each of the UNEs or combinations. This was 
accomplished through the use of models, special studies, and the 
involvement of key BellSouth personnel, such as cost analysts, product 
managers, and network employees. 

3. Costs associated with the material and equipment required to provision 

I 

\ 
I 

each UNE or combination were developed (UNE modeling). l * t  I 

4. BellSouth ensured that the costs associated with supporting structures 
and installation of material and equipment were appropriately included. 

5. BellSouth determined the economic cost of each UNE by converting the 
installed investment into its capital costs and operating expenses, and 
included the appropriate amount of shared and commun costs and taxes. 

6. Additionally, BellSouth developed the nonrecurring costs associated with 

, I  

provisioning the unbundled network elements and combinations 
determined above. 1 .  I 

. _. 

ORGANIZATION OF REMAINDER OF DOCUMENT 

Section 1 - The remaining pages of Section I provide a flowchart of the TELRIC 
study process and a summary of results. 

Section 2 - Includes an explanation of the TELRIC methodology, and the 
recurring and nonrecurring cost development process. 

Section 3 - Contains a description and explanation of the models and price 
calculators used. 

Section 4 - Describes each of the factors and loadings used in the studies and 
explains their development. 

Section 5 - Contains a description of the UNEs and an overview of the study 
process for each category of UNEs. 

ED 

Section 1 Page 2 



FLORIDA DOCKET NOS. 981 834=TP, 990321 -TP 
SECTION 1 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

BellSouth Telecommunications, lnc. (BellSouth) is herewith filing Total Element 
Long Run Incremental Cost (TELRIC) studies, including shared and common 
costs, (Le,, the economic cost) for unbundled collocation elements in compliance 
with the Florida Public Service Commission’s (FPSC) Order dated November 4, 
2002. The capital structure, depreciation lives, salvage values and tax factors 
used in these studies are in compliance with FPSC Orders issued in Docket No. 
990649-TP. Other factors and loadings have been updated to reflect the latest 
available inputs. The study period is years 2003-2005. 

Revision I: This revision is to use Florida assignable central office square 
footage in the calculation of Element H.1.37, Security Access system - 
Security system per square foot per central office. 

I 

OVERVIEW 

Historically, BellSouth prepared Long Run Incremental Cost (LRIC) studies to 
support tariff prices for telecommunications services. The LRIC result, which 
considered only the volume sensitive costs, constituted the price floor for the 
service in question, and was one of a number of factors considered when 
establishing the price for a service. BellSouth also conducted Total Service Long 
Run Incremental Cost (TSLRIC) studies that addressed not only the volume 
sensitive costs but also considered the directly attributable volume insensitive 
costs. TSLRIC studies were used to ensure that the setvice was not being 
subsidized. With the advent of local competition as envisioned by the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act), it became necessary for BellSouth to 
conduct cost studies to determine the costs associated with certain components 
or elements of its telecommunications network. BellSouth’s TELRIC studies 
comply with the requirements of the Act and are in compliance with the FCC’s as 
well as the Florida Public Service Commission’s rules and regulations issued to 
implement the provisions of the Act. 

In order to develop the economic costs associated with UNEs and combinations, 
BellSouth initiated the basic study process as follows. 

1. BellSouth first identified the UNEs to be studied based on requests by 
competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs) and any requirements 
imposed by regulators. 

Section I Page 1 



Study Name: 
State: Fbrida 
Scenario: State Awlage 
.” StudyType: TELRIC 

Florida C o l d o n  - Rev 1 
4 

Cost Element 

H .O 

H.1 
H.1.l 
H.l.l 
H.1.5 
H.1.5 
H.1.6 
H.1.7 
H.1.8 
H.1.9 
H.1.9 
H.1 .IO 
H.1.10 
H.1.11 
H.1 . l l  
H.1.12 
H.1.12 
H.1.13 
H.t.14 
H.1.15 
H.1.16 
H.1.17 
H.f.18 
H.1.19 
H.1.23 
H.1.24 
H.l.31 
H.1.31 
H.1.32 
H.1.32 
H.1.33 
H.1.34 
H.1.37 
H.1.38 
H.1.39 
H.1.40 
H.1.41 
H.1.42 
H. 1 -43 
H.l.45 
H.1.46 

Deao ridion 
< 

COLLOCATION 

PHYSICAL COLLOCATION 
Physical CoHocation - Application Cost - Initial 

1 

Physical Collocation - Application Cost - Initial - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation - Fiter Enbanoe Cable Installation. per Cable 
Physical Collocation - Fibm Entance Cable Installation, per C a b  - Disconnect Only 
Physical CoUocation - floor S v  per Sq. Ft. 
Physical Colldon - Cable Support Structure per Fiber Entrance Cable 
Physical Collucatjon - Power per Fused Amp 
Physicel Collocation - 2-Wlre Cross-Connects 
Physical Collocation - PWire Cross-Connects - Dismnnect Only 
Physical CoUocation - 4-Wira Cmss-Connects 
Physical Collocation - 4-Wire Cross-Connects - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation - DS‘I Cmss-cOnneds 
Physical Call&on - DS1 Cmss-Connects - Disoonned Only 
Physical Collocation - OS3 Cmss-C~nnects 
Physical Cullocation - OS3 Cross-Connects - Disconmet Only 
Physical Collocation - 2-Wire POT Bay 

Physical Collocation - OS1 POT Bay 
Physical Collocation - DS3 POT Bay 
Physical &Macation - Security Esoort - Basic, per Half Hour 
Physical C o l W i n  - Secutity Escort - Overtime, per Half Hour 
Physical C o l l d o n  - Security Escort - Plernium, per Half Hour 
Physieal Collocation - Welded Wire -First 100 Sq, Ft. 
Physical Collocation -Wedded Wire case - Addl 50 Sq. Ft. 
Physic4 Collocation - 2-Fiber Crass-Connect 
Physiml CoUocation - P f i b e r  Cross-Connect - Disconned Only 
Physical Collocation - 4-Fibr Cross-Connect 
Physical Collocation - 4-Fiber Cms-Connect - Dismned Only 
Physical Collocation - 2-Fiber POT Bay 
Physical Collocation - 4-fiber POT Bay 
Physical Callacation - Security Access System - Security System per square Foot per Central offioe 
Physical Cokcation - SeaUity Access System - New A-s Card Activation, per Card 
Physical C o l d o n  - Security Accass System -Administrative Change, existing Acoess Cad. p e r - l  
Physical Collocation - Security Aa;ess System - Replace Lost or Stolen Card, per Card 
Physical Collocation - Space Preparation - C.O. Wificatian per square R. 
Physicel Collocation - Space Prepamtibn - Common Systems MDdificatiin per square R. - Cageless 
Physical Collocation - Sp;ioe Pmparation - C u m m  Systems Modificatimn per 
Physical Collocation - Specs Preparation - Finn Order Processing 
Physieal Collocation - Applkation Cast - Subsequent 

‘ I  
I 1  
‘ I  

P h y s i d  Collocation - 4-Wre POT Bay f 

Nondocurring Non 
Recurrlng Recuninq First Addtionel Subswusnt 

$5.28 
$5.19 
$7.26 

$0.0208 

W.0416 

$0.3786 

$4.16 

sO.03oo 
sIl.o6oo 
$0.4238 

$3.78 

5189.73 
$18.61 
$1.71 

#.34 

$12.89 
$17.39 

so.0101 

$2.38 - 
$2.50 
w.93 

$2,785 
$1.20 

$1,473 
53.84 

$7.32 
5-56 

8.00 
$7.88 
$1.35 

$32.40 
E l l  ,15 

s.ao 

$5.37 
$2.71 
55.75 
52.69 
$6.25 

$0.9899 
$31.03 
510.w 

$33.65 $22.05 
S44.63 S228.89 
S55.62 $35.73 

$28.26 $25.85 
$13.78 $1 1.01 
$37.92 f35.51 
818.20 515.44 

$38.95 -- 
w.84 

S28~?8 
f 

$287.36 
$2,236 

Printed: 9/12/2003 9:16 AM Sedion 1 Page 5 



091 I 212003 

Recurring Cost Development Reports 

LABOR EXPENSES: 

OTHER EXPENSES 

Rec ring Cost Summary t Florida 
H. 1.37 - Physical Collmation - Security Access System - Security System per square Foot per Central Office 

I 

I 
Volume Sensitive 

I I 

Direct ShSiCd 
- Cost - dost TELRlC 

$0.0095 $O.doOO $0.0095 

I 
! 

Total Monthly Cost $0.0095 s0.0'000 $0.0095 
I .OO 17 

$0.0095 
1.0652 

$0.0101 

I x  Gross Receipts Tax Factor 

Cost (Including Gross Rec Ftr: 
Common Cost Factor ! x  
Monthly Economic Cost l~ 

I1 
Total Monthlv Economic Cost: 

i i  

D 

Volume Insensitive 

Direct 
- Cost 

$0.0000 

$O.#OOO 

m.0 101 

Shared 
- Cost TELRIC 

$0.0000 $0.0000 

~ - - -  
$0.0000 $0.0000 

X 1.0017 

$0.0000 
X 1.0652 

$0.0000 

Source: BSCC 2.6 Page I 



“Of 1212003 

>escription 

?uildings - COE 
and - COE 

lnvestment Development - Volume Sensitive 

Florida 
H.1.37 - Physical Collocation - Security Access System - S ~ u n t y  System per square Foot per Central Ofice 

A B C=Ax R D1 D3 D3 D.l 1)s E=c%(DlxLE . F C=E\F 
x...xVS) 

In-Plant Factors (Default = 1) Supporting 
Equipment 

I n-Plant &/or Power Total 
FRC FRC Material Factor --. Material Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor Investment Loading Investment 

i Plug-in I 
Sub Inflation Adjusted Inventory Matt Telco Plug-in Hardwire 

-- 
$0.5 568 
$0.0295 

$0.5568 NA 
$0.0295 NA 

IOC 00 $0.5134 1.0844 $0.5568 NA NA NA NA NA 
20c 00 $0.0272 1.084 $0.0295 NA N A  NA N A  NA 

B 
! ’  

wrce: BSCC 2.6 

-- 
$0.5863 S0.5863 

Page: L 



091 1 Z2003 

Description 

Buildings - COE 
Land - COE 

Network Switch, Circuit, and Operator RTU Investment Development - Volume Sensitive 

Florida 
H.1.37 - Physical Collocation - Security Access System - Security System per square Foot per Central Office 

%=Prcv Papc R C=AxB D E=As D F c=:\ \ K 
Col e 

Sub Ntwk Switch RTU Ntwk Switch RTU Ntwk Circuit RTU Ntwk Circuit RTW Ntwk Operator RTU Ntwk Operator RTU 
Invest men t FRC m C  Investment Factor Investment investment - Factor Factor - 

1oc 00 50.5568 NA $0.0000 NA NA $0.0000 $0.0000 
20c 00 $0.0295 NA $0.0000 NA NA $0.0000 $0.0000 

--- -- 
FRC560C: $0.0000 FRC cac: $o.aooo FRC 86OC: $0.0000 

Page I Source: BSCC 2.6 
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Description 

Buildings - COE 
Land - COE 

0 
h a 

Land, Building, Pole and Conduit Investment Development - Volume Sensitive 

Florida 
H. 1.37 - Physical Collocation - Security Access System - Security System per square Foot per Central Office 

B C=Ax E D E=.-\xD F c =:4 XF I t  l=Asti A=Prev Fag 
Col G 

Conduit 
Investment Factor Investment Factor lnvestment Factor Investment 

Sub Land Land Building Building Pole Pole Conduit 
FRC investment Factor - 
1oc 00 $0.5568 NA $0.0000 NA $0.0000 NA $0.0000 NA %o.oooo 
20c 00 $0.0295 NA %0.0000 NA $0.0000 NA $0.0000 NA $0.0000 

--- - 
FRC 5C: $0.0000 FRC 20C: $0.0000 FRC 1DC: $0.0000 FRC IC: $0.0000 

VIS 
Source: BSCC 2.6 Page I 



09/12/2003 Recurring Direct Cost Development - Volume Sensitive 

Florida 
H.1.37 - Physical Collocation - Security Access System - Security System per square Foot per Central Office 

DescriDtion 

Buildings - COE 

Buildings - COE 

Poles 

Land - COE 

Land - COE 

Conduit System 

Intangibles - Network Switch Software RTU 

Intangibles - Network Circuit Software RTU 

Intangibles - Operator Services Sohare RTU 

- FRC 

1oc 

1oc 

IC 

20c 

2oc 

4c 

560C 

66OC 

860C 

A 

Investment 

$0.OOoO 

$0.5568 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0295 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

%0.0000 

B=AxFtr 

Depreciation 
& Factor 

$0.0000 
0.0207 

$0.0 I 15 
0.0207 

$0.0000 
0.0427 

%0.0000 
O.ooO0 

Wo.OOOO 
0.0000 

$0.0000 
0.01 18 

%0.0000 
0.3333 

$0.0000 
0.3333 

$0.0000 
0.3333 

C=AxFtr 

cost of 
Money . & Factor 

$0.0000 
0.0798 

$0.0445 
0.0798 

%0.0000 
0.0643 

$0.0000 
0. IO24 

$0.0030 
0.1024 

$0.0000 
0.0735 

$0.0000 
0.0476 

$0.0000 
0.0476 

$0.0000 
0.0476 

D=A xFtr 

Income 
Tax 

& Factor 

$0.0000 
0.0358 

$0.0200 
0.0358 

$0.0000 
0.0289 

$0.0000 
0.0460 

$0.001 4 
0.0460 

$0.0000 
0.0330 

$0.0000 
0.02 I 3 

$0.0000 
0.02 13 

$0.0000 
0.02 13 

E=hx Ftr 

Plant 
Specific 

Expense 
& Factor 

$0.0000 
0.05 I 7 

$0.0288 
0.05 17 

$0.0000 
0.0229 

%0.0000 
0.0000 

$0.0000 
0.0000 

fO.OOOO 
0.00 f 6 

$0.0000 
NA 

$0.0000 
NA 

$0.0000 
NA 

Source: BSCC 2.6 

F=Ax Ftr 

Ad Valorem 
Expense 

& Factor 

$0.0000 
0.0074 

$0.004 1 
0.0074 

$0.0000 
0.0074 

$0.0000 
0.0074 

$0.0002 
0.0074 

$0.0000 
0:0074 

$0.0000 
0.0074 

$0.0000 
0.0074 

$0.0000 
0.0074 

I=(U+C+U 
-I. E+ F} 

Direct 
cost - 
$0.0000 

$0.1088 

$0.0000 

%0.0000 

$0.0046 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

~~ ~ ~~ 

$0.5863 $0.0 I 15 $0.0475 $0.02 I3 $0.0288 $0,0044 $0.1 134 

Monthly Costs (Totals / 12): $0.0010 , $O.OOQO $0.0018 $0.0024 
i j '  

j 

$0.0004 $0.0095 

Page 1 



0911 2/2003 

DescriDtion 

Buildings - COE 

Buildings - COE 

Poles 

Land - COE 

Land - COE 

Conduit Systems 

Intangibles - Network Switch Software RTU 

Intangibles - Network Circuit Software RTU 

Intangibles - Operator Services Software RTU 

cn 
ts 

Source: BSCC 2.6 

Recurring Teiric Cost Development - Volume Sensitive 

Florida 
H.l.37 - Physical Collocation - Security Access System - Security System per square Foot per Central Office 

Monthly Costs (Totals / 12): 

FRC 

1oc 

- 

1oc 

IC 

20c 

20c 

4c 

560C 

66OC 

860C 

A 

Investment 

$0.0000 

$0.5568 

$0.0000 

30.0000 

$0.0295 

$0 .O#O 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

I3=Yrcv Kpt 
Col i 

Direct 
- Cat 

$0.0000 

$0.1088 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0046 

$Q.OOOO 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

%O.OOQQ 

$0.1 134 

$0.0095 

1 

C 

Shared 
cast - Factor 

o.uoo1 

0.0001 

0.0144 

0.0000 

0.0000 

0.0097 

NA 

NA 

NA 

D=ArC 

Shared 
Cost 

$0.0000 

- 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0 .oooo 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

E=B+U 

TELRlC 

$O.OOOO 

$0.1089 

$o.oooo 

50.0000 

$0.0046 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

$0.0000 

- -- 
$0.1135 - $0.0000 

$0.0000 - %0.@9s * 

Page I 



6ellSouth Telecommunications. Inc. 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

- 

- 

Physical Collocation lnves t ments 
Study Date: 12/2002 

I 1 I t I '  I B C D E F G 
CALCULATOR INPUT FORM - MATERIAUINVESThlENT DATA 

Instructions: 

Calculator calculations. 
1, Use this worksheet to record material andlor investments to be input into the 

2. All amounts shown are per unit (e.g., per call, per loop, per MOU). 
3. Input data, by Cost Element, leaving no blank lines. On next row 

4. All data on this form should be cell-referenced to study workpapers. 
after last line of data, type END In Cost Element Column. 

1101 5. 'Do NOT change columns, headings, sheet name. I 

Volume I 

Insensitive 
$ Amount 

Volume 
, Sensitive 

Amount 
' $268.700 

Sub - FRC 
00 
00 
16 
00 
05 
11 
05 
t l  
01 
01 
01 
01 
Ql 
01 
00 
00 
00 
00 
01 
01 
01 
O t  
00 
00 
00 
00 
56 
56 
01 
01 
00 
00 
00 
00 
16 
00 

cost 
Element # 

H.1.6 
H.1.6 
H.1.7 
H.? .8 
H.l.9 
H.l.9 
H.l.10 
H.l.10 
H.l.19 
H.4 .12 
H.1 .13 
H.1.14 
H.1.15 
H.I.f6 
H.1.23 
H.1.23 
H.1.24 
H.1.24 
H.1.31 

- FRC 
1 oc 
zoc 
357c 

377c 
377c 
377c 

357c 
357c 
357c 
357C 
3571: 
3s7c 

377cP . 

377C . 

10c , 

20c 
1 oc 
20c 
357c 
357c 

State 
FL 
FL 
FL 
FL 
Fl 
FL 
FL 
FL 

FL 
FL 
FL 
FL 
FL 
FL 
FL 
F t  
FL 
FL 

- 

Zi 

$14.238 ' 

$286.000 
$0.693 
$0.103 
$1.387 
$0.206 
$14.123 
$155.344 
$1.1 19 
$2.238 
$1 5.81 0 
$1 40.91 2 

$9,654.1 18 
$51 1 .G6 
$947,000 
$50.1 79 
$63.862 
$1 24.579 
$481.070 
$648.707 
$0.513 
$0.027 

$121.110 
$6.41 7 

$1 31.1 50 

$0 . O B  
$0.044 
$61.440 

$184.320 
$425.470 

$7.649 
$429.000 

$282.272 

$4,454.550 

$1 22.880 

- .  
. _  & 

.-- 

I 

I 
I 

.- 

I 

FI 
36 . 
37 

.- _. . 
FL _-  - H.1.32 

H.1.33 
H.1.34 FL 

F L -  .. H.1 .37-.-. 

. -  FC 
.. 

357c 
357c 
1 oc 

. _  - 
+ -- 

- .  
H.1.37 20c 

I oc .- ----- 
H.l A1 20c - - . _. .. . 
H.1.42 

. . . . ._ _ _  3576 
357c - .  

.. , - .. 
42 

357c 
357c H.i.49 . _  _ - _ -  - - 

H.1.50 . 377CP 
H.1.51 377CP . __. . 
H.f.52 - -  377CP . 

H.t,53 _ .  . 377CP .- 

. I .  

. .  
H.1.56 357c 

. _ .  . . .. 

. I -  

... - . . .. . 

END 

000004 
Printed FLp hycol 9/12/2003 .XIS 9:21 AM REVISED Page 3 of 60 



BellSouth Telecommunications. In:. Physical Collocation INPUTS-Recurring 
Study Date: la2002 

Projected Actual Utilization Network Planning & Support 
Network Planning 8 Support 
Network Planning & Support 4 

Network Planning 8 Support 
Network Planning 8 Support 

POT Bay Shelf Coupler Panel 357c 01 
Materlal Price 
Projected Actual Utlllzation 
fiber Capacity Network Planning 8 Support 6 
Number Required Network Planning 8 Support 4 
POT Bay SC Coupllng 357c 01 

Number Required Network Planning 8 Support 4 

Material Price 
Projected Actual Utilization 

POT Bay Excess Fiber Cable Storage Shelf 357C . 01 
Material Price 
Projected Actual Utilization 

Number Required 

Network Planning & Support 
Network Planning & Support 

Network Planning d Support 
Nehvork Planning 8 Support 

Network Planning 8 Support 
Network Planning 8 Support 48 

4 .  
, .  

H.1.37 Physical Collocation: Secur!G Access System - Security System persquare Fool per Central Offlce I 

Card Reader- Access System 
Installed Cost (quantity 2) ioc 00 Property 8 Services Mgmt 
Projected Actual Utilization 20c 00 Property (L Services Mgmt 

_ .  

_ .  

-~ 
H.1.41- 

Average Assignable Square Footage 
Project Management 
Labor Time (hours) 

Receive collocation application - determine if new card reader system is needed. 
Assign card reader project to consultant. 

b Coordinate card reader installation project with affected parties, i.e: consultant, facility 
manager, central office supervisor capacity manager to determine path of travel for 
collocators, number of doors where readers are required, which doors to place readers on, 
location of control pBr~e!, power source for system, (Le. AC or DC) intenor keying scheme 
and project scope and schedu-le. 

Property 8 Services Mgmt 

Property 8 Services Mgmt 

. 

Review and approve autho-tion foicard reader system installation. 
Order neeo? transpofl line. ~ - 

:Monitor. track acd repqrt progress of project. - Field inspections as. neeped. 

9 Coordinate turn-up of system with netwark installers and Siemens. 
Review jnvoices: - . 
Closeout project.. - . ~ 

Labor Rate. (per hour)JrC-3OXX - _ _  Property 8 Services Mgmt 

Physical-Collo-ation: Space Preparation - Central Offke Wdi f le t lon  per Square Foot 
Materials & Labor Investment per-sq. ft. 1 oc 00 -Corporate Real Estate (CRES) 

20C 00 Corporate Real Estate (CRES) 

. _  Subsequent approvals, if additional costs are incurred. 

. _ .  . 

. . -. - ___ - - __ . . 

. ~ .- . . ._ -. - 

21,998.00 - 
3.5 

$66.200 

$121.1 10, 

~ 

000023 EWIS 
FLphycol.xls 
Printed 9/12/2003 9121 AM 

PRIVATE I PROPRIETARY 
No disclosure outside BellSouth except by wntten agreement. Page 22 of 60 



wp H.1.37 
Study Date. 1212002 BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. Physical Collocation 

Collocation: Development of Security Access System Investments; per Square Foot, per Central Office 

I - 
5 H.1.37 Amount 

I FRC ISubFRC 
6 
7 Description 
8 

1 Item I Description Source 

k-hevelopment of Land Investment: 

INPUTS-Recurring Line 9 0.050: 

INPUTS-Recumng Line 10 0.949; 

Line 11 + Line 13 0.0531 

I 

I 
I 

OII INPUTS-Recuning Line 214 - 
0 INPUTS-Recurting Line 215 .. 

.. 
, 

I 

1 oc 

M P r o i e c t a d  Actual Utilization 
. .  

Llne 17 + Linej9 . i  
pq- 

21 Card Reader Access System - per C.O. $1 1,062.00 

3. 

$66.2( 

$231.7( 

$1 1,293.71 

21,998.1 

$0.5 

0.05 

I 

I 

INPUTSiRecurrlngLine218 . . . . 

- INPUTSiReumng Lini 2% .- 

. .. Line 25 x tine 27 

_._ i . . .  

. . . _.. 

.. . 

._ . 

. - . .-- . - - . 

'Line 21 + Line 29 

INPUTS-Recurring Line 216 Assigiable S y a r e  Footage 

per Square Foot per CO 

. .  _ .  - - 

00 Line 31 3 Line 33 1 oc 

Line 15 

20c 

. .  

. . .  
I 

000046 
Page 45 of 60 PRIVATE I PROPRIETARY: 

No disclosure outside BellSouth except by wntlen agreement. 
FLphycol.xls 
Printed 9/12/2003 921 AM 



BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - fp 

Revised Exhibit wb5-2 
Page 1 of 4 

Element Summary Report 

)Study Name: Florida Collocation - Rev I 1 
State: Florida 
Scenario: State Average 
Study Type: TELRIC 

Cost Element 

H .O 

H.1 
H.l .I 
H.1 .I 
H.1.5 
H.1.5 
H.1.6 
H.1.7 
H.1.8 
H.1.9 
H.l.9 
H.l.10 
H.l.10 
H.1.11 
H .I .1 1 
H.l.12 
H.1.12 
H.1.13 
H.1.14 
H.1.15 
H.1.16 
H.1.17 
H.1.18 
H.1.19 
H.1.23 
H.1.24 
H.l.31 
H.1.31 
H.1.32 
H.1.32 
H.1.33 
H.l.34 
H.1.37 
H.1.38 
H.1.39 
H.1.40 
H.1.4f 
H.1.42 
H.1.43 
H.1.45 
H.1.46 

Description 

COLLOCATION 

PHYSICAL COLLOCATION 
Physical Collocation - Application Cost - lnrtial 
Physical Collocation -Application Cost - Initial - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation - Fiber Entrance Cable Installation, per Cable 
Physical Collocation - Fiber Entrance Cable Installation, per Cable - Disconnect Only I 

Physical Collocation - Floor Space per Sq. Ft. 
Physiml Collocation - Cable Support Structure per Fiber Entrance Cable 
Physical Collocation - Power per Fused Amp 
Physical Collocation - 2-Wire Cross-Connects 
Physical Collocation - b-wire CrossConnects - Dficonnec! Only 
Physical Collocation - 4-Wire CrossConneck 
Physlcal Collocation - 4-wire CrossConnects - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation - DS1 Cross-Connects 
Physical Collocation - DSl Crass-Connects - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation - OS3 Ctoss-Connects 
Physical Collocation - DS3 Cross-Connects - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation - 2-Wire POT Bay 
Physical Collocation - 4-Wire POT Bay 
Physical Collocation - DSI POT Bay 
Physical Collocation - 053 POT Bay 
Physical Collocation - Security Escort - Basic, per Half Hour 
Physical Collocation -Security Escort - Overtime, per HaUHour 
Physical Collocation - Securii Escort - Premium, per Half Hour 
Physical Collocation -Welded Wire Cage - First 100 Sq. Ft. 
Physical Collocation - Welded Wire Cage - Add'l 50 Sq. Ft. 
Physical Collocation - 2-Fiber CrassConnect 
Physical Collocation - 2-Fiber CrussConnect - Disconneet Onty 
Physical Collocation - 4-Fiber CrcssConnect 
Physical Collocation - 4-Fiber Crcss-Connect - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation - 2-Fiber POT Bay 
Physical Coflocation - 4-fiber POT Say 
Physical Collocation - Security Access System - Security System per square Foot per Central office 
Physical Collocation - Security Access System - New ACCESS Cad Activation, per Card 
Physical Collocation - Secufi Access System - Administratiwe Change, existing Access Card, per Fard 
Physical Collocation - Security Access System - Replace Lost or Stolen Card, per Card 
Physical Collocation -Space Preparation - C.O. Modification per square ft. 
Physical Collocation - Space Preparatiin - Common System Modification per square ft. - Cageless 
Physical Collocation -Space Preparation - Common Systems Modification per Cage 
Physical Collocation -Spa= Preparation - Firm Order Processing 
Physical Co[location -Application Cost - Subsequent 

NonRecuming Non 
Recurring Recurring FIrst Additlonal initial Subsequent 

~2;les 
$1 20 

$1,473 
543.84 

$5.28 
$5.19 
$7.26 

$0.0208 

$0.0416 

$4.16 

$7.32 
$4.58 
$8.c0 
$5.c0 
$7.88 
$1.35 
$32.40 
$1?.15 

$5.37 
$2.71 
$5.75 
$2.69 
$625 

$0.9899 
$3 1.03 
$10.98 

$0.0300 
$0.0600 
$0.4238 

$3.78 
$33.65 $22.05 

$55.62 $35.73 
$44.63 $28.89 

$189.73 
$18.61 
$1.71 

$3.34 

$28.26 $25.85 
$13.78 S I  4 .Ol 
$37.92 $35.51 
$18.20 $15.44 

$12.89 
$77.39 

$0.0101 
$38.95 - 

$8.84 
52c.78 

$2.38 - : 
$2.50 
$84.93 

$287.36 
$2,236 



* 

Cost Element Description 

H.1.46 
H.i.47 
H.1.48 
H.1.49 
H.1.50 
H.f.51 
H.1.52 
H.i.53 
H.I.54 
H.1.55 
H .I .56 
H.1.57 
H.i.57 
H.i.58 
H.1.59 
H.i.60 
H.1.61 
H.1.61 
H.1.62 
H.1.63 
H.1.63 
H.1.64 
H .I .65 
H.1.65 
H.i.66 
H.i.71 

H.2 
H.2.1 
H.2.1 
H.2.2 
H.2.2 
H.2.3 
H.2.4 
H.2.5 
H.2.6 
H.2.6 
H.2.7 
H .2.7 

H.2.8 
H.2.9 
H.2.9 

~ 2 . a  

Physical. Collocation -Application Cost - Subsequent - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation -Space Availability Report per C.O. 
Physical Collocation: Co-Carrier CrossConnect Fiber Cable Support Structure, per Linear Ft. per Cable 
Physical CoLoeation: CbCamer Cross-Connect Copper or Coaxial Cable Support Structure, per Linear Ft. per Cable 
Physical Collocation - 120V, Single Phase Standby Power Cost 
Physical Collocation - 240V, Single Phese Standby Pawer Cost 
Physical Collocation - 120V, Three Phase Standby Power Cost 
Physical Collocation - 27N. Three Phase Standby Power Cost 
Phys~cal Collocation - Securii Access - Initial Key, per Key 
Physical Collocation -Security Aness - Key, Replace Lost or Stolen Key, per Key 
Physical Collocation - Copper Entrance Cable SupporlStructure, Per Each 100 Pairs 
Physical Collocation - Copper Entrance Cable Installation, Per Cable 
Phys id Collocation -Copper Entrance Cable Installation, Per Cable - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation - Copper Entrance Cable Installation, Per Each 100 Pairs 
Subsequent Application far Cu-Carner CrDss Connect per Occurrence 
Physical Collocation - Power Reduction Application Fee 
Physical Collocation - Administration Only Application Fee 
Physical Collocation -Administration Only Application Fee - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation - Connecting Facility Assignment (CFA) Resend, per CLLl 
Physical Collocation - Copper Entrance Cable Installation, per cable (0 Mh to Vault Splice} 
Physical Collocation - Copper Entrance Cable Installation, per cable (0 Mh ta Vault Splice) - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocatian -Copper Entrance Cable Installation, per each I00 pair 
Physical Collocation - Fiber Entrance Cable Installation, per cable (0 Mh to Vault Splice) 
Physical Collocation - Fiber Entrance Cable Installation, per cable (0 Mh to Vault Splice) - Disconnect Ottk 
Physid Collocation - Fiber Entrance Cable Installation, per each fiber 
Physical Collocation: Power per Used Ampere 

VIRTUAL COLLOCATION 
Virtual Collocation -Application Cost 
Virtual Collocatlon -Application Cost - Disconnect Only 
Virtual Collocation - Fiber Entrance Cable Instatlation. per Cable 
Virtuel Collocation -Fiber Entrance Cable Installation, per Cable -Disconnect Only 
Virlual Collocation - Floor Space Per Sq. Ft. 
Virtual Collocation - Power per Fused Amp 
Virtual Collocation - Cable Support Structure, Per Entrance Cable 
Virtual Collocation - 2-wire Cms Connects 
Virtual Collocation - &wire Cross Connects - Disconnect Only 
Virtual Colloeation - 4-wire C m s  Connects 
Virtual Collocation -4-wire Crass Connects -Disconnect Only 
Virtual Collocation - DSt Cmss Connects 
Virtual Collocation - DSf Cross Connects - Dkconnect Only 
Vlrtual Collocation - OS3 Cross Connects 
Vlrtual Collocation - OS3 Crass Connects - Disconnect Only 

$0.0008 
$0.0012 

$5.26 
$10.53 
$1 5.80 
$36.47 

$O.l406 

- 

$10.87 

$5.28 
$7.26 
$4.54 

$0.0201 

$0.0403 

$0.3786 

S.16 

BellSouth Telecommunications, lnc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Revised Exhibit wb5-2 
Page 2 of 4 

Element Summary Report 

Study Name: 
State: Florida 
Scenario: State Average 
Study Type: TELRIC 

Florida Collocation - Rev 1 

$1.20 
$572.66 

$23.28 
$23.28 

$1,510 

$18.56 
$564.81 
W09.50 
$760.91 

$1.20 
$79-S2 
$1,195 
943.84 
$1 8.56 

$994.12 
.$43.84 

$7.43 

$43.84 

Non Non-Recurring 
Recurrina Recurrinq First Additional Initial Subsequent 

$1,241 
$1 2 0  

$1,473 
$43.84 

$7 32 $5.37 
$4.58 $2.71 
$8 00 $5.75 
$5.00 $2.69 
$7.88 $6.26 
$1 35 $0.9915 

$32.40 $31.03 
$1 1.1 5 $1 0.98 



BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Revised Exhibit wb5-2 
Page 3 of 4 

Study Name: 
State: Florida 
Scenario: State Average 
Study Type: TELRIC 

Florida Collocation - Rev 1 1 

Element Summary Report 

Cost Element 

H.2.10 
H.2.11 
H.2.12 
H.2.16 
H.2.46 
H.2.17 
H.2.17 
H 2.20 
H 2-21 
H .2.22 

H .3 
H .3.1 
H.3.1 
H .3.2 
H .3.2 
H.3.3 
H.3.3 

H .4 
H.4.1 
H.4.2 
H.4.3 

H.4.4 
H.4.4 
H.4.5 
H.4.5 
H.4.6 
H.4.6 
H .4.7 
H .4.7 
H .4.8 

H 4.9 
H.4.9 
H.4.16 
H.4.17 

H.4.19 

H .6 
H.6.1 

n.4.3 

H .4.a 

t1.4.18 

Descridlon 

Virtual Collocation - Security Escort - Basic, Per Half Hour 
Virtual Collocation - Security Escort - Overtime, Per Half Hour 
Virtual Collocation - Security Escort - Premium, Per Half Hour 
Virtual Collocation - &Fiber Cross Connect 
Virtual Collocation - 2-Fiber Cress Connect - Wiconnect Only 
Virtual Collocation -4Flber Cross Connect 
Virtual Collocation -&Fiber Cross Connect - Disconnect Only 
Virtual Collocation - Maintenance in the CO - Basic, per Half Hour 
Virtual Collocation - Maintenance in the CO - Overtime, per Half Hour 
Virtual Collocation -Maintenance in the CO - Premium, per Half Hour 

ASSEM3LY POINT 
Assembly Point: 2-Wire Cross Connects 
Assembly Point: 2-Wire Cross Connects - Disconnect Only 
Assambly Point: &Wire Cross Connects 
Assembly Point: 4-Wire Cross Connects - Disconnect Only 
Assembly Point: DS-I Cross Connects 
Assembly Point DS-1 Cross Connects - Disconnect Only 

ADJACENT CO LLOCATlON 
Adjacent Collocation - Space Cost per Sq. Ft. 
Adjacent Collocation - Efectrical Facility Cast per Linear Ft. 
Adjacent Collocation - 2-Wire Cmss-Connects 
Adjacent Collocation - 2-Wire Crass-Connects - Disconnect Only 
Adjacent Collocation - 4-Wire CrossConnects 
Adjacent Collocation -4Wire Cross-Connects - Disconnect Only 
Adjacent Collocation - DS1 Cross-Connects 
Adjacent Collocation - DSI CrDssConneds - Disconnect Only 
Adjacent Collocation - DS3 CrossConneds 
Adjacent Collocation - DS3 CrossConnects - Disconnect Only 
Adjacent Collocation - 2-Fiber Cross-Connect 
Adjacent Collocation - 2-Fiber Cross-Connect - Disconnect Only 
Adjacent Collocation - 4-Fiber Cross-Connect 
Adjacent Collocation - M i b e r  Cross-Conned - Disconnect Only 
Adjacent Collocation - Application Cost 
Adjacent Collocation -Application Cost - Disconnect Only 
Adjacent Collocation - 120V, Single Phase Standby Power Cost per AC Breaker Amp 
Adjacent Collocation - 240V, Single Phase Stendby Power Cost per AC Breaker Amp 
Adjacent Collacatian - 12OV, Three Phase Standby Power Cost per AC Breaker Amp 
Adjacent Collocation - 277V, Three Phase Standby Power Cost per AC Breaker Amp 

Physical Collocation In The Remote Terminal (RT) 
Physical Collocation In The Remote Terminal -Application Fee 

Non 
Recurrinq Recuninq First 

$1.75 

$3.50 

$0.2452 

$0.4903 

$7.28 

$0.1 666 
$4.62 

$0.01 94 

$0.0388 

$0.3708 

$4.14 

$1.70 

$3.33 

$5.26 
$40.53 
$1 5.80 
536.47 

$33.65 
$44.63 
$55.62 
$28.26 
$13.78 
$37.92 
$18.20 
$54.05 
$72.1 8 
$90.31 

$7.32 
$4.58 
$8.00 
$5.00 
$7.88 

. $1.35 

$7.32 
$4.58 
$8.00 
$5.00 
$7.88 
$1.35 

$32.40 
$11.45 
$28.26 

$37.92 
$16.20 

$1.02 - 

$13.78 

$2,763 

$61 623 

N onRecu rring 
Additional lnitlal Subseauent 

$22.05 
$28.89 
$35.73 
$25.85 
$1 1 .Ol 
$35.51 
$15.44 
$22.05 
$28.89 
Q35.73 

$5.37 
$2.71 
$5.75 
$2.69 
$6.26 

$0.991 5 

$5.37 
$2.71 
$5.75 
$2.69 
$6.26 

$0.9915 
$31.03 
$10.98 
$25.85 
$1 1 .oi 
$35.51 
$15.44 
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Element Summary Report 

Study Name: 
State: Florida 
Scenario: State Average 

Florida Colloeation - Rev 1 

Cost Element Descrlptlon 

H.6.1 
H .6.2 
H .6.3 
H .6.4 
H 6.5 

Physieal Collocation In The Remote Terminal -Application Fee - Disconnect Only 
Physical Collocation In The Remote Terminal - Per RacWBay 
Physical Collocation In The Remote Terminal - Secunty Access Key 
Physical Collocation in the RT -Space Availability Report per premises requested 
Physical Collocation in the RT- Remote Site CLLl Code Request, per CLLI Code Requested 

H .7 
H.7.1 
H.7.1 
H .7.2 
H .7.2 
H.7.3 
H 7.3 
H.7.4 
H .7 A 
H.7.5 
H.7.5 
H.7.6 
H.7.6 

COLLOCATION CABLE RECORDS 
Collocation Cable Records - per request 
Collocation Cable Records -per rsquest - Disconnect Onb 
Collocation Cable Records -Vo/DSO Cable, per cable record 
Collocation Cable Records -VG/DSO Cable, per cable record - Disconnect OnIy 
Collocation Cable Records -VG/DSO Cable, per each 100 pair 
Collocation Cable Recards - VGlDSO Cable, per each 100 pair - Disconnect Only 
Collocation Cable Records - DSI, per TITlE 
Colloeation Cable Records - DSI, per TITIE - Disconnect Only 
Collocation Cable Records - DS3, per T3TIE 
Collocation Cable Records - 053, per T3TIE - Disconnect Only 
Collocation Cable Records - Fiber Cable, per Cable Record 
Collocation Cable Records - Fiber Cable, per Cable Record - Disconnect Only 

H .9 COLLOCATION - BRSDD 
H.9.1 Bellsouth Remote Site DLEC Data (BRSDD). per Compact Disc per Central Office 

Non N onRecu rring 
Recurring Recurring First Additional Initial Subsequent 

$270.35 

$2328 
$223.91 
$73.39 

$1 54.59 

$1,515 
$256.35 
$646.84 
$362.41 
$9.1 1 

$1 0.80 
$4.52 
$5.35 

$15.81 
$18.73 

$169.96 
$149.97 

$973.64 
$256.35 
$646.84 
$362.41 

s9.i 1 
$10.80 

54.52 
55.35 

s i  5.81 
$18.73 

$169.96 
$149.97 

- S208.02 
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1 otal Power 
Plant Total CLEC 

Construction Dedicated 

I 

Total CLEC 
Requested DC 

Region 

($$$) I Cable ($$$) I Amps 
$ 16,154,045 $ 506,867 $ 37,656 

I 

Power Construction $$$ / Amp 
Total 

\ 4 

I 

Page 1 
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Total Power Plant 
Construction ($$$) 

r Alabama 1 

i otal LLtG I otal CLtC 

Amps 
Dedicated Cable Requested DC 

1 
. _. - - - - 

Sam& of Power Construction for Collocation I 

CLLl 

I I I I I 
Power Plant CLEC Dedicated CLEC Requested 

Construction ($$$) Cable ($$$) DC Amps 

Plant Only 
$ 49.27 

ALBSALMA 30 
ALBSALMA 32 

ANTNALMT 32 
ANTNALOX 32 
ANYTOWN 46 
ANYTOWN 40 
BRHMALOX 60 

ANTNALMT 120 

BRHMALOX 30 
B RH MALOX 32 

BRHMALCH 30 

BRHMALCP 140 

B RH MALCH 140 
BRHMALCH 60 

B RH M ALCH 360 
BRHMALCP 30 

BRHMALCP 32 
BRHMALEL 30 
BRHMALEL 140 
BRHMALEL 32 
BRHMALEN 30 
BRHMALEN 140 
BRHMALEN 32 
BRH MALEW 30 
BRHMALEW 140 
BRHMALFS 60 
BRHMALFS 30 
BRHMALFS 32 

Cable Only Total 
$ - $  49.27 

I$ 318,666 I $ I 6,467 

1 Power Construction $ $ $ I  Amo I 
19,554 

AL Page2 



BRHMALHW 
BRHMALHW 
SRI-IMALHW 
8RHMALHW 
BRHMALMT 
BRHMALMT 
BRHMAlMT 
BRHMALOM 
BRHMALOM 
BRHMALRC 
BRHMALRC 
BRHMALRC 
8 RHMALVA 
8 R H M ALVA 
8 RH M ALVA 
BRHMALWL 
BRHMALWL 
BSMRALHT 
BSMRALMA $ 
BSMRALMA 
BSMRALMA 
DCTRALMA $ 
FRHPALMA 
GDSDALMT 
H N V I AL LW 
HNVIALMT $ 
HNVIALMT 
HNVIALPW $ 
HNVIALPW 
HNVIALRW 
HNVIALUN 
HNVIALUN 
MOBLALAP 
MOBLALAP 
MOBLALAP 
MOBLALOS $ 
MOBLALOS 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 982834 and 990321 - TP 
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46,000 

20.580 

21,979 

40,247 

41,200 

100 
230 
30 

31 -25 
60 
60 

31.25 

46 
60 
30 

31.25 
60 
30 

31 -215 
3P 
32 
3P 

140 

3P 

310 
31.25 

22 
22 
32 
22 
100 

140 
22 
140 
140 
22 

140 
13 
22 
230 
13 

2? 
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MOBLALOS 
M 08LALPR 
MOBLALPR 
MOB LALSA 
MOBLALSE 
MOBLALSF 
M OBLALSH 
MOBLALSH 
MOBLALSH 
MOBLALSH 
MOBLALSK 
MOBLALSK 
MOBLALSK 
MOBLALM 
MOBLALAZ 
MOBLALAZ 
M O B L A M  
MTGMALDA 
MTGMALDA 
MTGMALDA 

MTGMALMT 
MTGMALMT 
MTGMALMT 

MTGMALNO 

P HCYALMA 
PHCY ALMA 
PNSNALMA 
PRVLALMA 
PRVLALMA 
TSCLALDH 
TSCLALDH 
TSCLALMT 
TSCLALMT 
TSCLALMT 

MTGMALMT $ 

MTGMALNO $ 

OPLKALMT $ 

25,013 

20,893 

21,700 

20,800 

22 
140 
22 
22 
22 
22 

140 
40 
13 
22 

140 
60 
22 
60 
20 

180 
22 
100 
32 
22 

100 
230 
32 
22 
32 
22 
22 

140 
22 
30 
32 
22 
32 
22 
230 
32 
22 

BellSouth Telecommunications, fnc. 
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Florid a I 
I I Sample of Power Construction for Collocation 

I otal GLtG 

($$$) 
Total Power Plant Dedicated Cable 
Construction ($$$) 

I otal GLtG 
Requested DC 

Amps 

BKVLFLJF 
CCBHFLMA 
COCOFLMA 
COCOFLME 
DELDFLMA 
DYBHFLMA 
DYBHFLOB 
DYBHFLPO 
DYBHFLPO 
EGLLFLBG 
FR8H FLFP 
FRBHFLFP 
FTPRFLMA 
FTPRF LMA 
GLBRFLMA 
GLBRFLMC 
GSVLFLMA 
GSVLFLMA 
GSVLFLMA 
GSVLFLMA 
GSVLFLNW 
HBSDFLMA 
HTISFLMA 
JCBHFLAB 
JCBHFLMA 
JCBHFLMA 
JCBHFLMA 
JCBHFLMA 

FL 

r- ~: 
Power Plant CLEC Dedicated CLEC Requested 

CLLl Construction ($$$) Cable ($$$) DCAmps j 

21,000 

21,000 
2 1,000 
41,430 

28,000 $ 25,500 

69,000 
21,000 

Plant Only 
$ 527.29 

1,019,201 

Cable Only Total 
$ 16.86 $ 544.15 

21,000 

22,006 
$ 22,345 

23$ 
2319 
2313 
23!9 
23 1Sl 
231:9 
2319 

23.9 
0 

46 
40 

23.9 
31.3 
23.9 
23.9 
230 
31 

23.9 
51 3 
23.9 
23.9 
23.9 
7.1 1 
46 

40.1 
7.1 1 

40 

598 

Belt South Telecommunications, Inc. 
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JCBHFLMA 
JCVLFLAR 
JCVLFLAR 
JCVLFLAR 
J CVL FLAR 
JCVLFLAR 
JCVLFLAR 
JCVLFLAR 
JCVLFLBW 
JCVLFLBW 
JCVLFLBW 
J CVL FLBW 
JCVLFLBW 
JCVLFLBW 
JCVL FLBW 
J CVLFLBW 
J CVLF LBW 
JCVLFLBW 
JCVLFLBW 
J CVL FLCL 
JCVLFLCL 
JCVLFLCL 
JCVLFLCL 
JCVL FLCL 
JCVLFLCL 
JCVLFLCL 
JCVLF LCL 
JCVLFLCL 
JCVLFLCL 
J CVL FLCL 
JCVLFLFC 
JCVLFLFC 
JCVL FLFC 
JCVLFLFC 
JCVLFLJT 
JCVLFLJT 
JCVLFLJT 

21,000 

21,000 

2 1,000 

21,000 

31,399 

39.6 
40.1 

33.9335 
46 

7.1 1 
40 

39.6 
12 

35.44 
69.9335 

40.1 
46 

81.1 I 
40 
i o  

72.68 
39.6 

110.1 
12 
35 

33.9335 - - 

46 
40.1 
7.1 1 
77.6 
72.68 

40 
I O  

39.6 
46.9 
40.1 
7.1 1 

40 
39.6 

46 
31 
40 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
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JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLSM 
JCVLFLWC 
JCVLFLWC 
JCVLFLWC 
JCVLFLWC 
JCVLFLWC 
LKCYFLMA 
LKMRFLMA 
LKMRFLMA 
LKMRFLMA 
LYHNFLOH 
MDBGFLPM 
MLBRFLMA 
MLBRFLMA 
MLBRFLMA 
MLTNFLRA 
M N D R FLAV 
MNDRFLAV 
MN DR FLAV 
M N D R FLLO 
M N D RFLLO 
MNDRFLLO 
M N D RFLLO 
MNDRFLCO 
MNDRFLLO 
NSBHFLMA 
ORLDFLAP 

$ 36,340 

$ 52,000 
$ 42,000 

$ 165,745 

$ 126,373 

$ 38,000 

$ 21,000 
$ 132,015 $ 107,QOO 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
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33.9335 
46 

40.1' 
7.1 I 

12 
40 
10 

46d 
39.6 
I I O . ?  

3Q 
4d 

40.1 
7.1 7 

40 
39.6 
23 -9 
38.4 

1 1.125 
15.5 
23.9 

40 
16.27 
23.9 
130 

23.9 
46 
46 

40.1 
46 

40.1 
7.A 1 
72.2 

40 
12 

23.9 
I02 
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ORLDFLAP 
ORLDFLAP 
0 RLDFLAP 
ORLDFLAP 
0 R LD FLAP 
ORLDFLAP 
ORLDFLAP 
ORLDFLAP 
ORLDFLAP 
ORLDFLAP 
ORLDFLAP 
ORLDFLCL $ 2 56,343 
ORLDFLCL 
ORLDFLCL 
ORLDFLCL 
ORLDFLCL 
ORLDFlCL 
ORLDFLCL 
ORLDFLCL 
ORLDFLCL 
ORLDFLCL 
ORLDFLCL 
ORLDFLCL 
0 RL DFLMA $ 76,703 
URLDFLMA 

ORLDFLMA 
ORLDFLMA 
ORLDFLMA 
ORLDFLMA 
ORLDFLMA 
ORLDFLMA 
ORLDFLMA 
ORLDFLMA 
ORL D FLMA 
ORLDFLMA 
ORLDFLMA 

ORLDFLMA $ 25,684 

35 
9.5 

40.1 99 
3.6 

11.125 
33.9335 

7.1 1 
72.68 
40.39 
39.6 
12 
9.5 

40.199 
1 1.125 
7:1 I 
645 

43.08 
40.39 
72.68 
39.6 

40 
53 

I I O . ' l l  
35.44 

8 
360 

14.70 
11.13 
81.1 I 
43.08 
72.68 

32 
IO 

40.2 
466 

40.39 
39.6 

Be ! ISout h Teleca mmu nications, I nc. 
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ORLDFLMA 
ORLDFLPC 
ORLDFLPC 
ORLDFLPC 
ORLDFLPC 
ORLDFLPC 
ORLDFLPC 
ORLDFLPC 
ORLDFLPH $ 106,492 
ORLDFLPH 
ORLDFLPH 
ORLDFLPH $ 
ORLDFLPH 
ORLDFLPH 
ORLDFLPH 
ORLDFLPH 
ORLDFLPH 
ORLDFLPH 
ORLDFLSA $ 48,076 
ORLDFLSA 
ORLDFLSA $ 
ORLDFLSA 
ORLDFLSA $ 
ORLD FLSA 
ORLDFLSA 
ORLDFLSA 
ORLDFLSA 
ORLDFLSA 
ORPKFLMA $ 29,495 
ORPKFLMA 
ORPKFLMA 
ORPKFLMA 
ORPKFLRW $ 21,450 
ORPKFLRW 
OVI D FLCA 
PACEFLPV 
PCBHFLNT 

Bell South Telecommunications , Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 
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25,800 

40 
35.44 

8 
7.1 I 

I 1  .I25 
72.68 

10 
39.6 

35.44 
8 

40.199 
76.08 

11 .I25 
7.1 1 

72.68 
10 

40.39 
39.6 

35.44 
40.199 

32,600 360 
8 

46,900 194.5 
I 1.125 
33.9335 
72.68 
7.1 I 
39.6 

46 
40.1 
7.1 I 

40 
?.'I 1 

40 
40.199 
23.9 
23.9 
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PLTKFLMA 
PNCYFLCA 
PNCYFLMA 
PNCY FLMA 
PNSCFLBL 
PNSCFLBL 
PNSCFLBL 
PNSCFLBL 
PNSCFLFP 
PNSCFLFP 
PNSCFLFP 
PNSCFLHC 
PNSCFLHC 
PNSCFLWA 
PNSCFLWA 
PNSCFLWA 
PNVDFLMA 
PNVD FLMA 
PTSLFLMA 
PTSLFLMA 
PTSLFLSO 
BCRTFLSA 
SBSTFLMA 
SNFRFLMA 
SN FR FLMA 
STAGFLMA 
STAGFLMA 
STAGFLMA 
STAGFLSH 
STAGFLSH 
STAGFLWG 
STRTFLMA 
STRTFLMA 
STRTFLMA 
TTVLFLMA 
VRBH FLMA 

$ 41,000 
$ 20 , 556 
$ 380,812 

$ 79,200 

21,560 

196,760 

45,000 

42,209 

37,568 
146,259 

85,000 

19,124 
$ 57,000 

21,295 

27,142 

20,727 
30,000 

23.9 
23.9 
23.9 

457. I 
30 
28 

35.44 
23.9 

35.44 
33.9335 

23.9 
41 

23.9 
33.9335 

23.9 
466 
7.1 1 

40 
39 

23.9 
23.9 

31 
23.9 

40.199 
49.38 
40.1 

40 
23.9 

40 
23.9 

46 
31 

23.9 
40 

23.9 
23.9 
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537,313 

FTLDFLCY 
FTLDFLCY 
FTLDFLCY 
FTLDFLCY 
FTLDFLCY 
FTLDFLCY 
FTLDFLMR $ 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
FTLDFLMR 
WPBHFLGA $ 1 1751 3 
WPBHFLGA 
WPBHFLGA 
WPBHFLGA 
WPBHFLGA 
WPBH FLGA 
WPBHFLGA 
WPBHFLGA 
WPBHFLHH $ 157,059 
WPBHFLHH 
WPBHFLHH 
WPBHFLHH 
WPBHFLHH 
WPBHFLHH 
WPBHFLHH 
WPBHFLHH 

11.125 
17-55 

120 

39!5 
30 
69 

I 1  937 
174 

23 -44 
55 

17.55 
40 
58 

'I 1 .I25 
10 

19.8 
120 

19.25 
39.6 
297 
1517 

1 I .I25 
58 
31 
156 

1qo.11 
31.2 
54.4 
112 
46 

I 1.937 
58 

17.55 

a8 

31 
54.4 
31.2 
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WPBHFLHH 
FTLDFLJA 
FTLDFLJA 
FTLDFLJA 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
HLWDFLPE 
FTLDFLPL 
FTLDFLPL 
FTLD FLPL 
FTLDFLPL 
FTLDFLPL 
FTLDFLPL 
FTLDFLPL 
B C RT F LSA 
BCRTFLSA 
BCRTFLSA 
BCRTFLSA 
BCRTF LSA 
B C RT F LSA 
FTLDFLSU 
FTLDFLSU 
FTLDFLSU 
FTLDFLSU 
FTLDFLSU 
HLWDFLWH $ 132,629 
HLWDFLWH 
HLWDFLWH 

$ 90,187 

$ 69,608 

$ 175,230 

$ 146,259 

$ 224,696 

30 
76.08 

119 
39.5 
69 
55 

1 1.937 
17 .q  

58 
76.08 
20.2 

11.125 
16 
120 
86 
30 
58 

1 1.125 
17.55 
120 
34 1 
39.5 
30 
31 
16 
58 

31.2 
15.5 
17.55 
69 

11.937 
39.5 
54.4 

110.1 1 
69 

17.55 
11.937 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
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NDADFLGG 
M IAM FLG R 
MI AM FLGR 
MIAMFLGR 
MIAMFLHL 
HMSTFLMA 
MlAM FLlC 
KYWSFLMA 
MIAMFLME 
MIAMFLNM 
MIAMFLNM 
MIAMFLNS 
MIAMFLNS 
NDAD FLOL 
NDADFLOL 
MIAMFLOL 
MIAMFLOL 
MIAMFLPL 
MIAMFLPL 
MlAMFLPL 
MIAMFLPL 
PRRNFLMA 
MlAMFlPB 
MlAMFLPB 
MIAMFLRR 
MIAMFLSH 
MIAMFLSH 

MIAMFLSO 
MIAMFLSO 
MIAMFLWD 
MlAM FL W D 
MIAMFLWM 
MIAMFLWM 

M IAP4 F LS 0 

21 3,678 
1 76,389 
468,859 

130,321 
26,494 

580,406 
26,836 
36,899 
19,699 

20,108 

22,085 

40,934 

114,654 
731,329 

4653 87 
48,123 
20,079 

142,437 
19,904 

568,147 

99,000 

19,877 

Belt South Telecommunications, Inc. 
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39.6 
'0 

39,6 
54.46 
39 :6 

54.46 
'0 

39.6 
39.6 

54.46 
39! 6 

54.46 
39.6 

54.46 
39,6 

54.46 
39.6 
39.6 

40 
39,.6 
39.6 
39.6 

54.46 
39.6 
39.6 

54.46 
110.1 1 
39.6 

54.46 
39.6 

54.46 
39.6 

54.46 

,o 
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Georgia 
Sample of Power Construction for Collocation . I Summary 

1 Power Construction $$$ I Ama i 

I 1  - 

Power Plant CLEC Dedicated CLEC Requested 
CL11 Construction ($$$). Cable ($$$) DC Amps ' 

. 
I otal GLtC 

Total Power Plant Dedicated Cable Requested DC 
Construction ($$$) ($$$I Amps 

1 otal GLtC 

c 

Plant Only 
#DWIO! 

GA 

Cable Only Total 
#D IWO! #D IVIO! 
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Total Power Plant 
Construction ($$$) 

1 Kent u c kv 1 

I otal CLtC Total CLtC 
Dedicated Cable Requested DC 

($$$I Amps 

I Sample of Power Construction for Collocation , I  
- ~~ 

Power Plant CLEC Dedicated CLEC Requested 
CLLl Construction (e$$) Cable ($$$) DC Amps 

I Summary 1 

Plant Only 
$ 2.069.96 

Cable Only Total 
25.48 $ 2.095.44 $ 

LSVLKYWE 
LSVLKYBM 
LSVLKY BM 
LSVLKYSM 
LSVLKYSM 
LSVLKYAN 
LSVLKYAN 
LSVLKYAP 
LSVLKYAP 
LSVLKYBM 
LSVLKYBM 
LSVLKYBR 
LSVLKYBR 
LSVLKYSL 
LSVLKYSL 
LSVLKYVS 
LSVLKYVS 
LSVLKYFC 
LSVLKY FC 
LSVLKYJT 
LSVLKYJT 
LSVLKY HA 
LSVLKY HA 
FRFTKYMA 
GRTWKYMA 
GRTVlNYMA 
RCMDKYMA 
RCMDKYMA 

29,000 

2 1,000 

129,502 

284,019 

89,699 

146,000 

2 1,000 

21,000 

21,000 

177,841 

20,383 

103,000 
38,000 

133,000 

1,000 
656 

1,000 
656 

1,000 

1,000 
656 

1,000 
656 

1,000 
1,312 
1,500 

1,000 

I ,000 

1,000 

1,500 

1,312 

40 
7 

31.25 
7 

31.25 
7 

49 
8 $  

31.25 
7 

31.25 
7 

31.25 
7 
40 
7 
40 
7 
40 
7 

40 
7 
40 
22 
22 

31.2 
22 

31.2 

I 

, 
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* 

I otal GLtG 
Total Power Plant Dedicated Cable Requested DC 

I otal CLtC 

Amps I Construction ($$$) ($$$I 

Louisiana 
SamDle of Power Construction for Collocation 

Power Plant CLEC Dedicated 
CLLl Construction ($$$) Cable ($$$) 

3731 0 

CLEC Requested 
DC Amps 

Plant Only 
$ 280.10 

BellSouth Telecommunications, hc.  
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS4 

Cable Only Total 
- s  280.10 !§ 

I Summarv I 

I Power Construction $$$ / A ~ D  I 

50,386 

19,900 
108,872 

42,000 

35,000 

LA Page 21 



BTRGLASB 
BTRGLASB 
CVTNLAMA 
CVTNLAMA 
HOUMLAMA 
LKCHLAMW 
KNNRLABR 
KNNRLABR 
KNNRLABR 
KNNRLABR 
KNNRLAHN 
KNNRLAHN 
KNNRLAHN 
KNN RLAHN 
LFYTLAMA 
LFY TLAMA 
LFYTLAMA 
LFYTLAMA 
LFYTLAMA 
LFYTLAVM 
LFYTLAVM 
LFYTLAVM 
LFYTLAVM 
LKCHLADT 
LKCHLADT 
LKCHLADT 
LKCHLAUN 
LKCHLAUN 
LKCHLAUN 
MNVLLAMA 
MNVLLAMA 
MON RLADS 
MONRLAMA 
MONRLAMA 
M RCYLAl N 
NW IBLAMA 
NWORLAAR 

LA 

18,409 
71,000 

50,200 
18,504 
67,000 

21 .ooo 

63,688 

50,386 

31,1382 

31,882 

35,000 

31,143 
18,504 

41,000 
55,000 
20,000 

31.2 
29.9 
7.1 I 
31.2 
255 
4.8 

7.1 1 
46 
60 

31.2 
60 

7.A 1 
46 

31.2 
A6.1 
30 

72.5 
16.27 
230 
7.1 
30 
72 
60 
62 
4.8 
230 
62 

11.7 
60 

7.1 1 
31.2 
107 
29.9 
107 
255 
255 
7.1 1 - 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS-4 

* - -  
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NWORLAAR 
NWORLAAR 
NWORLABM 
N WO RLABM 
NWORLACA 
N WO RLACM 
NWORLACM 
NWORLACM 
NWORLAFR 
NWORLAFR 
NWORLAMA 
NWORLAMA 
N WORLAMA 
NWORLAMA 
NWORLAMA 
NWORLAMA 
NWORLAMA 
N W 0 RLAM C 
N WO RLAMC 
NWORLAMC 
NWORLAMC 
N WO RLAM R 
NWORlAMR 
N WORLAM R 
NWORLAMT 
NW 0 RLAMT 
NWORLAMT 
NWORLAMT 
NWORLAMT 
NWORLAMT 
NWORLAMT 
NWORLASC 
NWORLASC 
NWORLASC 
NWORLASK 
NWORLASK 
NWORLASK 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS4 

$ 20,000 

$ 55,000 

$ 20,000 

$ 175,368 

$ 21,000 

$ 40,000 

$ 65,184 

$ 70,000 

$ 71,000 

46 
31.2 
62.5 
31.2 
7.1 1 
7.1 1 

46 

46 
31.2 
96.5 

76 
16.27 

81 
46 
11 

31.2 
60 

7.1 I 
46 

31.2 
7.1 I 

46 
31.2 
62.5 
13.27 
7.1 1 

46 
480 

11 
31.2 
7.1 1 

40 
31.2 

60 
7.1 1 

46 

3,j -2 
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- -  

Total Power Plant 
Construction ($$$) 

I Mississippi I 

1 otal CLtC I otal CLtC 
Dedicated Cabte Requested DC 

($$$I Amps 

. .  
Sample of Power Construction for Collocation 

Power Plant CLEC Dedicated CLEC Requested 
Construction ($$$) Cable ($$$) DC Amps 

; 
CLLl . 

BellSouth Telecommunications , Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS-4 

I Summarv I 

z I 
$ - $  0 

Power Construction $$$ / Amp 
Plant Onlv I Cable Only I Total . I I I #D IWOI #D IV/O! #D IViO! I 

MS Page 25 



BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit W BS-4 

North Carolina 
Sample of Power Construction for Collocation 

k 

Summary 

WNSLNCFI 
WNSLNCFI 
G N BO NCAS 
GNBONCAS 
G N E 0 N CAS 
GNBONCAS 
CHRLNCRE 
CHRLNCRE 
CHRLNCBO 
CHRLNCBO 
SLBRNCMA 
SLBRNCMA 
CHRLNCUN 
CPHLNCRO 

I 

Power Plant CLEC Dedicated CLEC Requested 
CLLI Construction ($$$) Cable ($$$) DC Amps A 

132,004 

I otal GLtC 1 otai GLtC . 

Total Power Plant Dedicated Cable Requested DC 
Construction ($$$) ($$$I h P S  

$ 14,393 

45 
20 

40,804 $ 

Plant Only Cable Only Total 
$ 381.90 $ 139.97 $ 521 .a7 

39,000 $ 
$ 

19,500 
$ 

13,500 
19,500 

26,641 

29,239 

10,500 
I 0,500 

14,393 

60 
36 I Power Construction $$$ I A ~ D  3 

76 
33.93 

76 
3 

180 
80 

7 
0 
3 

15 

NC Page 26 



* 

- - -. . . - 

Bel I South Telecommunications, I nc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS-4 

1 
Power Plant CLEC Dedicated CLEC Requested 

CLLl Construction ($$$) Cable ($$$) DC Amps 

1 South Carolina i 

1 otal CLtC 
Total Power Plant Dedicated Cable Requested DC 
Construction ($$$) WW Amps 

1 otal CLkC 

73 
195 

Power Construction $$$ / Amp 

$ 301.97 $ - $  301.97 
Plant Only Cable Only Total 

I 

CLMASCDF 
CLMASCSA $ 78,380 
CLMASCSA 

sc Page 27 



Power Plant CLEC Dedicated 
CLLl Construction ($$$) Cable ($$$) 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS4 

CLEC Requested 
DC Amps 

I Summary I 

F 

I otal CLtC I otal CLtC 
Total Power Plant Dedicated Cable Requested DC 

Plant Only ' 
#DIV/O! 

Cable Only Total 
#D t V/O! #D IWO! 

- -  

e 

TN Page 28 



' STATE 

Alabama 

Florida 

Georgia 

Kentucky 

Lou isi a n a 

Mississippi 

North Carolina 

South Carolina 
I 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS-5 

AVG COST PER ADJUSTED 
SQUARE FOOT WEIGHTING AVG COST 

$1 I O  0.09,4 $1 0.34 

$198 0.306 $60.57 

$69 0-1 33 $9. 'l8 

$33 0.032 $1.05 

$105 0.092 $9.62 

$1 1 0.024 $0.26 

$116 0.1 33 $1 5.42 

$136 0.067 $9.1 5 

I 

, 
Tennessee $46 0.1 19 $5.51 

- .- ~ $92 $121.11 

Note: Weighting based on number of firm ord 
UNIT COSTS: 
cage cost set fee $7,071 
barrier wall I hr cosvft $100 
barrier wall wire cost/ft $60 
card reader $14,237 
card reader - pad only $2,640 
I 

Data Points = 123 
FOS 4/1-8/3 I /99 594 
Percentage = 21 % 

lers received between April and November 1999. 

Note: Many data points represent more than one collocator/firm order, thus percentage 
above is low. 
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FL Collocation Flat Fee BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Mhlblt WBS-5 

PRRNFLMA.ATX.01 734808-83271 

M IAMFLBR.FIM.01 734808-80921 

MIAMFLBC.AKJ.02 734808-81 731 

MIAMFLSO.AKJ.05 734808-8i 841 

MIAMFLWM.FIM.03 734808-80631 

MlAMfLWM.ACI.04 734808-81 964 

MIAMFLFL.FIM.02 734808-81 641 

FTLD FLJA.F IM.06 734808-82081 

PMBHFLCS.OVC.03 732822-251 11 

PMBHFLFE.AKJ .03 734808-8222 I 

PMBHFLMA.ATX.02 734808 8101 1 L IO0 

I00 
CI 

100 - 
400 - 

520 0 

1680 1 

1809 0 

130 0 

305 0 

305 0 

130 0 

1,640 

130 

130 

1,668 - 

$86,020 $0 

$142,162 $1,042 

$195,235 $0 

$22,402 $0 

$20,712 $0 

$21,217 $0 

$14,083 $0 

$78,951 $0 

$140,133 I $0 

$105.490 

$1 79,639 

$21 7,960 

$35,308 

$39,804 

$40,561 

$23,401 

$93,215 

$66,6 24 

i $56,466 

$1 72,492 
& 

$98,419 

$158,301 

$210,884 

$28,237 

$32,733 

$33,490 

$1 6,330 

$85,814 

$66,624 

$49,395 

$165,421 
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Georgia Collocation Flat Fee 

0 

0 

0 -  

1 

0 

1 

I 

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 -TP 

Exhlblt WBS-5 

$30,654 

$ 1 3,491 

$12,43[ 

$23,94i 

$1 3,301 

$31,892 

$1 7,69€ 

~ ~~ 

4LPRGAMA.NVE 

4TLNGAAD.NVE 

4TLNGABH.AKJ 

4TLNGACS.AKJ 

4TLNGAEP.AKJ 

4TLNGAGR.AKJ 

4TL N GAP P . ATX 

4TLNGATH .ATX 

4TL N GAW D . OVC 

$52,408 

$35,155 

$29,277 

$1 10,705 

$28,942 

$255,458 

$j  01 ,I 58 

3iMBGAMA.ATX 

ZHME3GAMA.OVC 

ZLMBGAMT-CJY 

2MNGGAMA.NVE 

$C 

$C 

$C 

$C 

- $I 

$( 

$C 

734808-8231 1 

732822-26051 

$61,849 

734808-82391 

734808-80451 

732822-25761 

734808-83491 

734808-8041 1 

734808-80081 

$58.13 

734808-80761 

734808-82821 

732822-25151 

732822-25551 

732822-2477 1 

- 

2 

3 

3 

4 

2 

I 

I 

0 

0 

10 

23 

0 

0 

60 

273 

680 

589 

1,000 

500 

1.002 

1,064 

962 

550 

2,002 

500 

1,323 

1,200 

$38,171 

$64,330 

$53,708 

$55,167 

$34,496 

$1 22,899 

$83,062 

$48,645 $27,432 $28.52 I 
$41,710 $26,968 $49.03 -H- 

$1 34,652 $1 04,893 $52.39 E 
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Georgia Collocation Flat Fee BellSouth Telacommunications, Inc. 
FlorIda PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 930321 - TP 

ExhibIt WBSd 

1,304 $24,152 

1,547 

$1 7,925 5 
$1 7,OO: 

$1 9,737 

605 $9,152 

$35,523 $21,381 $13.82 

$101,055 $77,562 $102.73 

$25,959 $j 8,888 $74.07 

$68,727 $43,842 $53.08 

$83,564 $62,351 $66.54 

$45,170 $31,028 $51 -29 

Average $69.21 

Card Reader pad added 

I HOUR WALL 

Page 10 of 17 
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LA Collocation Flat Fee BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS-5 

ALXNLAMA I LUW 1 734808-83981 'l 1 BRSSIAMA 1 LUW 1 734808-85461 1 1 

0 9.5 

E 
200 I 413 1 0 

206 268 0 

200 1140 0 

180 380 1 

i-+ 

$19,923 $0 $32,403 

$26,933 $0 $35,897 

$82,737 $0 $98,935 

$1 17,403 $0 $1 21,876 

$48,324 $0 $60,790 

$39,133 $0 $45,736 

$24,762 $59.9f 

$27,146 $1 01 -37 

$90,004 $78.9! 

$99,068 $260.7' 

$53,7191 $54.1 ( 

$23,2281 - $74.9: 

Average $105.00 

Page 12 of 17 
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BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS-5 

MS Collocation Flat Fee 

JCSNMSCP.DLT.01 734808-83861 0 68 5.4 

8 I LXMSED.KMM .01 734808-8659 1 1 0 240 

G LPTMSTS. KMM.01 734808-86571 0 15.7 200 

B I LXMSMA. KM M . O l  734808-86581 1 0 200 

$4,738 $6,817 $0 $1 1,555 

$12,046 

$1,803 $7,246 $0 $9,049 

$1 2,625 $2,321 $-?0,304 $0 

Average 

$2,381 $9,665 $0 

$1 3.77 

$4.47 

$8.84 

$1 6.29 

$1 0.84 

Page 13 of 17 



CARYNCCE.AKJ.04 734808-81421 2 

CARYNCWS.AKJ.02 734808-81 551 I 

CHRLNCSH.ATX.01A 734808-82841 2 

RLGHNCGL.ATX.01 734808-83551 1 

CPHLNCRO.AKJ.03 734808-81451 3 

CPHLNCRO.ATX.01 734808-83451 I 

GNBONCAS.ATX.01 734808-83441 5 

RLGHNCGL.AKJ.04 734808-81431 4 

I RLGHNCJO.AKJ.03 I 734808-81801 I 2 

NC Collocation Flat Fee BellSouth Teiecommunlcations, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 98q834 and 990321 - TP 

Exhibit WBS-5 

357 357 0 $12,913 $35,374 

800 1040 0 $19,030 $74,976 

400 494 0- $10,172 $39,354 

200 260 0 $8,914 $36,846 

$74,863 

$85,652 

$70,379 

$1 72,350 

$24,889 

$48,287 

$94 , 006 
c 

$49,526 

$44,960 

$60,721 

$64,34L 

$56.237 

$1 65,27$ 

Page 14 of 17 
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NC Collocation Flat Fee BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 
Florida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 - TP 

Average 

Exhibit WBS-5 

$40,39L 

$271.81 E 

$1 52.43 

$365.84 

$1 15.74 

Page 150f 17 



SC Collocation Flat Fee BellSouth Telecommunications, inc. 
Fforida PSC Docket Nos. 981834 and 990321 -TP 

Exhibit W8S-5 

CHTNSC0T.CJY e 
CHTNSCWA.KMM 

CLMASCSW.KMM 

SPBGSCMA.DLT I- SPGCSCWV.KMM 

734808 85601 

734808 82441 

734808 80351 

734808 84521 

734808 80121 

734808 8451 I 

734808 801 1 1  

734808 84541 

2 - 

1 

0 - 

1 

2 - 

1 - 

105 

70 

94 

32 

80 

0 

$1 2,473 $53,053 

$26,365 $250,364 

760 I $25,925 $219,632 

1660 0 $10,586 $138,15'l 

290 I $19,052 $58,124 

615 0 $8,706 $9,014 

1272 0 $23,804 $305,954 $14,08 

1008 0 $30,761 $25,980 

$245,557 $21 0,178. $276.55 

$343,840 $321,698 $252.91 8 
WIRE MESH WALL bverage $1 36.09 

f 

1 HOUR WALL 
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