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Ms. Blanca 5. Bayd

Director, Records and Repo-t
Florida Public Service Commissior
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Re: Determination of Cost of Local Service --
Docket MHo. 980696-TP

Dear Ms. Bayb:

Enclosed for filing on behalf of MCI Telecommunications
Corporation and MCImetro Access Transmission Services, Inc.
(collectively, "MCI"™) are the original and fifteen redacted
copies of the rebuttal testimony and exhibits of J.W. Wells.

Also enclosed in an envelope marked "CONFIDENTIAL" is one
unredacted copy of Mr. Wells’ testimony and exhibits on which
potentially confidential information has been highlighted in

yellow.

This potentially confidential information belongs to
BellSouth, GTE Florida and Sprint, respectively. MCI hereby
requests that tiis information be accorded confidential status
pending any required justification by the owners of the
information and an ultimate ruling, if one is reguired.

By copy of this letter, the redacted version of these
documents are being furnished to the parties on the attached
service list.

Very truly yours,

L -

Richard D. Melson

RDM/mae
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_mmﬂm NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

Hy“&ﬁw m& and my office address is 5280 Laithibank Lane,

F)

mmm
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WHAT ARE THE PURPOSES OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

The purpores of my testimony are to:

o analyze the OSP input values of the Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers
mhmfnmunrmm
# cxmine the OSP modeling methodology and sssumptions of the
wmmmma:mamhm
uﬂndhmmmsmmson,mmu
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A mv:nnbdwnrwmmgiwuﬂumdm
Administration degrees and certification as 8 Project Management Professional. 1
‘have gained OSP experience in the following sssigaments with:

.+ South Central Bell Telephone Company (now BellSouth) in Birmingham,
AL: OSP Constrisction Foreman - 1 year, OSP Facilities Engineer - 4
mﬂﬂmﬂw 2 years,
¢ Westem Flectdc and ATAT Network Systems (now Liucent
Technologies): Technical Representative for OSP Products - § years and
mwmwnﬁmsm
s AT&T Local Infrastructure and Access Management: District Manager
OSP Engiassring and Coustruction - 1 yews,
« ATAT Local Servioss Division: District Manager Outside Plant Cost
W-Iﬂ,m
o J.W. Wells, Inc.: OSP Consultant ~ 2 months.
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. nmmmmmmsmm design and
mmmmu
. m.mmmwmmm:.l.

AT

WOULD m msr. PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF YOUR
mmmimmmm!

I have reviewed the OSP portions of the prefiled direct testimonies of the ILEC
Mh&MﬂMMSIMM(MN
lmm 1 have also participated in workshops where ILECs have

mum In Release 3.1, the BCPM modelers have taken steps to
mﬁm;m“uaﬁmﬂmm.uur
muriﬁmmpm However, upon thorough investigation, 1
have found that in the actual implementation of these ideas the BCPM 3.1 il

* The input values flled by BellSouth, GTE and Sprint vary widely, and in
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. -'I'hl w-- make misleading clsims of superior transmission
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Mumumwﬂmms«mm
rmm However, BCPM 3.1 very clearly does not adhere 1o
ts. Both models appropriately design distribution to
ma ;,'-“r'_'.'f'_mt.muhummmwm
mmmwmawmmmum
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MMH“&MMMMWM
mﬂ&?ﬂ!IMEﬂIWlmwm
methodology to BCPM 3.1 in that it models most customer locations
mmﬁ-mmmmpmmmmmmm

of their addresses. The remaining customers are located by HM 5.0a at

" the CB level of precision, which is the maximum level of precision that
° ms:IMwmﬂmo{mﬁn.
- oustomers Jocated in the same neighborhood or town) based on a fixed
ﬁ‘um However, HM 5.0a clusters customers based on their

e

' 10 each other and transmission design les, which is what an

“** m !n.hmmld realistically do in designing a Jeast-cost local loop
-,'-"_-.H Thmummbmhmdd:mmﬂunnberd
M;ﬂl in locations serving geographical areas and numbers of

ff~.
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._"m%umhmmh.mmu DLC RT

mmm and thus it is more cost effective so fully utilize the

Mﬂmm of currently availsble DLC systems,

'mmﬁumsmm

. ME.%IM“FM:MMWMI:W

ll%oouhmnmmmm This is important
ﬁm&ﬂrm“ﬁlmhhm&mm

mm In Florida rad other states, the BCPM 3.1 has
= p-:?k -; Le
HMMM#H: are more than 18,000 feet from

.':quns’fﬂﬁfMJuiﬁMImtﬂh

qmﬁnmormhopum « xooed this limit.

mwm-mww and also sutomatically
~ deploys fiber feeder and LLC for gric s where customer demand excoeds
‘the capacity of & single copper cable. lowever, fiber with DLC is clearly

___ﬂywwummwmmrumw.

EDMS.0n methodology is fir superic - in ks use of dynamic selection of
copper versus fiber feeder based upcn comparative life cycle economics

. of these two alternatives.

m.ll_lﬂ!mw 1 cable length and cost by modeling

 square Jots even though it is clearl, more economical and realistic for

ﬂuﬂﬂﬁﬂmﬁhmﬂ- based on rectangular lots. The HAI

?,-__';MHWMmrulwnundehhm

'--"*-un ﬂmﬂmwm
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' '?*3"-Mmmwmmmmwmm
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Q‘iﬁmnmmwmmmmm

- design assumpti Mmﬂhmﬂyuﬁuﬁmm
i mmq are anly user adjustable vie the cumbersome end

_ b ing preprocessing applcation. These assumptions are
1, The maxioum threshold of 999 fines for determining Carrer

B
" j_,":"{;-'.f_';z ﬁb?mona.mmmmmmmmm
route in the state of Florda a8 being the appropriate istance
’Mhhwmhﬁmqﬁtn&ﬁcm Also,
this u the ebicay distance from every wire center whero the
. spacng of latersl mibfoeder routes middenly goes from
 approximately every 1,600 feet to approximately every 13,000
.

3. The sizing of the ro4d reduced eres in the distribution quadrant
~ based on & 500-foot buffer along cach side of the roads within that
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in much greater detail in the remainder of this rebuttal

m&ﬁtmsmummmwmmmmmm
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e mguli%tfm ILECs?
"wﬂwﬂ#wmmmummmﬂ

mh&lmm&ﬂmﬁum

o

e

1. The ILECs somehiow posscss the only true knowledge of local foop
 metwork costs in Florids and have also figured out how to appropriately
2. Mummmmm:mmhmm
P mukmmmmmm
ms.mhp;pdmm-uhwwmmm
..__\ﬂummrummmmm.m
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I many areas there is & great deal of consistency between the input
Eﬂnﬁglﬁﬁiﬂ

B riiiiiﬁﬁpﬂaﬁ HM 5.0a are

_.”vg}wga&fﬁsﬂi EEEEE

1 " 'BCPM 3.1 beosuss they reflect resl world OSP Engineering judgment.
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. MMHNMMhmm

pationsl ¢ f _fipﬂu-’hﬁamw with the BCPM 3.1 input values

mwmmnﬂm-ﬂma 1998, and the AT&TMCI

mwhhm!hhﬂm This comparison is detailed in
mmﬁmm The following are examples of some of the
anslysis of these input values by category.

mmmmm&rﬂupﬁmm“dlm
mmnmhmmm 850 is:

BCPM 3.1 .
mmmmw

877520 xopoook.  woooox  ooooox  $417.00
_mhmmuuwm.mmhﬁmmm

. mstwmmu GTE used & mix of 30-foot

ﬂm“m L : Pags 10
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* now-shared poles snd 40-foot shared poles. However, Sprint appears to have
_ ml':_ﬁ;ﬁmmmﬂmmwm:mm especially for

Mﬂdhpﬁnﬂn&mdmmm There are obviously

- major inconsistencies emong the ILECs on how to properly moZel and cost poles

 The relevant question is “What s a reasonable input value in Florida for pole
__-mg'm-hmgmm ! Communications Commission (“FCC”) has
-‘_'m-apﬂ-maummmwmmmwmm
,.Mﬂ-4pulqwud1ummnmdmm,_{m-2]ufmybhm
| rmjpgﬁm Even though it adds costs, HM $.0a utilizes only

mmcmhmmmmmmm However,
ﬁnnmmw&um.ﬁomwmmuudmﬁm
mmmwmm«wmmwmm
mmm nrwhvnhm validated.

The total pole couts submitted to the FCC for Florida were BellSouth - $:00000x,
Sprint - 100000 and GTE - $iocooex. Note that the input values filed by Sprint

and GTE in this proceeding are considerably higher.

m'muwmﬂmmcmmdmhm.ﬁ

nationwide and $373.49 for the three Florida ILECs. The nationwide median

cost is $422.14. Therefore, my conclusion is that the input value for pole costs

for HM 5.0a of $417.00 (even though it s indeed a nationl defuult value) is

Page 11
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The input value comparisons for normal buried

d&&iﬁumuhmmo Shich ia e siostinauladd
f--mmmhﬁmmmwﬂjmmdem

*“-1.1

wﬁﬂ”’“ﬂlﬂ.ﬂﬂh—m

Dy BCPM 3.1

. ,&.ﬂ S I.ﬂ $ xox $ oo $ »ox $1.M

10000+ $884  Sxox  Sxox  Swox  $45.00

o L
-

GTE has uilized BCPM national defust values rather than its Florida-specific

mhhﬁﬂ,mwhhhwmmwm
cﬁWﬁWMﬁmmmhﬂnhﬂMm

m-g-mmmhmmhmwum:ﬁ.

m'huw“&huu,uhmhummmﬂm.
mwﬂhhmwbywﬁmmmmn
bm-upm:l. w BellSouth has filed the same cost of $io00x per
mthmmﬁu trench and backdill, rocky trench, backhoe trench and

-.hﬂﬁhuﬂl“m This is simply wrong. It cost much less per foot

hmﬂﬁ-lhwuﬂdhﬂ
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ﬁplhhllﬁﬂlhﬁl SAME ETOnCOUs M.h Florida, thm.h it was

Mummmmmwawmm@mmm

\'Muﬂhmummmmwwdw

mhﬁﬂl&“;m

: f ﬁumy or refusal, of the ILECs to differentiste their
mmﬂnwhnmmmmmmmp
Mwﬂhm MMPMMWWQIW

ommdmhhyhhhum#dmmnhMmﬂ

WMWﬁmmmmwh

"mﬂmthmmhhﬂdubhmwﬂﬂmn{

mmmmwnﬁmm

mu&m;&mmhhmhmmwo{m
mahmm’m However, in the most urban density zone, the
Hlul!ﬂnmm&hrmwuﬂyﬂmthuhum This is because the
HAI Model OSP Engineering Team has more reasonably determined that there
are much higher costs for burying cable whon the density is more than 10,000
ﬂn-wmm 'runhjnuudmdmw-ﬂmﬂu the HM 5.0a input
values are more sealisti and have not been derived 10 prodiuce unreasonably low
umug-wwm

mmﬂmmmummmmm
WlwﬂwmmhMymuWMm

ﬁﬂmm Page 13
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.mwummmhwmum 5,000 and 5,000 -

'lm tmwummmmmmm

'mmmmhmmzﬁm—smuﬁim-
10,000, mw:mmmmmwmm

than its buried siructure costs in each density zone. This i ilogical »ccsuse o

mmﬁﬂ-mawﬁmwmmmmn

"*'Mhdﬁiﬁ-mmﬂnﬂum“mmm
-mmmwummummmm
'fifmummmmamnm Furthermore, it is

mﬁnhw&hmhﬁmpﬂn{wc«nmhm

13 N _-I-'_ﬂwuﬁpmmmnumwmﬂuﬂm

14

wm The input value comparisons for underground
feeder structurs cost in density zone 0 - 5 and the two most urban density zones

_ Density BCPM3.1
: “'5 - $27 Soox  $wox  $Swox $10.29

5000 -10000 § 8.22 Sooox $ woox $roox $50.10
10000+ 'S 884 $woox § wox §oox §75.00

: “ﬁlmm“mmmwdm‘hmm

MMMWMMIMHM
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Mmhﬂllmmm?mhemthmfﬂlmﬂﬂ

édwmamﬂ-sm 10,000 density zone to the 10,000+ density

'szmmi‘smmmmwwmm-mmmﬁm

m-ﬁ“ﬁumm)mwrm Speint’s input value remains
-.__.mmﬁmmmmmm by 9.9%.
-_-_whmwmw(q.mmsm
'--_mm)umwmmmwm

=

B i)

'iﬁ‘iﬁisﬁﬁi&mmmmfummmmw‘“

Md‘ﬁhm This is bscaues the HAI Model OSP Engineering

:'Tmmmmmmmm“mmmm

nulﬂwhnﬁodﬂyhmthmi,mohwmnih This cleadly
-MﬂMfMMS.DIMMHmeM&mmﬂmDSP
Engineering judgment and certainly do not produce unreasonably low costs.

mmum'-mmmhmwmmhw

conduit structure in the three highest density zones are identical to cach other
(Exhibit __ OWW-4), Pg. 1). However, the cost for underground conduit
M"MMHMMMMMMMHMl
wider trench for condut plscement, plus several ther cost in general

fandult: .@mmmhhm“dMom&

msrl
mmm GIE HM35.08
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nmmmmﬁsmmmamﬂ However, BellSouth's
mmmummmmmhww«h
nmmﬁ'*ﬁ.m“m there is no ILEC supporting
Muwwmmmmm“mﬂm
Mmmm«mum

MW The input value comparisons for
ummmmuwm.mmmmw]mm

'mmiﬂ“uhnﬂuhymu

Density BCPM3.1 HM 5.08

_-Ill?;l 56.45% w00t wooo% oo 50.00%

There is consistency among all input values in the most rural density zone.
However, HM 5.0« shows considerably more structure sharing (i.e., a lower
mmhmmm)nmmumnhmm
arsa TﬂihMMnMMﬂhhmwﬂmm
to share with in the urben srea than in the rural area. The ILECs, on the other
hand, have modeled litte diffecence in the sharing in the urban arca than the rural

|'|.-‘ £

_ ﬂmmm Page 16
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m Mﬁhm sapporting documentation to explain the ILEC's modeling

| mmwmhmmwm

_':'_:a"':_ i ?E i

mﬂMMSI
- Stoucture  Zone  Defslt BeflSouth Sprint GTE  HMS.O

MMIW 800% wox% wox% oot 33.00%
MIW 85.0% ooo% xwood% acoodds  33.00%

mwmwnmwmanﬂmm

MWMMMMMMMMJ
* the local loop nefwork. In the most urban arcas for below ground structures, the

forward-looking view of tié HAI Model OSP Engineering Team is that the
telephone company will be sble to share underground costs with two other

| u@qﬁ&mm:.o-mm. B).

hmmmm.ﬁswmmmmnf
m Hom bm'{m&'fmmww
that “reflects standard engincering guidelines™ supposedly modeled by BCPM 3,1
(Bowman Direct, Py, 7) stste that “{i} aress where both power and telephons
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mumammmmhmmmumﬁmm

- ma _m mmp-um-mm

"’ﬁlﬁ@.nﬂp -ntdu the mm;m that they pay for specific size

mmmwummwmmmm

#Mmmmm Again, it is obvious that accountants are
_mumHmuﬁmﬁnmmmww

"mmutmmw

' _mwﬁ-ﬁi#mwﬂmmmmmm&uw

Cble  BCPM3L
200psic | 3445
ﬁr* $2.50
i R i

PRI

REREN
EEEE

GIE HM 308

$4.42
$1.70
$1.24
$0.79
$0.66
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; __._..E__.&l, fiﬁrrﬁqﬁﬁa BellSouth's embedded)
iil.—u-ﬂ‘(iﬂ-__nﬁl in their inventoties.

8 _.?igriﬁiﬁiﬁninﬂ

%Iif:ﬂiﬁfﬂui& BeliSouth should
uaa&%rliiﬁ and 12 pair 24 gauge copper cables in
un-!_ ??%RE%EEEEE
support, which is what Speint and GTE have dooe.

BellSouth tilizes the same copper cable prices for feeder and distribution cable
spplications. “However, BellSouth’s cable prices include cable terminals via a
loading factor (BellSouth’'s Model Inputs and Assumptions, Bates Stamp

21 000157). Foeder cables simply do not have cable teminals, yet BellSouth's

EEEEE-EEEE This is a

Eiﬁ%giﬂ% & bottom-up
Eiioﬁi%gﬂ%
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_ EiE&EERE cable costing is that its
Rllliifﬁ:!fﬁlft!ir-ﬁirﬂn?!&
_.._z_!.#pg cost for 25 pair 26 gaugs serial and buried cables are
fﬂ!!fiﬂtrE Because 26 gauge copper

s ¢ dre maller than 24 gauge, 26 gauge cablos re less costly than 24

3%&!1&-??5%

Hﬂi%g Sprint's underground cable costs (ie,

3 i?%fﬁ!blﬁi!&t%ﬂ:??
10 . iq&._lln-:ias_ﬂl This contradicts the appropriate relationship
B in&iié?ﬁuil?i{g

E #.ii_.sinrﬁ?ltnnirﬁ._saﬁ

e “..... e ... .........ﬂ... .....

Fiber uﬁlu._

“ .la $xc00¢ Swox  Swox  $9.50
48 $5.27 Sxocxx $oox  Swox | 8470
2 #.2 $r000x Swox oo $2.90

_ﬂnl.inm._: .Os fiber cable costs are shown to be very reasonable. Also, HM
50z has a EEEEEHEEEHHEEE

¢ §u lrig Thus, HM 5.0a will incur even higher fiber
. EEIE 1 when the fiber strand requirements exceed 216
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_mﬁummwﬂnmdmwm

Mnmmm The HM 5.0a input value is described
hmuummmmm There is no similar
Mnmmm-m The material components consist of
rwmmmm connecting blocks and jumper
‘I!_h. W‘l#“mﬂmwﬂuﬂﬂmwlﬁu
plus $ooooe in supply costs, all of which are exorbitant. Note that GTE has
defaulted to the BCPM national input value rather than ascertain its Florida-

WmmmMm (IWW-4), Pg. 15 -
18). Note how the “enginesring’” costs have boen applied linearly bused on the
ﬂ'“d‘lﬂtﬂ. For example, BellSouth has costed $:00000x to engineer &
lﬁﬁmsummmm.mwrmm (e,
m Mﬁwﬂthhmhuwmm

Page 21




14

16

17

18

a1

R

i

.-%_
by

Hﬂyﬁiﬂ. This is an example of the top-down accounting application of

M ns 5077  $xox
f T :l'

m 1m $077 $w0x
guu m-s $077 Swoox
Mu lm $077  $xox

'I'.

s T
i . ‘

$ oo
$ oo
$ o0

T e f

$0.26
$0.33
$0.74
$5.14

' mmmuamu real world by modeling higher drop costs for

thMmlmmhuﬂmmmlﬁrﬁr
demmmﬂmmmwbmhlﬂdenﬁymby
drop type. This shows a lack of OSP Engineering judgment and also results in
higher drop costs in rural areas because the average drop cost is being applied.

Drop costs have & major impact on total loop costs because they represent a
WMdmmﬂmnM-&mhﬂm
WWJWMMNlp:Mhﬂhmm
mﬁﬂﬂﬂhﬂmwmm
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MMMMMM&HMHMMBMMM
¢ 'Mh”ﬂmhmmmuﬂmmmsm
hu-rq-ﬁ-m 184% to 1458%. In contrast, Sprint's costing of serial

wﬂﬁlhwmhwm

& quts'mml and serial drop input values (i.e., the BCPM 3.1 national
mvﬁ}ntﬁamuﬂm“u&mmmmm
3” 'Iﬂhhnm(‘mumm 100% buried drop costs, which cost
-mﬁ-mm This is a & ar violation of the FCC Criteria No. 1 that the

muﬁ-ﬂwuwmmmmm

11 PR

qumpmm(mofmmmmmmmmmm
__-Wumufmm Furthermore, in urban density zones, the HM
mwﬂﬂmwm This reflects sound OSP Engincering
mﬂummmmmmmwm
| mims.mm“h-um

. e

GIE HM 5.08
$xo0cx $29.00
$o000x $44 00
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nmudnm utiize ‘the same cost for residential and business NIDs,

mmmmsmmmahumhw
:Hﬂ.'h. ww“w.mﬂmm-nmw HM 5.0a costs are
nﬁﬁhwdhﬂﬂ:m

mwﬂm_mmmrwm

# i

m. o m  Dtak BellSouth Spint  GIE HMSOs
&_'.-'r:.;'.'.'l_'-.. VN

PerLine 0-192 $9400  Soooxx Sxoox  Swoox  $100.00
PerLine 192-2016 589.11  Sxoox  Sooox  Sooox § 7750

wmqﬁmummfamm-ﬂmmmmrv
The ILEC's fixed costs for DLC RT locations are extremely high considering

that these locations would bs generally much smaller than 999 lines, the BCPM

3.1 threshold. In other words, the smaller size DLC RTs modeled by BCPM 3.1
should be housed predominently in cabinets and not require more expensive huts
or controlled eavironment vaults (“CEVs"). It appears that ILEC accountants
have losded DLC RT site input values reflecting the embedded network
Mmmmmw There is no supporting documentation that
wmwwwm
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Why are bigh density DLC system costs per line significantly less for Sprint and

GTE than for BellSouth? The conclusion of the Staff of the Lovisiena Public

Service Commission was that the BCPM inapproprately modeled the expensive
REUVG range extension line card for high density DLC systems (Louisiana

4 --::m.mnmmnmm U-20833, March 27, 1998, Pg. 14).

mmmmmmwmuﬂmm

hmm-mmhmmmmw

'?_.-;'msmmwumhwmnuwuum For
__:"&mmmuymcmmsmmmm
| 'mwm 1000. HM 5.0n has costed theso systems with 100%
';-,,_-mmmmmrnmwmmwumm
nunmuhwnpmmmmmmmcn Note that this is

Mhmmsmm&:lﬁ}rpuiumm“ﬁwﬂmﬂm

Sy

For high density CSAs, HM 5.0 models the DSC Litespan 2000 DLC System.
msmmmnmnscmmmmmmh
wmuh’mnmaﬂ-manmmm
wmmdmmmmmmwmnm
mamm Since the maximum distribution length in fimited to
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n,oouuhms.o-. the number of customers requiring this card from a high

mmmmm

'Pﬂcl“ mm wm ﬂu debate o''»r range extension requirements

-,ﬂMlilwmewhw

"ﬂmmmumnwnm

5.0a netw designed fo Florida has less than 0.05% of its loops exceading
' ,"_"mmﬁmwmn Furthermore, most of these

Wﬁ#MhMMMmmMIMW

mh“hmsumnﬁﬁnhMMShMﬁm

' Mawﬂhhwwmmm

v
|

" breskpolnt Is:

BCPM 3.1
Defanlt  BeliSouth  Sprimt GIE HM.5.08

12,000 12,000 12000 12,000 9,000

mmhpsmmmmma 1 modeled by the
mwmn-hmmnhmmmmmpm

_mmmmsu‘ummmmmmmm
'mhmmmmn The oversll impact of this

MHmwhmhw However, lhhnl
mmwﬂ-mmmwwam

umuﬁ% b Page 27
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0 5.0u (HM 5.0a Methodology, Sec. 4.5) is the one that replicates the process

utilized by a real world OSP Engineer.

: Wmmmm#mmg

Fo mmn
mn— Defsult BellSouth Spimt GIE HM30a

Uﬂ-m:m 90.00%  xoco%  xooa%  xoo% 10.00%

Md  0-5 6000%  xooo% xooo% oood% 75.00%
 Aeisl 10000+ 000% o oooo%  xoodé 5.00%

B
'-a

mmmmmnmmmmhﬂﬁh
ﬁmmmummmmmwmm

| - appropriste mix of plant in Florida. There sre huge differences among the ILEC

The BUPM 3,1 national defuult input, which BellSouth has adopted, is 90%

undecground distribution plant in the 10000+ density zone. However, in this
most urban, hig": density zone, most fueder cables go into buildings, and most of
the distribution cables are either inside of or attached to buildings or placed in
ducts provided by property owners, Thus, when BellSouth models 90% of the
b e REARIRIA
WﬂMHmMnﬂw
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" In sharp contrast, HM $.0a has a more reasoned input value of 10% as described
. in the HAI Model Release 5.0n Inputs Portfolio Section 2.5. Also, note that

_'umwmm value, - hows 0.00% for aerial plant in the most

il
1.‘.'

. =

uhnwm Moreover, Sprint nas modeled x00% of its distribution
“h*‘h“dﬂhmuwmm“ﬂhm
MRﬂwtﬂMh-mw“ Neither of

;MWMMMGEMW

mmmmmﬂmmrmma
fiber feeder plant sre:

Density BCPM 3.1
DpeofPlant Zone Default Bellbwth Spint GIE HM3Os

Underground 0-5  1000% o %  x0o% oo 5,00%

ﬂTB'lHdlm'lﬁd' ooooc%s for unde ground fiber feeder percentage in

hmﬂmkmm Feoder routes in rural areas consist of only
ooe fiber cable that will pever need to be reinfrrced. Such situations clearty call
incur the exor ,'I‘_:I,_MMIMHHMMWMN

hmmttqﬂm This is an even m« re profound issue given that the

_._3;:?5 i
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Mﬁi"ﬁmmmmmﬁrmmmmm
wmhmqu. The impact of this egregious etror in plant
&h%mmm:mﬂmmmmmumm

loop investment based on either potential regulatory policy

__u._mmmummwg Pg. 56). The default

, which has been comm.aly accepted in numerous proceedings

bynlg-dx In this proceeding, however, BellSouth has filed an Investment
l.nq:l?qdﬁm‘ihtslnrqﬁnﬂmn'mm

Eak
oo P

Bl lant : BellSouth's engineering and labor costs
m-mmm'nwnmmummm

»giul to -m investment. Having analyzed BellSouth’s in-plant loading

fictors in UNE Cost Dockets in eight states, including Florida, 1 believe that
BellSouth's OSP loadings are not forward-looking and, instead, are utilized to
Wmmummmamhoadm:mm
.Wwﬂ_lm’lmmmh-mhmnrwp

-m*-mmmmmm(&mmuw
| ""'mmuudmmuhhmmwm
losding factors are modeled primarily to recover
B GRiihening st lihoc, waador enginserieg snd Aastalltion
Page 30
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: __ .;Mﬁ.n.m}mnuﬂmdnhu{wﬂdlmu.hm BellSouth’s
, :'_':mpnm“tﬂodmwwuuwum
P mwmmmmmuaam

6 ,'I&ﬂmﬁnm-rﬂodmmmmm
7 investment in 1995 shc.4d be consid-red leas-cost, most-effiint, or forward-
' "_bmmimmrmmm Mr. Wiliam Zarakas,
’ Bﬁn: cutm Witness in the UNE Cost Dockets, stated in his
lﬁ Mhmm “our assumption there would be that the cost of
‘n ";:-I’Wﬂmhﬂlmmwhhmmﬁmhmpﬂ
2 '.;:;_I_WHHMWhhM And we did that for each
13 ijIWMwa@mmmmmw
W 23003, 81997, Pg 110, with ialcs added for emphasi). However, the BCPM
15 mmmﬁatﬁumwmmmm&mmrﬂy
16 .ﬁﬁﬁdmhhdﬁﬁu.ﬂmcﬂmudm"[ﬂwm.
17 Pg. 12). ~

18

19 Going beyond the fundemental methodology question and looking into the data
2 Wmﬁmmmmmm These
21 mmmmmmmmmmmm
7 investment.  The following examples of these in-plent loadings will demonstrate

Mﬁwnﬂdwﬁwmm“ﬂ:ﬂnﬂuwm-

24 mﬁ-uﬁm::
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of the impact of these loadings can be found in the

BeliSouth's application ofo-plant loading fctors o SAL. In BelSouth's

; mmmmmmamm

C Engineering snd placing costs have been allocated based on cable
hummmmm-mmmm
ﬂﬁmu&mmumnummum
ﬂMWIﬁMWMhMm
mqm-ﬂw ummmmnumuum*m
wwm.mmwmmm.mpﬁ
mm In reality, there is very litl difference inthe costs to
wﬂlﬁummnﬂlhﬂmmnﬁ&u

& WHWMmhwmlﬂﬂﬂ

dllhmﬁﬂudmm:pﬁdumhmwuﬁhm
uﬂmhhhﬁdu&)hﬁu Buried cable placement costs are

: wmhhhﬂdmmﬂﬁnﬂduh

Mhmmﬁmwmm Furthermore, based
on & compurison of thess sdditional buried placement costs to the splicing

" soem 10 have bétn u simple matter of BellSouth putting its splicing costs
in the plieing costs columa. Thus, BellSouth's installed buried cable

uuﬁm% Pags 32
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‘BellSouth's Copper Cable Supply Costs
Size/
Typs 24 Gauge Cables 26 Gsuge Cables
P 40 0 28 20 N0 28

:m~mmumwmwﬂu.
ﬂhnmwmﬂmwﬁh-mmh
mmummm Furthermore, comparable supply
Mhhwwmwinmmwm
terminals. Also, the explanation cannot be due to strand and pole line
I mmmhmmmﬂmlymww
. m’lmk%mﬂdﬂumwﬂhbﬁwm
Mmﬁmmn{m“pwmnd“
,.,:bm.-ﬂ;.#mwuummmmm”
1 Mﬁumwmmuwuﬁuum.w
M:Mmmmmumum
uﬁudﬂpmp&huﬂwum
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» Purthermore, since fiber cable sheaths are the virtually the same
regardless of fiber count, there is no rationale for BellSouth to model a
' much higher cost to place a fiber cable of higher fiber count, This

Il-_ discrepancy causes BellSouth's fiber cable placemant costs for larger fiber

. cables to'be overstated.

.:{1‘;;lﬁﬁ;lllninnlpﬁliﬂuﬁdhﬂﬁuﬂhhutdunlnﬂh'hd;umqkmm

Tl e

acn to deriving input values that simply contradict real world
BellSouta's fling shows 8 lack of OSP Engineering judgment
hlﬁnddunhlunutnwhwiu:iﬁlhpuvﬂun Noteworthy is the

I;;Hjﬂﬂﬁﬂhﬂﬁlﬁﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂwhHhQWdHnuﬂhﬂ-mﬂubh'ﬂu&uduih

hﬁﬁhmmhm

s |

.Mﬁgm;:;fyw

" Drop Wires: 'é'mummhﬁmmmm
mhuﬂumim per residence. Yet, BCPM 3.1 assumes five-pair
wmhmmmm While ILECs can certainly
~ choose 1o Invest In five-pair buried drops to every residence o preclude ever
" having 0 rlnforoe any of them, it does ot seea reasonsble that the Universa

a ATV . ralis 1A%,
e LT

Service Fund should fully support the excessive spare capacity. Furthermore, the
evailability of two-channel DSL Systems provides & visble altemative for up to
Iﬁllﬁiﬂhl'lﬂuulhnunihmﬁddmplrﬂuuruﬂhﬁﬂnmunun

_1&blﬂflﬂuﬁq:-phunuuthntwuEm; My recommendation, for the

nnpu-anSFnuﬂqphnhuIlmuﬁunthuhddum-dnuubuhmuuh
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Lack of Beal Word Variation in Ingut Values: The ILECs have filed in BCPM
3.1 input vaues in & maaner that toally isregards ciearly understood differences
by densiy zon. There is no sppropriate varition in many of the ILEC input
' w“mumum The following examples will further
muudwwmhmmmm
mmmmmwmnmmwm
'fpmuwmmuﬂmm Treach
 and Backil, Rocky ‘tench, Backhos Trench and Hand Dig Tronch
Sprint does likewise. Furthermore, BellSouh does not vary its buriod
cable trenching costs for differing terrain conditions of normal, soft rock
and hard rock.
"o Sprint even uses the sums base cost per foot installed for both conduit
acd cable placement for all methods, il soil types, and all density zones.
. Sprin's explanation s that “the contract does not differentiate among
mm'(spw-nmmaunrnmﬂ
Interogatories, Att. 24). As an OSP Engineer, T find that statement
rather amazing. As sn example of the impact of these simplified input
values, For Hard Rock ~ Fesder Conduit Trench and Backfill, BellSouth
has filed a base cost per foot installed of $0000x compared to Spriu’s
fling of $1000x, & difference of 3,209%. This contradicts real world OSP
mmmﬂummwmmm
a0 e o i cocin
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MIIMMMWH&HMMMWN

'mwmwmmwmm
% mbwdumwddymndbyﬂm The ILECs may
i --M“MWMW%MW#MM%N

averages out.” Howwl' the abject fhilure of the ILECs to populate the cells of
mmmmmmmmmm regarding

hﬂmm 3 \ output in any particular density zone.

St

SR
S
=5 1}

i m Ms. Caldwe!l states that “BellSouth's structure placement costs
{mgy costs) for placing conduit, trenching/plowing buried cable, end
.'::_':_:mwmhdunwﬁhmmmmﬁﬂ:
'Mwmhm (Caldwell Direct, Pg. 9). ILECs use such
IMWmmmwmmmmm

scale projects. However, in accondance with the “least-cost, most-efficient”

.mﬂFWMI,MWmmhM

modsls should be lower than these averages to reflect gnly large-scale projects
fhat 810 put out for competitive bids. This would produce more sppropriats
contractor costs consistent with the underlying “scorched node” assumption of
s thods

mmmmamwwmwm
3.1 hus been testified o by Dr. Staihr when he stted that, “the BCPM 3.1 model

' 'mmwmmﬁumgan‘kmmm This allows the

MMHWM ‘efficiencies’ and ‘economies of scale’ that

. ‘m 3 -.:: J....:I.“.I.I-.- 2 ;I..'; MH
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). The syeraging of Master Contract costs by the ILECs to
input values to BCPM 3.1 does not conform with this very key

mmmﬁmmmmmmmmmm

_'MMMMMWMMuMWMlWE
wm It is also apparent that the ILEC OSP input values for many

Whumﬁummmmmmwm
a reasansblencss check by OSP Lnginsers.
e

I LI s
i
5 ey N

'jmmmu:mumwmmaruum
values for the BCPM or HAI models” (Robinson Direct, NC Docket P-100, SUB

133b, 12/10/97, Pg. 5). Another ILEC witness has testfied that “it s difficult

ﬂ time consuming to make all model defsult inputs company-specific.
Mhmmm:mmmm“rﬁyum
default inputs”™ (Collins Direct, TX Docket 18515, 2/17/98, Pg. 4).

nummwmn:ec-mprmmmmmusp
mmmwwmmﬂwmm On the

' mﬂmsuwmmmmwwmm

OSP Engineering Team that work within the HM 5.0a to produce Florida-
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Q.

-ﬁ-nhumd

”."hgmumsnsrmummmmmw.
- Florids-spcifcfhcor of 63% (HM 5.0 P, Sec7)
mwm“mwmmmm surface
mmmmmﬂmmmmuum

M ; at the CBG level.
. mm_mmhmmmmnmmm
. Mwnhlwmdmwmm“

WMMMMWMM

HAS THE BCFM 31 ACHIEVED THE MOST REALISTICALLY
mm LEVEL OF ACCURACY FOR IDENTIFYING

-cmmnmmsr

No. Mﬂﬂmmﬂlmwmmﬁumm
location because tis i the basis for accurate snd cost-efficient network design.
The BCPM 1.0 snd the Hatfield Model up through Relesse 4.0 located or
mmnmmm The BCPM 2.0 and now BCPM 3.1 use
Mﬁdhﬂ-hdmummwmmmﬂm On
mﬁnnmsnmp«mﬁmnwu

lhmhm['ﬂlhm:hmpmduhhﬂﬂumw
WHMMNI:MMN&:WI

snunmipﬁou.au 54.3).

 Theon _.-;:;l;_i-;-.-__ s I’ success rate for IM 5,0s, as calculated by Mr. Pitkin, was

mdh%mhzﬁm It is higher in the urban areas

-,g,-rﬁ“ it

mmujﬁ i S S
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18

Mummm“mmma
Mhmﬂmhhmﬁum

and then assumes that customers in the CB are uniformily distributed along those
muhm-ﬂm Deno Direct, Pg. 3). The testimonies of Messrs. Pitkin and Wood
w@tnp:lﬂm“mmmhm

Q.2 nuwmmmumurmmmumm

Sl R

IN DESIGNING A LOCAL LOOP NETWORK?

g ﬁ&miwﬁumsu The BCPM 3,1 translates the CB level customer
mw-wﬁmmmmuﬁmmmw
Mhu As these microgrids are subsequently combined into ultimate
Muﬂﬁxﬁrﬁmﬂm&dﬁmﬂuﬂﬁ?mwﬂgmm
nﬂuﬁaﬂrm The BCPM 3.1 CSAs are then divided into four

wmt‘nﬂ.‘)m

One unintended consequence of this BCPM 3.1 mdﬂbumhnddogyhlh:‘
R e oF cars (53, & wnall Yo or: sufdivision) will ke
arbitrarily segmented into different DAs, CSAs or feeder routes in contradiction
uﬁﬁguﬁmamhw As an OSP Engineer, 1 thus
take excoption 0 the aasertion that “BCPM designs a network the way actual
telephone companies design networks” (Bowman Direct, Pg. 6). Purthermore,
the current FCC. Public Notice states that, “we consider & model platform that
groopn ChRM Nlag's chostering approsch Sacews It appears 10 have

wsf wells rodacted rebawital. doc
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d\qﬂ-wm approaches” (FCC Public Notice DA 98-1587, 8/7/98,

Pg. 4).

The BCPM 3.1 rosd-reduced DA (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. 43) s based on

g

1. mmmﬁmmmmuﬁﬁamm
-ﬂn the distribution quadrant” In all density zooes will model the
wnmnmmm Because the arbitrariness of

. this assumption can result . oversizing the DA, the BCPM 3.1 has had to

; ;;.@um:huunrum-umu&-mmm

" actual o of the microgrid isef (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Py, 4,

© 2. The center of each quadrant’s DA should be placed at the road centroid

‘of the quadrant because customers are uniformiy distributed along the
.muh. Mﬂthuh:nmmhmm:mmﬁdur
"2 CBG, in reality the road centroid could be in the middle of a lake, on
top of a mountain, or in any number of inaccessible places.

On the other hand, HM 5.0a clusters its more precisely located customers like an

OSP Engineer would do in designing a local loop network (HM $.0a Description,

8e0.5.5) based on:

. m.m&- proximity of the customer locations to each other
(Le. two miles),

Page 40
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miﬂhmdmﬂyuﬁﬁdmﬂuupﬁﬂknd’umm
s = .‘.?

Mhmhhdelﬁmm 1,800 lines based

mmﬂMd‘;umhmm

m il shortest distance between customer clusters (however,
mﬂﬂ#-ﬁ-mﬁmm vafficient cable len,gth), and

" "’““wmmruﬂm

wmmmum. proxy model is ciustering customers in
lﬂuﬂmmmbﬂdmﬂﬁm&w
M:IM&:#) F cerinly agree, and conclude that the HM
31ia. muthodolog¥ of grouping customer locations into chusters based 0n OSP

. Engincering principles is clearly supesior to the BCPM 3.1 methodology of

astembling and dividing §rids with fixed boundaries st various latitude end

DOES EITHER BCPM 3.1 OR HM 50a ACTUALLY DESIGN

LOCATION?
No. Elach model ssss aad centers ts DAs usng diffrent methodologies. Each
model then effectively lays out a grid of backbone and branch distribution cables
t0 serve the defined DAs sreas from the defined DA centers. However, “{1he
[Bwl.um“hm—dhhmnmhnun
mnduﬁumwmmwmmemh

nﬂﬂ-ﬂlm Page 41
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h%ﬂ@ﬂ!lwh@ with italics added
hm mmmmuwmmmnm

by stating:

:'-‘{ﬁllh mportant to make clear that BCPM does nof locate customers within
" the road-reduced arveas. Estimated customer locations reside in the

rids and are not “moved” to the road-reduced arcas. Tuather, the
uoed aren is used as a fool fo estimate the amount of cable
to serve the estimated customer locations that reside within the

microgrids in distribution quads (Duffy-Deno Direct, Pg. 20,

'mwmmhmmmmmu

et ‘%mmdu,-uomao in regards to distribution cable
mmmma:mmmum
mﬂmmmmumu “BCPM places cable fo
mﬂmmmﬂmwmmmm
wmmmmnmuu with
italics sdded for emphasis). The truth is that neither model designs a distribution
mmﬂﬂmmmmmmmw

"mm"

The relevant issue thon is 10 determine which model has the most accurate, most
reasonable, least-cost, most-efficient methodology based on currently available
mummmmw
Mnmjmm The relevant evaluation

usf wells redacted rebuttal doc Page 42
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. mmmmmu.mmmmudu

. comvelfctivey siing the CSADAS
Mmm-ma

. Mhmo{ﬂummmhmw

o Taying out e ek fbution cable ric i retc and cout-eficient
 configuration (e.g., rectangular lots),

Mﬁhmmmmmmm

. with appropriate admiistative and maintenance sparc capacity, and

conforming o tranamission requirements for loop resistance and loss.

L

W
L

The CSA/DA modeling methodology, assumptions and input values of HM 5.0a
are superior to those of BCPM 3.1 in regards to each of the above criterion.

Q. DOES m BCPM 3.1 METHODOLOGY FOR MODELING CSAs
PRODUCE THE LEAST-COST, MOST-EFFICIENT, FORWARD-
LOOKING AND REASONABLE LOCAL LOOP MODEL BASED ON
CURRENTLY AVAILABLE TECENOLOGY?

A Mﬂy'-hﬂ..ﬂu‘mmmjudﬂmmﬂnnhthmu
mhmmwmﬂhhmmduwnrkm
mnmmﬁmum The BCPM 3.1 CSAs are:
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& ﬁ?m-mmmummmm
.Muﬂ

« mﬂhmﬂmm&wmmm
p&-mg-nMﬁrmm;ruc&Ahmmm
wycﬂhmﬂ H.Tmm customers in a CSA.

bR J:_ i

: .|

 There is & major difference between HM 5.0, and BCPM 3.1 regarding the

T it e

cable lengths fror: the DLC RT. The ILEC proponents
mmMmalmmummmm
mwMﬁwuumau For example, the BCPM 3.1
Mmmmmm(mmm&r

BCPM 3.1 constrains the size of the ultimate grids to be no larger than
approximately 12,000 feet by 14,000 feet. The rationale for this
constraint on the ultimate grid size is to limit copper loop lengths from
the DLC to the farthest cusiomer to approximately 12,000 feet (Bowman
Direct, Pg_ 4).

By utilizing the DSC architecture and the maximum 12 Kft copper locp,

BCPM3 assures that the requirements for advanced telocommunications
service access for remote rural customers is reasonably comperable to the

mmhmmuﬂ.mumamn routinely designs
wwhma:zmmmmmmnmmmum
partial grids 10 the 12,000 x 14,000 foot ultimate grids. This Is quite evident

um“m Page 44
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mt;-rﬂnmmwwmmmuww
stomer by generally limiting the maximum ultimate grid size to
: lz.m;t_,_' lemuw&w If copper cable

hs from the DLC to the customer excesd 12,000 feet, the cable

ﬂWhMﬁmﬁrMthm

mmnaﬁhuww.uwwummm
M mmmmmmmmm It is an
indisputable fact that. currently svailable DLC technology will support
mﬁmwun.mummm.cm And, both HM

5.0a and BCPM 3.1 design 1oops to this limit.

The telling difference is that HM 5.0a designs up to 18,000 foot copper loops
purposeflly because i conforms 10 etwork transrission design standards and
Srodkues 2 Saiet-cost Milodk Siskan. 'O the other hend, BCPM 3.1 designs 1
to 18,000 foot copper loops on an exception basis due to the arbitrarily fixed
dimensions of its grid structure.

TW)ES BCPM 3.1 “ENSURE” SUPERIOR TRANSMISSION QUALITY
AND “ASSURE...ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES”
BY “CONSTRAINING” COPPER LOOPS TO 12,000 FEET?

ool wolé RN oA dos 4 Page 43
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A Ho. Nﬂhﬁh&“m&mﬂhhﬂﬂmhﬂh

w;mwmmammmamu
bﬁnﬁqw@dhmﬁ;m@mﬂommww
m:.lnywﬁmlzmhumﬂumnt

BCPM 3.1 states as an objective the minimization of the distribution portion of
uhmﬁlm Pg. 24), which Is contrary to a least-coet,
mmw On the other hand, HM 5.0a seeks to .naximize
mmmﬂmmhuwhmmmﬂm
MMMH“MNM&NMWN
rﬂdllllm. mmdmsmmmmmmm
MWHWMMMMWMM This
EMMWMHmﬁm“mm
muwmmmmmmmnmmwnm

RT sites.

It is commonly understood in the local loop telecommunications industry that the
ultimste minimization of distribution cable length is achieved by putting fiber
foeder further into the network and closer to the customer in what is known as
Fiber-to-the Curb ("FTTC") architecture. However, ILECs have not deployed
FTTC on a wide scale basis for the simple resson that it is a very costly network
erchiscture. This is even more true for the basic types of namrowbsnd services to
be supported b thess neworks, especialy i rual areas
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IMMM $.0a Description, Sec. 6.2 and HM 5.0a, IP, Sec. 2.8) because
this 1s the least-cost, most-officient network design tilizing currsntly available
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Furthermore, the effective geographical area covered from a single DLC RT by
ﬁ'msnhmmmmwﬁmmuﬂ:nx 14 Kft
m#ﬁmn{nw-bw-}mmmdmmmn
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mmmmmhummn must model many
mMumthm The consequences of this
wﬁﬁm!lpﬂlm“mmm
udmmiuw-iwmuhwmmnn These
mmﬂmthﬂnmmw

HOW DOES m lﬂlﬁu ASSUMPTION ' LIMITING THE
mﬂiﬁmwmmvmmmmmm

mmwmwnmmmdmunhm
ﬁmﬁnﬂaﬂtﬂhﬁﬂdhnﬁﬂhbﬂhmhhﬂdm
:}umwmmdmmmm The BCPM 3.1
Mmﬂmmm CSAs) to & maximum of 999
lines (BCPM 3.1 Description, Pg. 119).

A BCPM 3.1 witness states that “s Carrier Serving Area ppically contains no
more than 1,000 fiving units, while s Distribution Area fypically contains 200 to
600 living vnits” (Bowman Ditoct, Py, & with italics added for emphase). This
W-MMu&ms.n modeling methodology for sizing
C5/4 and DAw i based o the bsckward-looking ineficiencies of the embedded
etwork in violation of the loag-un, least-cost principles in the FCC guidelines
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RTs than does HM 5.00

AMWMMMM‘MM

' WMﬁHMhMﬂhlmmm

ﬁh%ﬂf?ﬁlﬁhmﬂﬁdhﬂﬂiﬂmlmm
'hﬂums,mmuwmmmmm
::ﬁnumammmwﬂmmmmawm
o _“ ¢ DLC gystem: wmmahmmmu
mdﬁu.l';m .Ham BCPM 3.1 has & maximum threshold of 999

mehummwmlﬁ-&nmwﬂn

-MH&.MII!ICHH 1 modeling assumption 0. a 999 line maximum
:MMEI_MWMHMMW—OM,MM

All of the unnecessary additiona! DLC RT sites modeled by the BCPM 3.1 drive
ianio0 tin Wosingy G o0 s Incremental Jevistment sssocleted wite
* site acquisitjon and preparation,
'-"mf&mm.ﬂdmn.
e common equipment,
. ;;m.umumnﬁmmm
. Mﬁunﬂuwﬂwﬂm
. dwmm
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6 MmeWwwu “outlier clusters™ on T1 road
7 mm-nhm CSA. BCPM 3.1 is definitely not the “least-cost,
9 wmm and thus it inflates the loop cost basis for the
10 wmm

1 . e )

1 .'.MMﬂwmwmﬂmm:
15 wmmnn-u(u,mﬁmmm;mmm)
"  Thus, the BCPM 3.1 does not use the forward-looking, least-cost, most-efficiont
15 Mwhmmwummnumw
16 wikis compared $0 0 S0,

P il

18 CSAs and DAs in & forward-looking mode! shiould be modeled based on:

1 o clustering customer locations that re within reasonable proximity to one
o another,
b1l Mmﬂmxmmw
2 o wilsing the tansmission dedgs copabllitios of cuirently avaliable
n Mﬂ

24 ﬁ: Mmmmaudm maximum size of IDLC
25 r  aystem (2,016 lines) and FDI (7,200 pairs).

: “"‘MW e fuge 2
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mpdnnmmu in regards to the above criteria.

mrnqmmmmmnm
hcﬁwhnwmpﬂmmuww around

,_lmﬂhq”m-&ulmnfmm&rﬂ-m

Mmmm: Pg. 6). ihe source document for the CSA

_Wqﬂhwwmmm-mMTm (formerty

AMMMWEMMMHWP;IIJ

,mlmnmammnwmmuummlm .
-waaw The relevant parts of the CSA Concept for this
'-Mm@mmmmu}

s No loop can exceed 900 ohms of resistance, which generally equates ta:
- 9,000 foet of 26 gage copper cable or
ko E@mg:};wmm. [Note; cables with 26 gauge
Mm&hﬁmmmﬂmhﬂmlﬂdh‘“mm
and loss than 24 gauge cables.)
o Extended rangs line cards are svailable which extend the range of the
" DLC remote terminal beyond 12,000 feet

,_boumumommmmmxmn
No. mmwmwwﬂmms 1 is designed

MNMMMC&ACWu:MbyHHM
m{ﬂﬂ-d&dﬂrw}
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TWWJM (CSs) concept was specifically designed to
-Mﬂ:mudmhwanmm&n
context of sn efficient loctl exchange distribution network. (Bowman

BCPM 3,1 uses 26/24 gauge cable in distribution. 12,000 f of 26 gauge
copper has resistance value of 999.6 ohms (83.3.ohms per thousand feet
@ 68deg), well within the 1500 ohm supervisory limit of today’s digital
switches, The 26/24 gauging used in the distribution takes into acoount
the industry standard 900 ohm Carrier Serving Area (CSA) design criteria
‘of no more than 12,000 feet of copper regardless of gauge. In the fow
cases where BCPM 3.1 finds grid Quadrants with copper loops greater
than 12,000 and up Yo 18,000 fect in the distribution network, it uses the
Extended CSA (ECSA) design with 24 gauge cable throughout that
quadrent. Extended rangs line cards sre used to serve all customers in
the distribution ares (Grid quadrant) for distribution distances over
13,600 feet, (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. 18 - 19)

m*‘, -Uailﬂﬂh of copper from the DLC to the last lot in &
quadrent is Jess than 11,100 fest, 26 gauge cable is used to serve all
customers, In those circumstances where the distance from the DLC to

the last lot is greater than 11,100 feet, 24 gauge wire is used in oll cables

T
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mmnﬁﬁ%—mmwhmmmm
« BCPM 3,1 models 26 gauge cable out t0 11,100 feet from the DLC RT,

m msmmmcwmmzﬁmmhm
udhhl.mmmadnﬂm Therefore, BCPM 3.1 would

mmq\%mumma,mmu,mﬁu

Mbﬁmﬁ.lwwmmmsm
" Inputs Portolio) that explains how o why the BCPM developers
dﬂll the CSA Concept maximum loop distance for 26 gauge
distribution cable from the DLC RT from 9,000 feet to 11,100 feet.

« BCPM 3.1 models loops between 12,000 and 13,600 foet from the DLC

requiremient that all foops i excess of 12,000 foet should have range
extensioh fine cards, Do these particular BCPM 3.1 customers have
substandard quality service and/or impeded access to advanced services
on a reasonsbly comparable basis? Again, there is no BCPM 3.1
aipporting documestation for this deviation from the CSA Concept

. imummmﬁmhwmw

'Mmhmmmhmm
. mg,l:mmmammmmwhmn
- .m_ﬁﬁiuwmwﬂmmmm

m

_,_)} ﬂ;u

A
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. wmmmm In the real world,
WW#ﬂm&wuwﬂmmmhnnhm
mmmmmn{mmwmw.ﬁw
mm&mhnmm In the real world of OSP
wﬂnwm&nuﬂummmnmmmum
mmmummmeWmmmwm
ummmmwmuﬂhummm

mmm&mmmwwmmmmm
‘i@pﬁ:ﬂi&mmhmmmm larger (HM 5.0a IP,
2.32). mmﬂWMMGMMMIDMITMm
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mmsmmmmm manner that is consistent with
Mwﬂmwm

mrmmmm HM £.0a EMPLOY?

| mmmmwwmsumnw
' Mwhwmpmuum&ummu
,memmw OSP Enginoering guidelines arc always
-mwﬁmmuﬂmm-mmﬂy

d:ivuﬂum#nﬁm For cxample, when the CSA design
MMMMMIM;WwMMHM
MMMMW mmnmmmww
Mﬂumﬂmltmhﬂmm‘-&um

The realstic and cost-effective gauging of the copper distribution cables by HM
5.0a has been described sbove. For its Integrated DLC systems, HM 5.0a uses
twotypes |
* Low density DLC system spplications are based on the Advanced Fiber
Communications UMC 1000A.
. WMMIMWmMMHHDSC
Communications Litespan-2000.

mﬁlmwhuﬁdﬁmMmMﬁrtﬁnuﬂiﬂﬁmﬁ
m.ﬁhuﬂnmiiuwmmmﬂw
:n.mumu-m.cn " The low density DLC system, which is mare
Mmhmdhﬂm actually uses the cost for UMC Remote

ummm i Page 55
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Tmmmmwmummmham
wait. The hgh density DLC sysiem use s “regular” R-POTS chanoel i 10

_mmnﬁmhmpww 17,600 feet from the DLC RT

_M M-ﬁ). Should there be any instances of customers between

“‘w-'---‘”-'-:m-,"'.'--ﬁ“ a high density DLC system, the Litespar. 2000

khwmhmm 1J-20883), the Staffs Final
wﬂdﬂdmﬂs 1998, reported on page 15 (with italics added

'.ilrm)ﬂ."br Bowman did conce de that Hatfield's [i.e., HAJ 5.0a's]

ud:mﬁupmmwwmmcnmmm

..MMWM as long as the proper electronics

mmﬁanmm HM 5.0a does indeed use the proper
mm::mwmmmmmm

Moreover, the Louisisna Staff also found (pages 17 ~ 18) that “the BCPM
mmhmlhhnnhmmdﬂu:mpwdtmﬁwthem

By Mmﬂ' For comparison, the RUVG2 card, used by HM 5.0a
for any customers located between 17,600 and 18,000 feet from & high density

mn.hwmmmmwmm However,

WHAT IS THE COST COMPARISON BETWEEN MODEL RUNS
m ON 12,000-FOOT GRIDS VERSUS 18,000-FOOT GRIDS?
ﬂﬂ“m Page 56
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. mmwmmmwiammwmhhmw-ﬁu

hwmhthrh'mmn 5) This claim is not

mmmmwu
MIIMHN_H__*M“WH:DAH

iqqiu,munummmn:

mnmmwmmnrmmmmw
tilzing the very expeasive REUVG card beyond 13,600 feet when the

:mud._:u‘-._wuu cost, is goud out 1o 17,600 feet. At the very
leasl, BCPM 3.1 should be crsting the RUVG2 card, which is only 25%

Mvmmdmsmmmmmmmhm
constreined 10 12,000 foet have actually produced higher loop costs. This s
becaise the expected feductions in distribution cable investment are more than

 offset by increased investments in feeder cable and structure and additional DLC

RT sites.

DO m HAVE OTHER TRANSMISSION CONCERNS REGARDING

mm:.u |

Yes. There is no explicit test in BCPM 3.1 10 ensure that customers do ot

m:muhwmmmnwu The BCPM 3.1 Model

Methodology states that “okimate grids are designed such that loop lengths from

mntcwmmnnmmm 18,000 feet” (BCPM 3.1
""""”"?nmanmmdhm) However, BCPM 3.1

Toaa Xt
.;-d

mwm“mmmnmmm&mmmm and Mr,

#uﬂlwm Page 57
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" Pitkin has determined that BellSouth, GTE and Sprint have all modeled loops

 excending 18,000 feet from the DLC RT in this proceeding. By comparison, the
___mlm.npﬂdﬂyummmlhummwbopmm- 18,000 feet

';'mmﬂuhhhwmkﬂuwhopuhmnﬂum&u

'-mhhdmhmmmﬂumm&muﬁtymm
'llnﬁp. wwmmmmmmmm

mmmmammwmmmm 1. On

i __h#mmwhouhwlmummmmnm

e
nﬂ%mw:wwmmmmmm

mm
P _

DO YOU HAVE A CONCERN WITH THE BCPM 3.1 MODELING

METHODOLOGY THAT PLACES FIBER FEEDER CABLE TO LARGE

CAPACITY GRIDS BY DEFAULT?

Yes. m_ms,l'wmwmmrvﬁm'mmmm
mwmumdmmm-mmw"mmm
designatsd capacity of the largest copper disribution cable” (BCPM 3.1
Methodology, Pg. 19). 1 have serious enginecring and economic concems
regasding this modeling assumption because no consideration is given 10 the
distance of the particular id from the wire center, Consequently, BCPM 3.1
will ueconomically deploy fiber and DLC to 8 large spartment/office building
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ﬁi‘ﬁpmnwaumm.wwwmm
reason is that there are insufficient savings realized in the substitution of fber
fooder cable for copper feeder cable to offset the sdditional cost of the DLC

 electronics for loops generally less than 12,000 feet in total !eagth from the wire
 canter, which is the BCPM 3,1 copper to fiber breakpoint. So, this particular

c | m assumption is an unressonable cost adder to the network

"'ii'mmmmwmmupmhumm
; mwawmmhmmﬂwm

m_ﬂmmﬂmmmwmu
Methodology, Pg. 19). That is & backward-looking justification based on the

; mimﬂwmtuﬂi-wmmww

lodrh: w-" m-h assumptions applicable to these models per FCC
Cl'luinni hﬁﬁ‘lﬂd&.hmﬁmmmﬂu “scorched node™ assumption,
a conduit system would need to be installed anyway with sufficient 4-inch ducts
to hendle whatever copper and fiber foeder cables might be required. So,
BCPM3.1"s uneconomic substitution of one fiber cable with substantial DLC
system costs instead of placing two, more economical copper cables, saves only
the minimal cost of one duct and certainly avoids no congestion.

Eﬂi’.ﬁ,uﬂunﬁhﬂ,wﬁmnﬁﬁqﬂemaﬂyﬁﬂﬂwm
copper feeder on the route 1o determine if fiber with DLC is the more economical
slternative (HM 5.08 Description, Sec. 63.5). Thus, the HM 5.0a model
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mﬂmmwum process of an OSP

DOES BCPM 3,1 SYSTEMATICALLY OVERSTATE THE AMOUNT OF
 DISTRIBUTION CABLE REQUIRED BECAUSE IT MODELS SQUARE

Ywﬁmﬂmmﬁmmmum
mmum-mm This is not only unrealistic; it results
in Ih m of excessive distribution cable and associated structure
investment. ‘HM 5.08 makes & much more realistic assumption that lots are
m'hﬂ.mWHIMJdeM
mpﬂhmm.mﬂmmmm
any given geographical ares can be served with fewer streets, sidewalks, sewers,
Wmﬁmmnwmmm Since utilities
Mhﬁihﬂwuhhghﬂu“hwlﬂmm
are plso more efficient and less costly for the power, water, cable and
-mm to serve their customers as illustrated by the
mhw ( JWW-6).

“The aquare lot assumption that has been perpetusted in BCPM 3.1 results in
mhﬁn&nﬁhﬁnmﬂumﬂhwm Let's

m«mmmmm“mmm.m
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Dlatrlbutlon Design

: 18 Lots

. ot W,
T w {
—* 400 ¢ 0 L+ 300 L
P
WG Dew e B Lol e 0
st Dot = 14 Lo B * 1 # 113
™ T (st # 4 8 11T ® 120

mmuw.mmm-mmmh(m
ling). The thicker lines represent the distribution cable needed to reach each
castomrer location. « For simplicity sake let's assume the area of each lot is one.
This means each side of a Jot has a length and a width of one. Thus, from the
mﬂmmmumamu&mwmm
3.Ihﬁshan-pl-hmuhmn-muﬁlm.

Now confider the pext. diagram, which roaghly represents the way rectangular
MMMhWMﬁemM The total DA
Mhmmhmmnmm-mmmumh

mm I!thlhnlhc&mynhﬂ‘mhuto“ddmm
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canpty.  Relbe 10 tho following, figure fo seo how the HAI Model designs the
T

ngular Lot Design

12 Lots =

* *Late * TH Lo 300 Low

LR
(NRRERARANRSE
i
:

s
._H:L_
I 3
IE;
P
fii
iE
|
]
L
;
B
L g
i

;;pggﬁt

X=
ol i LF ]

: e lang®= 1 303 22
‘; el [t 5 W0 Lot &% v L0 03
: L e Chat = 1 Lo 4 ° 0« 0

¥ ot s« 13820 30

BE: E TR 25 - Lok

Pecall the BCPM 3.1 DA was 256 lots. The srea of each lot in BCPM 3.1 was
1. The area of each lot in the HAI Model is the distribution ares divided by the
number of fots, 256/288 = 89, Since the leagth of & lot is twice its width in HM
5.0a, the width must be 2/3. You can see that this is correct by multiplying the
width imés twice the width, 2/3%(2%2/3) = 8/9. Now all wo need to do is to add
mmmmw-ﬁummnﬁmm 101,33 to serve 288

m
e W = e
BIE I"' " )
i - Futy

#
-

. rectangular fots, Now, compare this number to the BCPM 3.1 design, which

-nﬁdﬂ#ﬁlmiﬂnnumfmﬁunwumﬂyuﬁnpuuhu

ﬂ-ﬁnmihuh Page 62
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mmdmmmﬁdhhmﬁm“u
mqmmmh 1?Mh-mmummwm.ms 1 —a
wm‘ummmmdmyuﬂmm
MHMMMMG&MNHHI
Muﬂmmmaw.m

mmumﬂmwmmuwrnrmmmr
mnmﬁnm;mmmqumm

Yes. Mmhﬁh*ﬁ”hﬂﬂvms}mw
mmmu-mwumummwmn
that mmwmﬂmwmmmm
MﬂMMﬁ-}M:WMtﬂm
mwm#mwm&mmmmu
Methodology, Pg. 54). mmmmmwﬂrmm
quadrars have to ivoke this constraint in order to limit the amount of excessive
distribution cable’ otherwiss modeled by BCPM 3.1 based on the square lot

This difference in modeling assumptions between the HAI Model and the BCPM
i arther ncosauated when the distance from the center of the stree t0 the froat
of the lot is taken into consideration. The | x 2 rectangulsr lots of the HAI
Model and the 1 1 square fots of the BCPM include the entire are: being
mudmm-puu-murmmuumd When the distan ¢ from
hwdﬁmﬂhﬁlﬂ&md’ﬂnhﬂiﬁhwﬁuﬂyn 30 foet,
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mhmmpum-ﬁmmmmmmm
Wﬁh mmmmmmmﬁvmnu

mmummﬂm
Yu. hmn&utuﬂmﬂhhm the BCPM 3.1 Model Methodology
mﬁm

Mﬂunﬂmhﬂdmhhﬁumﬂ

- business locations. This calculation takes the number of housing units

- times pairs per housing unit and the greater of actual business pairs per

scation or business locations times pairs per location.” (BCPM 3.1
Methodology, Pg. 55)

. ® “The Model default inputs assume two pairs for a resident unii and six

3 plhﬂ:uhm:m (BCPM 3.1 Methodology, Pg. 56)

These “default minimums” in BCPM 3.1 are based on a guideline from the
outdated practice on Detsiled Distribution Area Planning (DDAP) for a minimum
of two pairs per ultimate living unit and five pairs per small business, which may
be modified based o the judgment of the enginser (BSP 901-350-250, Pg 20-
21), However, Wmummﬂmmwm
Fawwmmmm.mmﬁw
mm-ﬂ-hwwm 18,000 feet. A primary advantage of
wmmm local loop distribution planning for additional
h-km&nm-thwmwnmmzm
ﬂ#uhuhdﬁmﬂmhﬂhm
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Mmmmpummwhem The ILECs like
ﬁ'uﬁiiﬁhﬁuﬁuhhmuﬂﬁwﬁmﬂﬁmwm
wwmmammmmwmmmmm

.mm With the widespread use of two-channel DSL Systems, the

mmm(zﬂhmwmmm Thus, the ILECs

'_ﬂﬂWMmMMMmuhhpdubyuﬁnglhu

mmmmmmwmmmm

: MAMP;H) Indeed, GTE’s deployment practice prescribes
'mmmbnmﬂ xo0% based on the planned selective
'mgwmm ILEC cable uilization rates should be

4 mﬁmm&nmm

| hw  historically embedded distribution cable fills, BellSouth

tetiie that, “These [distibution cabie sizing] factors are designed 1o produce 8
Sl representative of BeliSouth's projection of actual fill, based on experience
mmpw (Caldwell Direct, Pg. 12 with italics added for emphasis)
Hwonls’ s resposen ' ATAT's Fiest Set of Interrogatories, Tiem No. 26,
which tried to ascertain the historical utilization of distribution cables, BellSouth

 ospanded that, “No resord is kept of distribution cable status on statewido

basis™ Thus, BellSouth could ot produce any distribution cable “sctual fil,
based on experience over time, for Florids”, and BellSouth's interrogatory

. response appears to coniradict Ms. Caldwell's testimony.

ust wells rodacted rebutal doc Page 63
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iﬂ-i?&;% Sprint responded that,
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8 . lulf. ?i iiﬂu appears to contradict Mr.
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wﬂ.iaﬁn; EEEEEEEEE small
Ern&-rir:nl 0. However, BellSouth, GTE and

g&ifﬁiﬁiﬂiﬁir&!sﬂﬂﬁ.rﬂﬁ
EE%??EEE?EE&&EE—.E




12

14

13

16

1

18

 BCPM 3.1 utllises distibution cable sizing factors 1o increase the demand
puimbers that are already based on the ultimate peir requirements. In addition,

Mkmmmd‘mﬂqnﬂummmmwﬂm

" néoessary, but in the case of the BCPM 3.1 is based on aiready overinfisted pair
. roquirements as detalled above. Interestingly, the ILECs have begun to realize
' &ﬁﬁhmmaummz.lmmmm
 methodology and have more appopriately filed distribution cable sizing factors
'I.m,ﬁum:uimmuﬂhm Nevertheless, the resulting

Mﬁlﬂlmlﬂ“nmwm

| utilization levels rather than “least-cost, most-efficient,