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Ms Blanca S. Bayo, Direclor
Division of Records and Reporting
Florica Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Jallahassee, FL 32399-0850 Oclober 8, 1998
Re:  Docket No. 980696-TP
Deatermination of the cost of basic local lelecommunications service,
pursuant to Section 364 025, Florida Stalules

Dear Ms. Bayo.

On Saptember 24, 1988, GTE Florida Incorporated filed a Notice of Service of

Response in Support of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc ‘s Motion to Compel AT&T

to Produce Documents in the above matter However, the actual Response and

accompanying exhibits were inadvertently omilted irom the fiing We are, therefore,

enclosing an original and fifteen copies of GTE Florida’'s Response for filing in the

above matter. The parties of record in this docket were properly served with the entire
ACK _____fiing. We apologize for any inconvenience this omission may cause

AR ' Should you have any questions regarding the enclosed, please conlact me.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE GOMMISSID

Inre: Delermination of the Cost )
of Basic Local Telecommunications ) Docket No.: 980696-TP
Service, pursuant to Section 364 025, )

)

)

Florida Statutes Dated: September 24, 1998

GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED'S
RESPONSE IN SUPPORT OF BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.'S
MOTION YO COMPEL ATAT TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTS

GTE Florida Incorporated ("GTEFL"), by and through undersigned counsel,
hereby joins in support of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.'s ("BellSouth”) Mation for
entry of an Order compaelling the production of documents by AT&T Communications of
the Southemn States, Inc. ("AT&T") In submitting this Response in Support, GTEFL
joins Sprint-Florida, Inc. ("Spnm-Flonda”) in asking this Commussion to grant
BeliSouth's Motion. GTEFL and AT&T have conferred on this issue and have been
unable to arrive at an adequate solution. Grounds in support of this Response are as
follows:

1. AT&T and MCI are sponsonng in this proceeding the HAl Modal, Version
5.0a ("HAI 5.0a" or "HAI Model") as a means of estimating the cost of basic local
lelecommunications service. AT&T/MCI sponsor the HAl Model through the testimony
of Mr. Don Wood and Mr. James Wells

2. Mr. Wood alleges in his direct testimony that HAI 5.0a is the "most
accurate and reliable means” of determining the forward-looking cost of basic local

lelecommunications service. (Wood Direct at 3). Mr. Wood also claims that HAI 5.0a
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offers “verifiable costs for universal service cost calculations,” (/d. 7) and that the HAI
Model satisfies the FCC's cniteria requiring all "underlying data, formulae, computations
and software associated with |a proposed] Model be available to all inlerested parties
for review and comment.” (/d. at 17-18)

3. As a necessary means of evaluating the HAI Model, and in accordanca
with Mr. Wood's assertion that HAI is “open,” "verifiable,” and that all components of
the Model are “available for review and comment," on August 10, 1898 GTEFL served
upon ATAT several interrogatories and requests for production of documents. The
imerrogatories and document requests at 1ssue in this Responsa relate to the
underl .ng data that eventually is used in HAI 5 0a's customer location assumpticns.
The specific requests for the production of documents and interrogatories relating to
the underlying and pre-processed data served upon AT&T by GTEFL are attached as
Exhibit A.' The discovery served by GTEFL seek exactly the same lype of information
that BellSouth and Sprint-Florida requested, and are the same maternials subject of
BellSouth's pending Motion lo Compel. (See BellSouth's Motion to Compel,
paragraphs 1-6; Sprint-Florida's Responsa in Support of BellSouth's Motion to Compel
ATA&T lo Produce Documents, paragraphs 2-4). Indeed, on August 14, GTEFL

requested the production of documents AT&T produced to BellSouth

'\GTEFL has attached the entirety of AT& T's responses to GTEFL's First Set of Requests for
Production of Documents and First Set of Interrogatories. For purposes of this Response, only
Document Request numbers 10, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 34 and Interrogatory numbers 3, 5,
6.7, 8, 23 and 24 are at issue




4, As AT&T has done in response to both BeliSouth's and Sprint-Florida's
requests for similar data, on August 19, 1998 and again on September 1, 1988, AT&T
objected to GTEFL's discovery requests on the grounds that the requested information
is the preperty of third party vendors and is "only available from PNR™ On Seplember
4, 1998 BellSouth filed the present Motion to Compel. On September 11, 1898 Sprint-
Florida joined in support of BellSouth's Motion. GTEFL hereby suppons BellSouth's
Motion as well.

5. The data sought by GTEFL, BellSouth, and Sprnnt-Flonda is designed to
enable all parties and ultimately this Commission to evaluate whether HAI 5.0a satisfies
what AT&T/MCI characterize as the "first fundamental step” that a cost model "must
perform in order o accurately calculate costs.” (Wood Direct at 4). Namely, whether
HAI £.0a can "accurately determine customer locations.” (/d.). AT&T. through its
unfounded objections and in stark contrast lo the direct testimony of its own wilnesses,
15 now attempting to pievent GTEFL, BellSouth, Sprint-Florida, and this Commission
from reviewing the data necessary to determine whether HAI 5.0a fulfills what
AT&T/MCI themselves argue is one of the two fundamental steps a cost model must
.ake-—-accurately determining customer locations.

6. The significance of the data GTEFL, BellSouth, and Sprint-Florda seek
cannot be understated. HAI 50a, and especially the customer location assumptions of
HAI 5.0a, are the direct result of the data, programming, algorithms, software, and
assumptions made or used by PNR and Associates ("PNR") (See BeliSouth's Motion

al Paragraph 8). Simply put, without the PNR processing and resulling product, HA!




5.0a would not function. It is precisely because of the importance of the PNR data that
GTEFL is seeking to review it. Without a proper review, GTEFL and this Commission
must blindly accept AT&T/MCI's assertion that the data used in HAI 5.0a and HAIS.0a's
output are correct. It is GTEFL's assertion, along with that of BeliSouth, that an
opportunity 1o review the dala requested would demonstra.e that the HAI Model is
fatally flawed. (See BeliSouth's Motion to Compel at Para. 10). GTEFL has been and
remains willing to enter into an app:opriate protective agreement o ensure that the
confidentiality of the data is not compromised.

7 AT&T's refusal to produce PNR data is not new. Nor is the decision of
public utility cormmissions to call AT&T's bluff, As Sprint-Florida notes in its Response
in Support to BellSouth's Motion, in a recent proceeding before the Washington Ulilities
and Transportation Commission ("WUTC"), AT&T was ordered pursuant to GTE's
Mation to Compel to produze the exact same type of data that GTEFL, BellSouth, and
Sprint-Flonda are seeking in this proceeding. In specifically granting GTE's Motion to
Compel, the WUTC correctly held that "access to the pre-processed geocoding and
clustering data used to ‘geocode’ customers and create the customer serving areas is
critical to evaluate the HAI Model's database and softwaro.” (In the Matter of
Determining Costs for Universal Service, Docket No. UT-98031(a), Seventh
Supplemental Order Granting and Denying, in part, GTE's Motion to Compel, and
Denying US West's Motion 1o Remove Testimony, Before the Washington Utililies and
Transportation Commission, August 26, 1998, at 3) (Attached herelo as Exhibit B). The

WUTC went on to hold that AT&AT's position that PNR data is the intellectual property of




a third party vendor and is only available from PNR “leaves the parties and the
Commission in a totally unacceptable 'black hole' with respect to evaluating this
information." (id.) (emphasis added). Accordingly, the WUTC ordered AT&T 1o provide
the requested information. This Commission should do the same.

B. For all of the foregoing reasons, and for all of the reasons stated in both
BallSouth's Motion to Compel and Sprint-Flonda's Response in Support of BellSouth's
Motion, GTEFL urges the Comraission to compel AT&T o pruvide the documents and
infermation requested in GTEFL's Requests for Production of Document numbers 10,
12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 1B, 19, 20 and 34, and Interrogatory numbers 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 23 and
24

DATED this 24th day of September, 1998,

GTE Service Corporation
201 North Franklin Slreet
Legal Dept., 16th Floor
Tampa, Florica 33802
(813) 483-2610

BRIAN P FARLEY

Collier, Shannon, Rill & Scott, PLLC
3050 K Street, NW.

Suite 400

Washington, DC 20007

(202) 342-8400

COUNSEL FOR GTE FLORIDA INCORPORATED




BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Determination of the DOCKET MO. 980696-TP
cost of basic local
telacommunications service, DATED: September 1, 1998

pursuant to Section 364.025,
Florida Statutes.

AT&T'S RESPONSES, OBJECTIONS, AND MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE
ORDER WITH RESPECT TO GTE FLORIDA. INCORPORATED'S
FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. (hereinafier "ATET™),
pursuant to Rules 25-22.034 and 25-22.035, Florida Administrauve Code and Rules
1.340 aud 1.280(b), Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, heretry submits the following
Responses, Objections, aud Motion for Protective Order with respect to GTE Florida
Incorporated's (hereinafier *GTE") First Request for Production of Documents to AT&T
Communications of the Southern States, [nc., dated August 11, 1998.

OBJECTIONS AND MOTICN FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER
Pursuant to the terms of Order No, PSC-98-0813-PCO-TP issued by the Florida
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) in the above-referenced docket on June 19,
1998, AT&T served its Objections to GTEFL s First Request for Production of
Documents on August 17, 1998, These objections are incorporated herein by specific
reference thereto. AT&T's objections are submitted pursuant to the suthority contained in
Slatnick v. Leadership Housing Svstems of Florida. Inc.. 368 S0.2d 79 (Fla. 3d DCA

1979). To the extent that a Motion for Protective Order is required. the objections

EXHIBIT A




attached hereto and incorporated herein by specific reference thereto are to be construed
as a request for a protective order.

RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC REQUESTS
Subject to and without waiver of its General Objections, Specific Objections, or
Motion for Protective Order, AT&T submits the following Responses 1o specific
discovery requests of GTE.

1. Produce all documents AT&T wod/or HAI Consultants reviewed or relied upon in

responding to GTE Florida Incorporated’s First Set of Interrogatories.

GTEFL DR 1 RESPONSE: See response to DR 2.

2. Prouce all documents that members of AT&T or HAL reviewed, wrote, or relied
upon i:1 establishing the default inputs and/or engineering assumptions contained in HAI
Model Rilease 5.0a Inputs Portfolio. This production should include, but is not limited
to, vendor quotes or survey results received by the HAI “engineenng team,” surveys,
requests for information, or any similar correspondence sent by HAI or its “engincering
team” to any contractor, vendor or equipment provider; and any work papers, charts,
tables. notes, etc. produced, created or reviewed by HAL the “engincering team.” any
member of the engineering team. andor ATET. (AT&T was ordered to produce similar
documents in several proceedings, including, among others, the Washington Generic Cost
Proceeding, the AT&T/GTE New Mexico Arbitration proceeding, and the Hawaii

Generic Cost Proceeding. For ease of identification and production, the documents GTE




requests were commonly referred to in the three identified proceed’ 1gs as the “Fassen™
documents. The documents produced in these prior proceedings were subject to
protective agreements that prevent GTE s use of these documents in this proceeding.
Moreover, any “updates” to the previously produced materials should be produced in this
proceeding.)

GTEFL DR 2 RESPONSE:

Documents/publications provided in California. The following

documents identified in the Hatfield Model 5.0 inputs portfolio were
produced to GTE In = state regulatory proceeding in California,
Docket ONAD-R.93-04-003/1.93-04-002. Due to the volume of this
documentation, as has been discussed by counsel for AT&T and GTE,
AT&T s still gathering the following documents:

“Statement of Joint Pole Units and Apnwal Pole Unit Changes by
Regular Members”, Monthly Financial Statements of the Southern
Alabama Joiat Pole Committee, October 1996.

Northern Telecom, DMS-STP Planner 1995, Product/Service
Information, $7005.16, Issue 1, April 1995,

Blake, V.A., P.V. Flynn and F.B. Jennings, "A Study of AT&T's
Competitor's Capacity to Absorb Rapid Demand Growth,” June 20,
1990, Filed in CC Docket No. 90-132.

Brand, T.L., G.A. Hallas, et al.," An Updated Study of AT&T's
Competition's Capacity to Absorb Rapid Demand Growth," April 19,
1995, compiled by AT&T Bell Laboratories.

AT&T Form M and other data examined in developing variable
D'fﬂhﬂd [lﬂﬂh

AT&T Outside Plant Engineering Handbook, Augast 1994, page 14-
10. Footnoted in HIP as AT&T, Outside Plant Systemas.




Documents/Publications that cannot be provided but are available to
GTE. The following documents which are identified in the Hatfield
Model 5.0 inputs portfolio have not been provided to GTE for the
reasons described below, but are otherwise publicly available to GTE.
All Bell Communications Research document/publications listed
below and referenced in the Hatfield Model are protected by
copyright; Bellcore has refused AT&T permission to copy its
documents. Bellcore documents can be obtained from Bellcore,

Plscataway, NJ.

Bellcore, BOC Notes on the LEC Networks - 1994,
Bellcore, Telecommunications Transmission Engineering, 1990.

Bellcore, Clearance for Aerial Cable and Guys in Light, Medium and
Heavy Loading Areas (BR 627-070-015), Issue 1, 1987;

Bellcore, Clearance for Aerial Plant, (BR 918-117-090), Lssue 5, 1987;
Bellcore, Long Span Construction (BR 627-370-XXX), date unknown;

Bellcore, LATA Switching Generic Requirements, Section 17: Traffic
Capacity and Environment, TR-TRY-000517, lssue 3, March 1989.

R.S. Means, Square Foot Costs, 18th Annusal Edition, 1996 and
Residential Cost Data, 15th Edition, R.S. Means Construction
Pablishers, Kingston, MA 1996. R.S. Means publications are
copyrighted publications. The publications are available
commercially from R.S. Means Company Kingston, MA

Martin D. and Margques Allyn (eds.), 1997 National Construction
Estimator, 45th Edition. This is a copyrighted publication that can be
obtained commercially from Craftsman Book Company, Carlsbad,
CA.




Lee, Frank E.. Outside Plant, abe of the Telephone Series, Volume 4,
is m copyrighted publication that can be obtained from abe
TeleTraining, lnc., Geneva, IL.

Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1995, 115th. Edition, US
Department of Commerce, Economic and Statistics Administration,
Bureau of the Census. Available from the U.S. Government Printing
Office, Superintendent of Documents, Washington, D.C. 20402-9328.

Cable Construction Manual, 4th Edition, is a copyrighted publication
by CommScope, Inc. The publication can be obtained from
CommScope, [nc., Hickory, NC.

Northern Business Information, U.S, Central Office Equipment
Market, 1995 Edition, Northern Busiaess Information, a division of
MeGraw-Hill Book Company, New York, January 1996, This
document is copyrighted by McGraw-Hill; AT&T Is not authorized to
provide copies to other parties. The document is available

commercially from McGraw-Hill, Avenue of the Americas, New Yori,
NY.

Reed, David P., Residentia! Fiber Optic Networks and Engiaeering
and Economic Analysis, Artech House, Inc., Boston 1992. Thisa
copyrighted publication that AT&T believes is available commercially
from Artech House, Inc.. Canton Street, Norwood, MA.

Kiley, Martin D., 1996 National Construction Estimator, Craftsman
Book Company, 6058 Corte del Cedro, Carlsbad, CA 92018,

AT&T Network Systems (now Lucent Technologies), Outside Plant
Systems, Select Code 22688, February 1992, 2000 Northeast
Expressway, Norcross, GA 30071.

Bell Telephone Laboratories, Incorporated, Engineering and
Operations in the Bell System, Indiana Publication Center - Select
Code No. 500478, P.0. Box 26205, Indianapolis, Indiana 46226, 1977.

AT&T Network Systems (now Lucent Technologies), Fiber Optic
Products Catalog, Indiana Publication Crater - Select Code No.
2492C, P.O. Box 26205, Indianapolis, Indiana 46226, 1995.




Documents/publications that are a matter of public record. GTE can
obtain the following documents from the appropriate Federal or State
agency or department using the citations provided below:

Federal Communications Commission documents of record:

Bell Atlantic ONA filing (FCC Docket 92-91), February 13, 1992 and
SBC ONA filing (FCC Docket 92-91), May 18, 1992,

FCC Monitoring Report. Docket No. 87-339, May 1995, Table 4.15.
In the Matter of Amendment of Part 36 of the Commission’s Rules
and Establishment of & Joint Board, Docket 80-286, Order, December
1,1994, 9 FCC Red 7962 (1994). See Universal Service Fund Data
Request, File 1 of 4, page 8 of 11,9 FCC Red 7962, 7976.

Ex parte submission by AT&T to the FCC in CC Docket No. 95-116,
dated May 22, 1996.

“Statement of Matthew I. Kahal Concerning Cost of Capital,” In the
Matter of Rate of Return Prescription for Local Exchange Carriers,
File No. AAD95-172, Mareh 11, 1996. Also, AT&T ex parte filing of
February 12, 1997, “Estimating the Cost of Capital of Local
Telephone Compruies for the Provision of Network Elements,” by
Bradford Coruell, September, 1996. An updated version of Dr.
Cornell's white paper is attached.

FCC CS Docket No. 97-98 NPRM, March 14, 1997




3.

State documents of record:

1993 New Hampshire Incremental Cost Study, provided by New
England Telephone Company in compliance with New Hampshire
Public Utility Commission's Order Number 20,082, Docket 89-010/85-
182, March 11, 1991. Page 90 for Public Telephone Equipment per
station; pages 122 & 126 for Billing per line per month; and page 394
for Alternative Central Office Switching Expense Factor and
Alternative Circuit Equipme=at Factor.

Direct Panel Testimony of Richard Wolf, Clay T. Whitehead, Donald
Flscella, David Peacock and Dr. Miles Bidwell on Behalf of the
Electric Utilities, Case 95-C-0341: Pole Attachments, State of New
York Public Service Commission, January 27, 1997;

Neww York Telephone's Response to Interrogatory of January 22,
1997, Case 95-C-0341: Pole Attachments, State of New York Public
Service Commission, January 27, 1997,

Produce the most recent set of Florida input values and equipment prices

used by AT&T in its Transport Incremental Cost Model (*TICM™) for the inputs

listed below. These input values are the same TICM input values AT&ET was

ordered to produce in several proceedings, including the Washington Generic

Cost Proceeding, the ATET/GTE New Mexico Arbitration Proceeding, and the

Hawaii Generic Cost Proceeding. (The input values produced in these three

proceedings are subject to protective agreements that prevent GTE from using

these previously produced values in this proceeding )

a the actual number of minutes of use per month. per DS-0 level
switched access trunk;

b. the investment per DS-0 level trunk port,

c. the investment per installed foot of fiber:

d. the tandem common equipment investment;




c. the power invesunent per switch:

f. the cost of construction per square foot of a wire center building;

B the land price per square foot of land that contains switch
buildings:

h. the busy hour fraction of daily usage;

i. the annual to daily vsage reduction factor;

Je IOF wire center EF&1 fully loaded labor rate per hour in;

k. Optical Distribution Panel cost to connect 24 fibers to the
traRnsmission equipment;

L the number of hours required 1o insall the equipment associated
with |OF transmission systems.

GTEFL DR 3 "ESPONSE:

AT&T has uo responsive documents. AT&T no longer maintains an

operable version of TICM. Use of TICM was discontinued and the

model was deactivated as part of a larger effort to reduce AT&T s

Internal operating costs, TICM Is being archived and s currently in

the process of being completely removed from the large computer

server on which it resided. Unlike Hatfield Model 5.0, which could be

produced on s CD-ROM, TICM requirsd spproximately 30 gigabytes

of storage. Retrieving the model from archives would require locating

a server, re-creating an interface for the model and locating personnel

who could run the model. It cannot be produced in its current form.

Recreation of TICM would be burdensome and oppressive. TICM Is




irrelevant to the scope of this proceeding and not reasonably

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

4. If AT&T contends that GTE's existing network in Florida is inefficient,

produce all documents supponting this contention.
GTEFL DR RESPONSL 4:
This request seeks documents that are irrelevant to the scope of this
proceeding nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. There has been no such evaluation done on any
ILEC existing network as implied in the request. The primsry
reason is that these models are based on FCC assumptions such as the
“scorched node™ approach of building an entirely new network and
forward-looking costs (i.e, specifically not using the costs of the
embedded network). Notwithstanding, the embedded LEC networks
still work on a substantial basis with excessive bridged tap, load colls,
and gauge designs that exceed standard resistance design. There are
also many loops beyoand 18,000 feet using pure copper feeder and
distribution cables. The HAl Model by design has eliminated all these
conditions, The HAI Model uses fiber optic cable feeds extensively

thus providing better fransmission qualities and lower maintenance.

See nlso response to DR No. 2.




5

If ATET contends that GTE's current costs for forward-looking technology in its

present network are too high, produce all documents supporting this contention.

6.

GTEFL DR 5 RESPONSE:
There has been no such evaluation done on any [LEC existing network as

implied in the request. The primary reason is that these models are based on

FCC assumptions such as the “scorched node™ approach of building an

eatirely new network and forward-looking costs (i.e., specifically not using

the costs of the embedded network).

Provide any and all documents, workpapers. or correspondence that suppons the

claim that tha NBI study assumes a line to trunk ratio of 6:1 as stated in the HAI Model

Desc:iption section 6.5.3.1, page 31.

7.

GTEFL DR 6 RESPONSE:

There are no documents, work papers, or correspondence relied upon to
support the claim that the NBI study assumes a line to trunk ratio of 6:1
other than those referenced documents in section 6.5.3.1 of Model
Description.

Page 2 of the HAI 5.0a Model Description states that “the level of service quality

engineered into the HAI Model exceeds, by a substantial margin, the customary level of

basic service quality offered by LECs over their embedded network.™ (a) Produce all

documents, studies, empirical data. or other analysis that suppor the contention that the

service quality engineering into the HAI Model exceeds, “by 8 substantial margin,”

service quality in the LECs present network; (b) define and/or quantify the “substantial




margin” to which the Model Description refers; and (c) produce all documentation,

workpapers, engineering guidelines, engineering practices, or industry standards that

describe or define the “customary level of basic service quality offered by LECs."
GTEFL DR 7 RESPONSE:
The embedded LEC networks still work on a substantial basis with excessive
bridged tap, load coils, and gauge designs that exceed standard resistance
design. There are also many loops beyond 18,000 feet using pure copper
feeder and distribution cables, The HAI Model by design has eliminated all
these conditions. The HAI Model uses fiber optic cable feeds extensively thus
providing better transmission qualities nnd lower maintenance. Also, see

response to DR 2 for further documentation.

8. Produce all documents sent to or obtained from NBI that provide any
identification or description of switching software features included or excluded from the
per line prices used in the HAI 5.0a switch cost curve. [fno such documentation exists,
describe in detail any communication between HAI (or AT&T) and NBI relating to such
information. Provide the date of the communication, the person(s) involved, and the
details of what was communicated.

FLGT DR 8 RESPONSE:

See Attached “HM Switching Curves” document.

Communication between AT&T and NBI regarding switching has taken

place over the past 24-36 months in the form of conversations either by

telepbone, in person at one-to-one meetings 7r at larger mectings, and by E-




9.

mail. It would not be possible to recreate all the conversations, meeting
and/or E-mail messages that may have had some bearing on switching within
HAL

In calculating switching costs, identify and provide the information sources that

were used to dstermine the discount off list prices that large and small telephone

companies (respectively) will receive from switching equipment vendors. If the discount

values selected or implied in the HAI 5.0a arc weighted averages of multiple discounts,

please provide all information sources supporting the weights which are used or implied

in the v.cighted average discount calculation.

1.

10.

FLGT DR 9 RESPONSE:

See Attached *HM Switching Curves” document and response to DR 2.
Regarding the request for information sources supporting discounts - Prices
of telecommunieations equipment and materials are notoriously difficult to
obtain from manufacturers and large sales organizations. The HMS5.0
developers thus have often been forced to rely on informal discussions with
vendor representatives and personal experience in purchasing or
recommending such equipment and materials. Nevertheless, a great deal of

experience and expertise in the industry underiies the estimates, where they

were necessary to augment explicit, publicly available informsion.

Provide in electronic form the geo-coded data for the State of Florida that s used

to produce the clusters in the HAL 5.0a.




GTEFL DR 10 RESPONSE:

AT&T objects to this request for the reasons set forth in its preliminary

objections to GTEFL's request no. See attached “Affidavit 2.4.98 (Clarke) -

PNR & Geocode"

11.  Provide all documents, s:dies performed by AT&T or HAL or other analyses
which support AT&T's contention that HAl 5.0a's geo-coded locations are accurate o
within six decimal places of a degree.
FLGT DR 11 RESPONSE:
Geocoding
Geocoding is used in order to most accurately assign known customer
locations to actual, physical locations. Geocoding is also known as location
coding. It involves the assignment of latitude and longitude coordinates to
sctusal street addresses. Geocoding software is sophisticated enough to
provide information regarding the source and precision of the lat/long
coordinates selected. This precision indicator allows PNR and Associates of
Jenkintown, PA (PNR), to select only those addresses that have been
geocoded to a highly precise point location. Almost uniformly, cographical

address locations are derived from ennanced versions of the USGS' TIGER

database.

To perform its geocoding, PNR uses a program by Qualitative Marketing

Software called Centrus Desktop. The enhanced data behind Centrus is




provided by GDT. Premium GDT data are updated bi-monthly to ensure
accuracy. These data integrate new information from US Postal Service
(“USPS™) databases and private sources so that new streets and additions
and changes to ZIP codes, street names, and + ddress ranges are included as
soon as possible,

Centrus Desktop allows geocoding on two levels. The first is a match to the
actual address — which is the only type of geocoding used in HM 5.0a
customer location. The second is a match to a ZIP code (ZIP, ZIPH4, ZIP+2)
ievel. Because of the lesser sccuracy in the second method, these geocodes

are not used in PNR's process of assigning customer locations.

Data hlerarchy in address geocoding starts wih the State. The hierarchy
continues with City, Street Name, Street Block, and finally, House Range.
Typically, a Street Block is the same a3 an actual physical block but it can
alse represent a partial block as well. The House Range displays address
information from the USPS. Additionally, where there are gaps in the actual

address range, the House range will account for these gaps.

Initially, the address-coding module in Centru: Desktop compares the street
addresses from the input file to the records contained in the USPS ZIP+4
directory snd the enhanced street network files. If the address is located in

the USPS files, the address is standardized and a ZIP+4 s also returned. i




this address is also found in the street network files, Centrus Desktop
determines a latitude and longitude for the location. Optionally, if the
address is not found in the street network files, location information may be
applied from the ZIP level.'

Location codes generated by Centrus Desktop indicate the accuracy of the
geocode. For purposes of customer location clustering in the HM 5.0a only
those geocodes assigned at the 6-decimal place point location made directly to
the street segment are used.’

While the software and data used allow for a much more comprehensive
outrui of data elements, for use in HM 5.0s customer location, the following

addressing elements are extracted:

EREN

' Note that ZIP+4 codes may be very precise. [n general, they are specific to the
face of single city block. While it may tumn out that accuracy to the street block
face is quite sufficient for accurate cost modeling of local telephone networks, in
the interest of conservatism, these type of geocodes are not presently used in HM
5.0a data.

! Furthermore, placement of the sddress along the street segment is quite precise.
The Centrus geocoding software and reference data also make use of USPS
determinations of whether the segment contains a continuous or discontinuous
range of address numbers. Thus, if the addresses on a block face run from 200 to
250 and 274 w0 298 [withiheung:bmmﬁlmdiﬂuﬁ:ﬁnﬂ.),mlddrﬂ:uf
250 will be geocoded, it will not simple be geocoded as at midblock.




Gross-up

The above-derived precisely geocoded locations are then counted by CB.
These geocoded location counts by CB are then compared to target total line
counts for that CB derived by the PNR NALM (described in section 2.3 of the
HMS5.0a Model Description). If the geocoded location counts are less than
the target count, the residual number of customer location points is then
computed, and geographical locations for these points are generated. This
process is performed by PNR using TIGER file CB boundaries. Each of the
additional number of customer locstion points that a CB reguires to total to
its target count is generated and assigned a geocode so as to place these
“surrogate” points uniformly along the CB's boundary., While these
boundary-assumed locations for the gross-up or surrogate points are
plausible — hecause most CBs are bounded by roads — this Is also =
conservative placement of the gross-up points because it assumes they are
maximally separated from one another.

As 8 result of this gross up process, the customer location file now contains

records for each of the U.S."s more than 100 million customer locations with




a geocode (either caleulated precisely or through the gross up process)

associated with it

See attached “Affidavit 2.4.98 (Clarke) = PNR & Geocode”

12.  Frovide a copy of the PNR National Access Line Model, Version 2.0, aloag with
all associated inputs which were used to produce the runs of HAI 5.0a for Flonda.
Include in this response copies of all software programs and any input files mentioned in
the Model Description that were used in any way to produce or affect the numbers which
were used to produce the runs of HAI 5.0a for Flonida

FLGT DR 12 RESPONSE:

See Preliminary objections to DR No. 12. See the affidavit of Richard N.

Clarke attached.

13.  Provide copies of the regression analysis and the results of that analysis, which are

discussed at p. 22 or the HAI Model Description.
GTEFL DR 13 RESPONSE: AT&T objects to this Request for Production of
Documents on the grounds that this information is the proprietary
intellectual property of third party vendors and is only available from PNR.
PNR Is not relsted to AT&T In any way and PNR Is not a party to this
proceeding. GTEFL's attempt to conduct nonparty discovery through
AT&T ls inappropriate and not allowed by the rules civil procedure. In

addition, the information requested is not and never as beea in the possession




14.

of AT&T. This information is commercially available to GTEFL from PNR.
AT&T will arrange a visit to PNR to enable GTEFL to view this information
as long as GTEFL makes arrangements to visit PNR and assume the expense
of obtaining the requested data. Without waiver, AT&T will produce the
requested documents in its possession custody or control subject toa
determination of confidentiality by AT&T and the execution of an

appropriate protective arrcement.

Provide all documents relating to any analysis done by the sponsors of HAl 5.0a

10 demonstrate that the procedure of “grossing up” customer sites for which geocoded

points or addresses are not available by placing such sites on the census block boundaries

dues not understate the facilities required to actually serve such customers on a forward

looking basis. 1f no such analysis has been conducted, so state.

15.

GTEFL DR 14 RESPONSE:

See “Gross Up" portion of response to DR 11.

Provide all workpapers associated with the projectivn of lines by PNR for the |

million businesses which are not included in the Dun and Bradstreet database.

GTEFL DR 15 RESPONSE: AT&T objects to this Request for Production of
Documents on the grounds that this information is the proprietary
intellectuai property of third party vendors and is only available from PNR.
PNR s not related to AT&T in any way and PNR is not a party to this

proceeding. GTEFL's attempt to conduct nonparty discovery through




AT&T Is inappropriate and not allowed by the rules civil procedure. In
addition, the information requested is not and never as been in the possession
of AT&T. This information is commercially available to GTEFL from PNR.
AT&T will arrange a visit to PNR to enable GTEFL to view this information
as long as GTEFL makes arrangements to visit PNR and assume the expense
of obtaining the requested data. Without waiver, AT&T will produce the
requested documents in its possession custody or control subject to a
determination of confidentiality by AT&T and the execution of an

appropriate protective agreement.

16.  Provide all documents related (o the estimated total business count of 12 million

which is used as the basis of the business adjustment described at pp.22 and 23 of the

HAI Model Description.
GTEFL DR 16 RESPONSE: AT&T objects to this Request for Production of
Documents on the grounds that this information is the proprietary
intellectual property of third party vendors and Is only available from PNR.
PNR is not related to AT&T in any way and PNR is not a party to this
proceeding. GTEFL's attempt to conduct nonparty discovery through
AT&T Is inmppropriate and not allowed by the rules civil procedure. In
addition, the information requested is not and never as been in the possession
of AT&T. This information is commercially available to GTEFL from PNR.
AT&T will arrange = visit to PNR to enable GTEFL to view this information

as long ns GTEFL makes arrangements to visit PNR and assume the expense




i7.

.

of obtaining the requested data, Without waiver, AT&T will produce the
requested documents in its possession custody or control subject to a
determination of confidentiality by AT&T and the execution of an

appropriate protective agreement.

Provide an electronic copy of the Dun & Bradstreet National Database along with

all relevant documentation used to derive the HAI 5.0a's database,

GTEFL DR 17 RESPONSE: AT&T objects to this Request for Production
of Doctments on the grounds that this informatiou is the proprietary
Intellectual property of third party vendors and s only svailable from PNR.
PI'R is not related to AT&T In any way and PNR Is not a party to this
proceeding. GTEFL's attempt to conduct noaparty discovery through
ATA&T s inappropriate and no¢ allowed by the rules civil procedure. In
addition, the information requested is not and never as been in the possession
of AT&T. Thils information is commercially available to GTEFL from PNR.
AT&T will arrange a visit to PNR to enable GTEFL to view this information
as long as GTEFL makes arrangements to visit PNR and assume the expense
of obtaining the requested data. Without waiver, AT&T will produce the
requested documents in its possession custody or control subject to a
determination of confidentiality by AT&T and the execution of an

appropriate protective agreement.




Provide an electronic copy of the Metromail. Inc. National Database along with

all relevant documentation used to derive HAl 5.0a's database.

19.

GTEFL DR 18 RESPONSE: AT&T objects to this Request for Production of
Documents on the grounds that this information is the proprietary
intellectual property of third party vendors and Is only available from PNR.
PNR is not related to AT&T in any way and PNR Is not a party to this
proceeding. GTEFL's attempt to conduct nonparty discovery through
AT&T is inappropriate and not allowed by the rules civil procedure. In
additior, tae information requested is not and never as been in the possession
of AT&T. This informstion is commercially available to GTEFL from PNR.
AT&T will arrange a visit to PNR o enable GTEFL to view this information
as long as GTEFL makes arrangements to visit PNR and assume the expense
of obtaining the requested data. Without waiver, AT&T will produce the
requested documents in its possession custody or control subject to a
determination of confidentiality by AT&T and the execution of an

appropriate protective agreement.

Provide an electronic copy of the Point-Coding Reference Data for CENTRUS

point coding software.

GTEFL DR 19 RESPONSE: AT&T objects to this Request for Production of
Documents on the grounds that this information is the proprietary
intellectual property of third party vendors and is only available from PNR.

PNR is not related to AT&T in any way and PNR Is not a party to this




proceeding. GTEFL's attempt to conduct nonparty discovery through
AT&T s inappropriate and not allowed by the rules civil procedure. In
addition, the information requested is not and never as been in the possession
ofl ATAT. This information is commercially available to GTEFL from PNR.
AT&T will arrange a visit to PNR to enable GTEFL to view this information
as long as GTEFL makes arrangements to visit PNR and assume the expense
of obtaining the requested data. Without waiver, AT&T will produce the
requested documents in its posse sion custody or control subject ton
determination of confidentiality by AT&T and the execution of an

appropriate protective agreement.

20.  Provide an electronic copy of the Data Preparation and Clustering Software along

with ali relevamt documentation used 1o drive the HAI 5.0a’s database.
GTEFL DR 20 RESPONSE: AT&T objects to this Request for Production of
Documents on the grounds that this information is toe proprietary
intellectual property of third party vendors and is only available from PNR.
PNR is not related to AT&T in any way and PNR i~ 2ot a party to this
proceeding. GTEFL's attempt to conduct nonparty discovery through
AT&T is inappropriate and not allowed by the rules civil procedure. In
addition, the information requested is not and never as been in the possession
of AT&T. This information is commercially available to GTEFL from PNR.
AT&T will srrange a visit to PNR to enable GTEFL to view this information

as long as GTEFL makes arrangements to visit PNR and assume the expense




of obtaining the requested data. Without waiver, AT&T will produce the
requested documents o its poss ession custody or control subject to a
determination of confidentiality by AT&T and the execution of an

appropriate protective agreement.

21.  Provide all documents refermng or relating to any external validation tests or
studics that have been performed on HAL 5.0a. “External validation™ refers to any
comparisons of the HAI 5.0a"s output with actual, publicly reported data.

GTEFL DR 21 RESPONSE.

There have been comparnsons of Hatfield Model 5.0 wath BCPM. [Jim Wells wall

prvide]

72.  Provide all commespondence. contracts, letters, memoranda. or any other
documents sent to or received from PNR conceming the development of HAI 5.0a or any

of the Model's earlier versions,

GTEFL DR 22 RESPONSE: AT&T objeets to this request on the grounds
that whatever remote relevance it may have is cutweighed by the enormous
burden of developing the list requested.
73, Produce all documentation supporting the reduction of investment in site
preparation and power for low-density remote terminal DLC systems from $2.500 in
version 4.0 of the HA1 Model to $1.300 in version 5.0a of the HAl Model.

GTEFL DR 23 RESPONSE:




3.5.1. DLC Site and Power per Remote Terminal

Definition: The investment in site preparation and power for the remote

terminal of a Digital Loop Carrier (DLC) system.

Default Values:

Remote Terminal Site and Power

High Density GR-303 | Low deasity GR-
DLC . 33DLC

$3,000 $1,300

Support: The incremental per site cost was estimated by a team of outside
plant experts with extensive experience in contracting for remote terminal
site installations, Low Density DLC cabinets can be mounted on a small 417

x 38" prefabricated concrete or fiberglass pad.

There are a wide variety of DLC products available for low-density
applications. These DLC products are designated as NGDLC (Next
Generation Digital Loop Carrier), and are also GR-303 compliant. While
there are many quality DLC products available, it is normally better to
model 8 single manufacturer since components are not interchangeable. In
HM 4.0, low density DLC deployment was modeled on the DSC
Communications Corp. ONU-96. This unit is compatible with the DSC
Litespan-2000 units used in the model for large size DLC. HM 4.0 used
products by Seiscor for long loop T-1 copper extensions. The engineening

team, in doing its continuing review of industry improvements, decided to




24.

switch to the UMC-1000 small digital loop carrier systems manufactured by
Advanced Fibre Communications, Inc. (AFC) for HAIS.0. This unit is
rapidly capturing a significant portion of the low-density fiber fed DLC
market, and s of very high quality. [a addition, the eagineering te 1m was

able to secure list prices for the equipment which assists in documenting

amsumptions.

The following is excerpted frow the Hatfield Inputs Portfolio for further
information. Since AFC was willing to give our engineers list prices, New
England Telephone should be able to secure their own pricing information

from tk i vendor to verify our assumptions.

The incremental per site cost was estimated by a team of outside plant experts

with extensive experience in contracting for remote terminal site installations.
Low Density DLC cabinets can be mounted on a small 417 x 38" prefabricated

concrete or fiberglass pad.

Section 7 of the HAI 5.0a Inputs Portfolio lists the source of the “Regional Labor

Adjustment Factor™ table as “Marun D. Kiley and Margues Allyn, eds., 1997 Nauonal

Construction Estimator 45th Edition, pp. 12-15, [Normalized for New York State as

1.00]."

a Provide any documents, work papers, repons, eic. used in the development

of the 4.66 figure. Identify any loadings that are included. 1f no documents exist, provide

the rationale for the 4.66 figure.




b. Provide any documents, work papers, reports, ec. used in the development
of the 0.55 figure. 1f no documentation exists, provide the rationale for the 0.55 figure.
Include the reasons for using this data to represent the components identified in
subsection (f), abova.

GTEFL DR 24 RESPONSE: AT&T objects to these requests on the grounds

that AT&T did not author nor publish the 1997 National Construction

Estimator 45* Edition. Theinformation contained in the referenced material

is & nationally recognized source commonly relied upon by business and

government agencies and is deemed to be accurate and current.

25.  The fcllowing formula is located in cell B26 of HAI Release 5.0a’s Operator
Worksheet of the Expense Output Workbook:
=((“Investment [nput™!$D3 + “Investment Input™1SE3 + “Investment

Input™!SG3) * (4.66°0.55)) + ((*Investment Input™3SD12 + “lnvestment

Input"!SE12 + “Investment Input"!SG12) * (4.66%0.55))

a Provide any documents, work papers, reports, etc. used in the development
of the 4.66 figure. Identify any loadings that are included. 1 no documents exist, provide
the rationalc for the 4.66 figure.

b. Provide any documents, work papers, reports, etc. used in the development
of the 0.55 figure. I1f no documentation exists, provide the rationale for the 0.53 figure,

Include the reasons for using this data to represent the components identified in

subsection (f), above.

GTEFL DR 25 RESPONSE:




- _

a. The 4.66 value is based on a compilation of values provided in line item

6621 on the ARMIS report.

b. The value is based on a ratio of the values provided in line item 700 of the

ARMIS 43-02 report.

26.  The Distribution Module of HAI 5.0a references “Riser”, “Intrabuilding”, “Block™
and “Building™ cable.
o Define each of these cable tvpes.
b. For each cable type, identify the situations in which each cable type would
be used within the Distribution Module of HAI 5.0a
GTEFL DR 26 RESPONSE:
Block - cable attached to the [out]sides of buildings, normally found in higher
density areas, and referred to as “block cable,” Is appropriately classified to
the aerial cable account.
Iatrabuilding - To facilitate modeling, HIM 5.0a also reasonably iacludes
Intrabuilding Network Cable under its treatment of aerial cable. Thus the
default pereentages (section 2.5.1, HMS5.0a HIP) above 2,550 lines per square
mile indicate s growing amount of block and intrabuilding cable, rather then
cable placed on pole lines.
Riser cable — placed vertically in a riser cable shaft or conduit inside of a
high rise building. Typically it would go from the building entrance terminal
in the basement of & building up a riser cable shaft to be terminated or

spliced to distribution cables on multiple floors in & high-rise building.




Building Cable is a general term without specific application.

-

27.  Ifthe HAI 5.0a Model does not assume there will be distribution plant supported
on poles in the top two density zones, provide all documents, studies, and empirical data
supporting this assumption.

GTEFL DR 27 RESPONSE:

Definition:

The relative amounts of different structure types supporting distribution and
feeder cable in each density zone. For distribution cable, in the highest two

¢ -nsity zones, aerial structure includes riser and block cable.

Based on the fact that increasing density drives more placement in developed
areas, and that as developed areas become more dense, placements will more
likely occur under pavement conditions, it is assemed in HMS.0a that
density, measured in Access Lines per Square Mile, is a good determinant of
structure type.

Aerial/Block Cable:

The most common cable structure Is still the pole line. Where an existing
pole line is available, cable is normally placed on the existing poles.

Abandoning an existing pole line in favor of buried plant is not usually done.

HM 5.0a aceounts for drop wire separately; drop wire is not considered part
of aerial cable in HM 5.0a. However, cable artached to the [out]sides of

buildings, normally found in higher density areas, and referred to as “block




cable,” is appropriately classified to the aerial cable account. To facilitate
modeling, HM 5.0a also reasonably includes Intrabuilding Network Cable
under its treatment of acrial cable. Thus the default percentages (section

1.5.1, HM5.0a HIP) above 2,550 lines per square mile indicate a growing

amount of block and intrabuilding cable, rather than cable placed on pole
lines.28. The Copper Feeder Manhole Spacing table in Section 3.1.2 of
the HAI Release 5.0a Inputs Portfolio uses distances between manholes of

400 feet, 600 feet or 800 feet for various density zones.

28.  The Copper Feeder Manhole Spacing table in Section 3.1.2 of the HAI Release
5.0a Inputs Portfolio uses distances between manhaoles of 400 feet, 600 feet or 800 feet
for various density zones.

a For cach dersity zone, provide any documents, work papers, cic. used in
the development of the default distance between manholes.

b. If no documents exist. provide the rationale for using the listed distance
between manholes in each density zone.

GTEFL DR 28 RESPONSE:

n. There are no workpapers other than the HIP Binder and the

documents/publications listed in response to DR 2 above.

b. The variation in the distance between manholes reflects the real-world

condition of the typical OSP feeder network. In higher density, more urban

area manholes are placed closer together than in lower density, more rural

areas. The reason is that in urban areas there are more customer buildings




and streets that cross the feeder route which require manholes for the

splicing of subfeeder cables.

29.  With respect to the GTE Florida Incorporated network modeled by the HAI

Model:

o How many switches that function solely as operator tandems have been
modeled?

b. For each of the operator tandems identified in subsection (a), list the
specific CLLI code.

c. For each of the operator tandems identified in subsection (), list the exact
cell locations within the HAI Model's work and distance files where information related
to each operator tandem (such as the operator tandem names, CLLI codes, etc.) can be

found, as well as the specific value shown in each of the cell locations.

GTEFL DR 29 RESPONSE:

See attached spreadsheet DR29.

30.  Produce the most current AT&T engincering guidelines (electronic and hard
copy) and/or documents used by AT&T personnel to engineer AT&T"s long distance and
local exchange networks (this should include outside plant, local switch, and tandem
switch guidelines).

GTEFL DR 30 RESPONSE:




AT&T Engineering Guidelines were not used by the HAl1 OSP Engineering
Team to develop the HAI Model. Furthermore, they sre not relevant for the

type of narrowband, residential access network being modeled in this

proceeding.

31.  Produce what the HA! 5.0a sponsors believe to be the most current publicly
available outside plant engineering guidelines.
GTEFL DR 31 RESPONSE:

See response ‘o DR 2.,

32.  Procuce any and all AT&T and/or Lucent Technologies updates to the ATET

Outside Plant Engineering Handbook dated August 1994,

GTEFL DR 32 RESPONSE:

See response to DR 2. There were no updates by AT&T. Lucent owns the
document.

13,  Produce a copy of any and all outside plant engineering guidelines relied upon,
reviewed, or used by HAI or any consultants thereto to develop HA1 5.0a.
GTEFL DR 33 RESPONSE:

See response to DR 2,

34, Please provide GTEFL either:
(a)  access o the HAl Model version 5.0a preprocessing data for Flonda. to at

least the same extent as such data were made available 1o GTE pursuant to the Minnesota




Public Utilities Commission’s May 12, 1998 Order Granting GTE Motion to Compel
Discovery in the Universal Service Docket, Docket No. P-999/M-97-909 on the premises
of PNR or other mutually convenient location, including without limitation the ability to
view all geocoded and surrogate customer locations for each original main and outlier
cluster for Florida, the ability to measure the minimum spanning tree distance for such
each cluster in Florida from the geocoded and surrogate locations using software
provided by Stopwatch Maps, and the sbility to record and take from PNR's premises,
the cluster identification number, wire center with which the cluster is associated, the
diagonal length of the minimum bounding rectangle of the original PNR cluster, and the
minimum spanring tree distance for each such cluster in Florida; or

(t)  Produce in electronic form data from PNR that identifies each wire center
in GTEFL's serving ar=a, the cluster identification number for each cluster in such
serving area, the wire ceates with which each cluster is associated, the diagonal length of
the minimum bounding rectangle of the original PNR cluster, and the minimum spanning

tree distance for each such cluster in Flonda.

GTEFL DR 34 RESPONSE: : AT&T objects to this Request for Production
of Documents on the grounds that this information is the proprietary
intellectual property of third party vendors and Is only available from PNR.
PNR is not related to AT&T in any way and PNR s not a party to this
proceeding. GTEFL's attempt to conduct nonparty discovery through
AT&T Is Inappropriate and not allowed by the rules civil procedure. In

addition, the information requested is not and never as been in the possession




of AT&T. This information is commercially available to GTEFL from PNR.
AT&T will arrange a visit to PNR to enable GTEFL to view this information
as long as GTEFL makes arrangements to visit PNR and assume the expense
of obtaining the requested data. Without waiver, AT&T will produce the
requested documents in its possession custody or control subject to a
determination of confidentiality by AT&T and the execution of an

appropriate protective agreement.

SUBMITTED this lst day of September, 1998.

Tallahassee, FL 32301
(904) 425-6364

ATTORNEY FOR ATALT
COMMUNICATIONS OF THE
SOUTHERN STATES, INC.
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HM SWITCHING CURVES

The model uses two switching cost curves, one for large telephone companies
and one for small independent telephone companies (ICOs). Both curves
reflect the decreasing cost of switching per line as a functior. of increasing
switch size. The RBOC/Large LEC curve differs from the curve describing
small LEC switching costs to reflect these lower equipment prices negotiated
by large volume purchasers of switching equipment, such as the RBOCs and
other large local exchange companies.

The switching cost curves were developed using typical per-line prices paid
by BOCs, GTE and other independents as reported in the Northem Business
Information (NBI) publication, “U.S. Central Office Equipment Market: 1995
Database.™ la addition, public line and switch data from the ARMIS 43-07
and responses to the USF NOI (Universal Service Fund Notice of Inquiry)
data request from 1994 arc employed as well. .

Four points were developed to create large LEC switching invesument curve.
TmufthﬁcpuimmﬁumMRBDCdeTElwmimhmgmw
line reported in the NBI study. These two switching cost points were then :
paired with the average sizes of current RBOC and GTE switches Cerived
from 1995 ARMIS 43-07 line and switch data. A third cost point for large
swiiches of 80,000 lines was developed from other industry sources. The
fourth point reflects the average line size and cost of switches bought by small
ICOs, but is adjusted to reflect the lower price paid by large LECs. The 1993
USF NOI data was used 10 estimate an average line size for small LEC
switches. Alﬂhmq:!h:riuwuudm:mdhyumﬁn;th:ltﬂlm
upuiundm;hinwm;:ﬁmp:rmﬁ:hbumlﬂlmdlﬁs
similar 1o that experienced by GTE. A logerithmic curve was then fit to these
data using Jeast-squares regression, resulting in an equation: y=-14.992
Lo(x)+ §242.73.

The value on the large LEC curve comresponding to the small LEC average
line size was compared 1o the ICO per line value from the NBI report. This
produced a 1.7 factor which was applied to the constant term in the
logerithmic functional form to produce a curve of identical shape, but shifted
WWit?quﬂmmtdmﬂuluttLECmrmdﬁn;inm
equation: y=-14.992 Lo(x)+ $416.11.

' Northern Business Information study: LS. Cenyral Office Equipment Marker = | 994, McGrawe-Hil,
New York, 1996




SWITCH CURVE

Lines Per Local Switch
1885 16883
RBOC 12,800 M) 11,600 O
GTE 2,700 ®m 2,800 o
Smaller IC 1,700 R 1,600 B
A) Aversga RBOC 1598, ARMIS 4307
] OTE 1688, ARMIS 4307
=] Average RBOC 1693, ARMIS 4307
o OTE 1093, ARMIS 4307
B industry lees RBOC. OTE. Sprnt, SHET 1993, USF NOX
F) Estimated viing GTE 1899 (2 1993 melatiorshio
LARGE LEC SWITCH CURVE
Swilch Cost vs Linesize
Conl Per
Uinesiza Lina
Large Switch 80,000 $ T8
Avg RBOC Linssizs 12,000 3§ 102
Avg GTE Linesuze 2,700 % 118
Avg Smaller ICO Linesiz 1,700 3% 138
Carrent Curve
Constant 242.73
Slope =14 982




Michigan, and Master's and Doctoral degrees in economice from Harvard. Prior
o joining ATA&T with Bell Labs in 1986, | was an Assistant Professor of
Economics at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, and worked as an economist
with the Antitrust Division of the U.S. Departiment of Justice.

2. The purpose of this affidavit is to respond to several ill-informed claims
made by U S WEST that the customer location data that underlie the placement
and engineering of distribution plant in the Hatfield Model 5.0 ("HM 5.0°) are

insufficientlty open and venfiable, thus the entire model should be stricken from
the Commission's consideration.

3. Before addressing the individual U S WEST allegations, it is useful to
piovide a comect descnption of the basic data used in the HM 5.0, hc ¥ these

dets are developed, and what parties are responsible for each stage of this
development.

4. Because the HM 5.0 has as its goal the modeling of distnbutior. plant that
is engineered as precisely and efficiently as possible to the locations at which
customers demand telephone service, the HM 5.0 requires as input the best
possible latitude and longitude data on these precise customer locations. These
latitude and longitude specifications of customer geographical locations are
called "geocodes.” There is widespread agreement that such geocodes are
superior descriptors of customer location 1o “surrogate” methods such as use of
road locations.' The data sources that the HM 5.0 uses for its customer

' This is because many roads are devoid of telephone customers; telephone cusiomers may not
be located along the set of rcads entered in certain limied road databases; and even when
customers are located along roads, their concentration along roads s typically uneven.

-
-




geocodes are commercially available direct mail address lists from Metromail for
residence locations. and Dun and Bradstreet ("D&B") for business locations
These data are obtzined by the HM 5.0's independent data vendor, PNR and
Associates, through agreements that PNR has with Metromail and D&B. PNR
then converts these address lists into geocode points by processing these data
through a commercially available geocoding software program known as
Centrus™ Desktop that is distrituted by QMS Software.” PNR continues to use
only the geocodes that Centrus Desktop returns with an indicator that the
location is accurate to the precise address level, and which identify the Census
Block in which the geocode Is located. The remaining less accurate geocodes
are discaided as being insufficiently precise for current use within the HM 5.0.°

&, Because Metromail and D&B data contain only about 80% of all residence
and business addresses, and because PNR discards thuse address geocodes
that are not precise to the address level, this data process will typically yield
geocodes for only about 70 to 75% of the total number of residence and
business customer locations that are believed to exist. This geocorde success
fraction is computed by dividing the number of successful (or "actual’) goocodes
for & unit of geography (e.g., a Census Block, a county, a state) by an estimate
of the full number of customer locations believed to exist in that unit of

I Tha Me‘romall and D&B databases are described in detail in Sections 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 of the
HM 5.0 Model Description, that has been placed into the record of this proceeding.

? The procedures used by Centrus Deskiop to convert addresses into latitude and longitude
geocodes are descnbed in Section 5.4.3 of the HM 5.0 Model Descniption. In addition, the
operations manual for Centrus Desidop, which provides even fuller detail about these
techniques and procedures was entered by ATAT into the public record of the FCC's universal
service proceeding (CC Dit. No. 86-45) on December 23, 1897.

“ These geocodes may only have located an address accurate 10 a Census Block Group or a
ZIP or ZIP+4 cantroid.
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geography. These denominator estimates are developed by PNR for residence

and business locations, by Census Block, from PNR's National Access Line
Model.*

B. The raw estimates that PNR develops from its National Access Line
Model are normalized to be specific to a particular collection of wire centers, and
to add up 1o the total business and residence line counts reported by LECs for
their study areas through lists of eligible wire centers and study araa line count
totals provided by AT&T to PNR. These normalized “target” counts, then,
become the denominator for the geocode success rate. |If the number of
successful yeocodes for a Census Block falls short of PNR's calculated “target”
number of customer locations for that Census Block, PNR creates an additional
number of *surrogate” geocodes for that Census Block that are latitude and
longii:de pairs uniformly spaced along the Census Block's periphery. Thus, the
number of “actual” geocodes plus “surrogate” geocodes for each Census Block

will add up to the target number of customer locations that PNR has estimated
for the Census Block.

£ Once this collection of actual plus surrogate geocodes is complete, these
geocodes are associated with a serving wire center tlirough PNR's use of BLR
wire center service area data. A complete wire center's collection of customer
geocodes are then processed by PNR's Spabal Clustering Module to identify
naturally occurring clusters of customer locations that can be served efficiently

'rmﬁ‘Uerswmuamm-mﬁmwwuw
from PNR and developed from PNR's Mational Access Line Model,

*|t Is my understanding that BLR data are also used by the BCPM3 for this same purposa.
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from common distribution and feeder facilities.” The location, the area, the
relative North/South to EastWest dimensions, and the line counts arsociated
with each of these clusters are then compiled by PNR and retumed to AT&T for
inclusion in the input data that are used directly by the HM 5.0.

8. It is now useful to review the opportunities available to U S WEST (or any
other interested party) lc audit each of these stages of the HM 5.0 data
development processes. As a threshold point, U S WEST doss not appear 1o
provide evidence that any of these data development steps is improperty
performed, but, rather, questions the verifiability of the geocoding process.
"Witho':: this basic information, U S WEST s deprived of its opportunity to
denonstrate the likely errors and deficiencies in the geocoding process and is
being deprived of cbtaining a fair hearing in this matter” shall now demonstrate
trat each of these stages is verifiable by U S WEST; and to the extent that
U S WEST claims that it is not able to verify these steps, it is either becausa
U S WEST has: (1) ignored information that has been placed on the public
racord; or (2) has fundamentally misunderstood how the data are developed and
used by the HM 5.0; or (3) because U S WEST has falled 1o make a clear

request for the required information to the party that can appropriately provide it
to U S WEST.

Claim 1: USWEST claims that the Metromail residential data have
coverage less than that claimed by AT&T.

' The source code for PNR's Spatial Clustering Module was filed with the FCC In CC Dit. No.
86-45 on September 30, 1997 and on January 13, 1996.
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Although it is difficult to understand how U S WEST can claim both that the
Metromail data are unavailable, and at the same time claim that it has found the
coverage of these data lo be incomplete, both statements are false. As
Metromail has stated directly in a memo filed publicly with the FCC on December
23, 1867, the number of address records in their National Consumer Database is
approximately 98.2 million - and not the 68 million alleged by INDETEC on
behalf of U S WEST. In liaht of Metromail's correction of U S WEST's erroneous
view of its data, it is not clear what subsequent efforts U S WEST may have
made to clear up its misunderstanding of the content of the Metromail data and
to obtain a complete and appropriate set of these data from Metromail.

Clelmn 2: U S WEST claims PNR will not provide them with the actual
geocode points from the Metromail and D&B data.

8. While it is true that PNR will not provide these geocode points lo
U S WEST, neither does PNR provide these points to AT&T. The reason is
straightforward. The address information PNR obtains from Metromail and Dun
& Bradstreet is commercially valuable and provides revenues to Metromail and
D&B. Thus, PNR Is prohibited by these two vendors from giving their data away.
Mr. William Newman, Executive Vice President of PNR, noted this concem in his
letter to Mr. Steve G. Parsons, INDETEC, dated January 13, 1998. "Because of
the potential negative revenue implications, our data vendors insist that we act
responsibly in using their data.”" Furthermore these vendors’ concems are very
real because U S WEST competes with Metromail and Dun & Bradstreet in the
mailing list business. One need only look at the U S WEST Yeliow Pages in
Denver, Colorado under "Mailing Lists.” Large advertisements appear for




USWEST Marketing Resources and for Dun & Bradstreet.  Metromail
Corporation also has an ad.

10. These competitive concerns aside, the Metromail and D&B databases are
available for use by U SWEST, but USWEST has simply not followed the
instructions in the letter frein PNR to INDETEC stating that these vendors must
be approached directly to seek a license to use their commercial data. Instead,
U 8 WEST states that it has attempted to obtain this basic information from PNR
and the Hatfield Sponsors. These entities do not have a right to distribute these
data - and in the case of the Hatfield Sponsors, do not even have access (o
these raw data themselves. U S WEST has not alleged that it approached
Metromail and D&B o obtain the basic information and that Metromail and D&8
have refused to provide tne information after U S WEST executes an acceptable
proprietary agresment and pays the requisite sum. Thus, U S WEST has not

made any showing that the information is not available from the proper owners of
these data.

11, Furthermore, U S WEST may not even need to secure access o the raw
data to receive the information it deems essent'al. Based on further processing,
PNR has now been able to develop geocode rate statistics by density zone for

each of the 52 state junisdictions that the HM 5.0 models.® For Minnesota these
resulls are:

'These geocode rate data have boen filed publicly by MCI with the FCC in CC Dit. No. 8645
on February 3, 1698.




Density Zona Geocode Pct
0=5 8%
5-100 A4%
100 = 200 TT%
200 - 650 B4%
650 - 850 B8%
B50 - 2550 21%
2580 - 5000 92%
5000 - 10,000 91%
10,000 + 7%
Avarage 76%

If U'S WEST believes that this level of granularity is insufficient, and that it needs
o jetermine the counts of actual geocoded customer locations individually by
Census Block, t must acquire commercially the requisite residential and
business addresses from Metromail and D&B, and the Centrus Desklop
geocoding software from QMS. With these data and software in hand,
U S WEST can develop these counts in the same fashion as PNR - or may
request PNR lo perform thase processes.

12. Similarly, U S WEST may develop an appropriate set of "target” location
counts by Census Block to serve as the dsnominator in its caiculations of
geocode percents. As PNR indicated in its letter to INDETEC, PNR will sell its
unnommalized National Access Line Model outputs to any interested party.
Purchasers may either provide PNR with their own list of eligible wire centers
and total line counts by study area for normalization purposes: or in the
alternative, provide PNR with the same values for these data items as provided
by AT&T to PNR for use in the HM 5.0.° In any event, if U S WEST is unsure

* U S WEST may develop thess normalization data by eramining the input database provided
on the HM 5.0's CD-ROM. This database contains the kst of eligible wire centers used in the




how 10 proceed in this regard, the best way to proceed is to take PNR up on its
good faith offer to work with them to develop the data that U S WEST requires.
If USWEST chooses to work in this fashion, and to obtain from the data
vendors appropriate use licenses for their data, U 8 WEST wouid be able to
develop and analyze specifics of the data that have nol even been available to
ATAT — because ATAT is not a direct licensee of the granular Metromail and
D&B data. What is key ta note, is that it is incumbent upon U S WEST to seek
access to the different data sources used in the HM 5.0 from the party who has
authority to grant t. USWEST was misguided in trying to gain access to the
D&B and Metromail data thr~ugh PNR, and similarly misguided in trying to gain
access to the inputs that ATAT provided to PNR though PNR. A simple request

to the party that originated the particular data item would have been the most
availing.

13.  In this regard, it is useful to draw an analogy to the openness with which
certain input data used by U S WEST's BCPM3 model are available. It Is my
understanding that tha BCPM3 uses terain data from Stopwatch Maps, and
processes these data through Mapinfo programs, to develop the average terrain
characteristics associated with each wire center. It is also my understanding that
U S WEST will not provide these data and sofiware programs 1o any interested
party. Rather, should AT&T wish to verify BCPM3's process, it would have to
approach Stopwatch Maps to purchase the base terrain data, and purchase the
Mapinfo software to process these data — as these data and software programs
are not in the public domain."

HM 5.0. and also contains the line count totals by type for each study area that were used by
PNR to normalize counts to HM 5.0 specifications.

' pernaps less open to potential public view is the Belicore SCIS or U 8§ WEST SCM models
that BCPM3 relies on to develop its switching costs. Furthermore, ATAT has poen unable to

9

i J;'iVJ




14. It is aiso instructive 10 note that while the HM 5.0 Spcnsors' have made
available granular statstical information n.baui the succass of their customer
geocoding over 468 different state/density zone geographical units across the
U.S., | am unaware that BCPM3 has made public any analogous information
about the success of its customer location process. It certainly would be useful
for BCPM3 to state (a) the number and percent of actual customer locations that
are located along the roads that are mapped in the BCPM3 model. (b) a
statistical measure indicating how evenly these actual customer locations are
dispersed along these roads; (c) the number and percent of actual customer
locations ihat are located within the “road-reduced square” where tha BCPM3
lavs its distribution plant; and (d) the percent of all road mileage mapped in the
BCPM3 model that falls within the “road-reduced square” where the BCPM3 lays
ite Jistribution plant. The provision of these statistics on a national basis, by
state, and by density zone within each state would add usefully to an informed
debate over the relative merits of each of the models.

15. Finally, the use of Metromail and D&B data within the HM 5.0 to determine
actual customer geocodes is because the HM 5.0 Sponsors’ believe these (o be
the best current publicly available data. To the axtent that the LECs maintain
lists of addresses of the locations to which they provide telephone service - of
the actual goecodes of these locations, the HM 5 N Sponsors' would be pleasec
to substitute this source of customer geocodes for the sources now used.
Indeed, the HM 5.0 Sponsors' expect that Commissions will order LECs that
seek to be eligible to receive universal service support to make available any
data that they might have in this regard to improve the accuracy of the cost

asceriain any avenue for determining the vaiues of the propnetary input parameters that

10




modeling process. Similarly, to the extent that the LECs have data superior to
that developed by the PNR National Access Line Model on the number of lines
by type that are demanded by customers in each specific Census Block and wire
center, the HM 5.0 Sponsors' also would expect that Commissions would order
LECs that seek to be eligible to receive universal service support to make
available any such data 10 improve the accuracy of the cost modeling process.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.
Respectfully submitted this day of Fobruary, 1888.

“Richard N, Clarke

U S WEST and the other BCFM3 sponsors’ have chosen to insert into these closed modeils.
1




STATE OF COLORADO )

COUNTY OF DENVER )

SUBCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this day of February, 1988, the
above named RICHARD N. CLARKE, as an expert witness for AT&T Communications

of the Midwest, Inc., who certifies that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of his

knowledge 2nd belief.

NOTARY PUBLIC
My Commission Expires:




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Edward Garvey  Chair

Joel Jacobs Commissioner

Marshall Johnson Commissioner

Gregory Scott Commissioner

Leroy Commissloner

Koppendrayer
IN THE MATTER OF THE STATE )
OF MINNESOTA'S POSSIBLE ) PUC DOCKET NOs. P-089/M-87-809
ELECTION TO CONDUCT ITS OWN )
FORWARD-LOOKING ECONOMIC ) OAH DOCKET NO, 12-2600-11342-2
COET STUDY TO DETERMINE THE )
APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF UNIVERSAL )
SERV'CE SUPPORT )

AFFIDAVIT OF WITNESS

|, Richard N. Clarke, being first duly sworn, depos> and say as follows:

1. My name is Richard N. Clarke. | am a Division Mansger in AT&AT's Local
Services and Law and Public Policy Divisions. In this position | am responsible
for ATAT s economic policies related to local tslecommunications services and |
have directed ATAT s participation in the development of the Hatfisld Model of
forward looking economic costa of local exchange networks and services. | have
-wmhmmmmnumm
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Michigan, and Master's and Doctoral degrees in economics from Harvard. Prior
1o joining ATA&T with Bell Labs in 1088, | was an Assistant Professor of
Ecornomics st the University of Wisconsin-Madison, and worked as an economist
with the Antitrust Divislon of the U.S. Department of Justice.

2. The purpose of this affidavit Is to respond 10 several Eknformed claims
made by U 8 WEST that the customer location data that underiie the plscement
and engineering of distribution plart in the Hatfield Model 5.0 (HM 6.07) are
insufficiently open and verifiable, thus the entire model shouid be stricken from
38 Commission's considermtion.

3. defore addressing the individual U 8 WEST allegations, it Is useful to
provide & comect description of the basic data used in the HM 5.0, how these
dats cre developed, and what parties are responsible for each stage of this
developmant.

4. Becauze the HM 5.0 has a= its goal the modaling of distribution plant that
is engineered as precsely and efficiently as possible to the locations at which
customen demand taslephons sarvics, the HM 5.0 requires ss input the best
mmmmmmmmmm These
latitude and longitude specifications of mnw locations are
called "geocodes.” There is widespread agreement that such geocodes am
superior descriptors of customer location 10 “surrogate” methods such as use of
road locations.' The data sources that the HM 6.0 uses for ts customer

' This is because many roads are devoid of telephone customers; talephone customers may not
be located along the set of roads entered in certain imits¢ road databases: and even when
customers are locsted along roads, thelr concantration along roads is typically uneven.
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geocodes are commercially available direct mail address lists from Matromai for
residence locations, and Dun end Bradstreet ("DA&B") for business locstions.?
These data are obtained by the HM 5.0's independent data vendor, PNR and
Associstes, through agreements that PNR has with Metromail and D&B. PNR
then converts these address lists into geocode points by procsssing these data
through & commercially aveiable geocoding software program known as
Centrus™ Deskiop that is distributed by QMS Software. PNR continues to uss
only the geocodes that Ceruus Deskiop retums with an indicator that the
location is accurate to the precise address level, and which identify the Census
Block in which the geocode is located. The remaining less sccurate geccodes
are discarded as being Insufficiently precise for curment use within the HM 6.0.*

5. Because Metromail and D&B data contain only about 0% of all residenca
and business mddresses, and bacause PNR discards those sddress geocodes
that are not precise 1o the address level, this dats process will typically yield
geocodes for only about 70 to 75% of the total number of residence and
business customer locations that are belleved fo exist. This geocode success
fraction s computad by dividing the number of successful (or "actual”) geocodes
for @ unit of geography (e.g., @ Census Biock, a county, a staie) by an estimats
dmunmﬂmmmm_mmmmm

! Tha Metromad and DAB databases sre describad in detail in Sactiona 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 of the
HM 5.0 Model Dascription, that has been placed ito the record of this procesding.

3 The procedures used by Centrus Deskiop to convert addresses into latitude and longitude
geccodes e described in Bection 5.4.3 of the HM 5.0 Model Description. |n sddition, the
mmmmm.mmmmﬂmm
techniques and procedures wes entsred by ATAT into the public record of the FCC's universal
service procesding (CC Did. No. §6-45) on Decamber 23, 1997.

‘n-g-md-muﬁmm-dmmmu-wmmu-
ZIP or ZIP+4 oentroid.
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geography. These denominator estimates are developed by PNR for residence

and business locations. by Census Block, from PNR's National Access Line
Model.!

6. The raw estimaies that PNR develops from its Nationul Access Line
Madel are normalized to be specific to a particular collection of wire centers, and
to edd up to the total business and residence line counts reported by LECs for
their study areas through lists of eligible wire centers and study area line count
\otals provided by AT&T to PNR. These nommalized “target” counts, then,
becoms the denominator for the geocode success rate. If the number of
succassful geocodes for a Census Block falls short of PNR's calculated “target’
number f customer (ocations for that Census Block, PNR creatas an additional
nuraber of "surrogate” geocodes for that Cansus Block that are latitude and
longitude pairs uniformly spaced along the Census Block's periphery. Thus, the
number of “actual® geocodes plus “surrogate” geocodes for each Census Block
will 2dd up to the target number of customer locations that PNR has estimated
for the Census Block.

7.  Onca this collection of actual plus surrogate geocodes is complets, these
geocodes are esscciated with & serving wire center through PNR's usae of BLR
wire center service area data® A compieie wire centor's collection of customer
geocodes are then processed by PNR's Spatial Clustering Module to identify
naturally occurring clusters of customer jocations that can be served efficiently

1 indeed. U § WEST's sponsored BCPM3 Modsl makes use of business line counts purchased
from PMA and developed from PNR's National Access Line Modsl.

-nhmywqmmm“mmwnm:mu-umm
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from common distribution and feeder faciiities.” The location, the area, the
reiative NorthvSouth to EastWest dimensions, and the line counts sssociated
with sach of these clusters are then compiied by PNR and retumed to ATAT for
inclusion in the input data that are used directly by the HM 6.0.

8. it is now ussful to review the opportunities svailable to U 8 WEST (or any
other interested party) lo audit each of these stages of the HM 5.0 data
deveilopment processes. As a threshold point, U 8§ WEST does not appesr to
provide evidence that any of these data development steps is Improperly
performed, but, rather, questions the verifiability of the geocoding process.
"Without this basic information, U S WEST s deprived of its opportunity to
demons* ute the likely ermors and deficiencies in the geocoding process and is
beirg deprived of obtaining & fair hearing in this matier* shall now demonstrate
taat each of these stages is verifiable by U S WEST; and o the extant that
U 8 WEST claims that it s not able to verify these stapa, [t is either because
U 8 WEST has: (1) ignored information that has been piaced on the public
record; of (2) has fundamentally misunderstood how the data are developed and
usec by the HM 5.0; or (3) because U S WEST has falled tc make a clear

request for the required information to the party that can appropriately provide it
to U S WEST.

Claim 1: U S WEST ciasims that the Metromail residential data have
coverage leas than that claimed by ATA&T.

" The source code for PNR's Spatial Clustering Module was filsd with the the FCC In CC Dia.
Ho. 56-45 on September 30, 1007 and on January 13, 1098,
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Although it Is difficult to understand how U S WEST can claim both that the
Metromail data are unavaiabile, and at the same time ciaim that it has found the
covernge of thess data to be incomplete, both statements are false. As
Metromail has stated directly in a mamo filed publicly with the FCC on December
23, 1897, the number of address records in their National Consumer Database is
approximately 882 million - and not the 60 miiiion aliesged by INDETEC on
behalf of U S WEST. In light o/ Metromail's commection of U § WEST s ermoneous
view of s data, it is not clear what subsequent efforts U 8 WEST may have
made to clear up its misw: derstanding of the content of the Metromail data and
to obtain @ complete and eppropriste set of these data from Metromail,

Clakii &: USWEST ciaims PNR will not provide them with the actual
yeocode points from the Metromail and D&BE data.

. While it is true that PNR will not provide these geocods points to
U 8 WEST, neither does PNR provide thesa points to AT&T. The reason is
straightforward. The address information PNR obtaina from Metromail and Dun
& Bradstreet is commercially valusble and provides revenues io Metromail and
D&B. Thus, PNR is prohiblted by these two vendors from giving their data awsy.
Mr. Willlam Newman, Exscutive Vice President of PNR, notad this concem in his
lstter to Mr. Steve G. Parsons, INDETEC, dated January 13, 1998. "Because of
the potential negative revenue implications, our data vendors insist that we act
responsibly in using their data.* Furthermore these vendors’ concems arne very
real because U 8 WEST competes with Metromail and Dun & Bradstrest in the
mailing list business. One need only look at the U § WEST Yeliow Pages in
Denver, Colorado under "Mailling Lists.” Large advertisements appear for




USWEST Marketing Resources and for Dun & Bradstreet  Metromail
Corporation alsc has an ad.

10. These competitive concems aside, the Metromail and D&B databases are
available for use by U 8 WEST, but USWEST has simply not followed the
instructions in the letter from PNR to INDETEC stating that these vendors must
be approached directly = seek a license o use their commercial deta. Instead,
U & WEST states that it has sttempted to obiain this basic information from PNR
and the Hatfield Sponsors. These entities do not have a right to distribute these
dsta - and In the case of the Hatfield Sponsors, do not even have access to
thess raw data themseives. U 8 WEST has not alleged that it approached
Meiomail and D&B 1o obtain the basic information and that Metromail and D&B
have refused to provide the information after U 8 WEST executss an acceptable
propristary agreement and pays the requisite sum. Thus, U 8 WEST has not

made any showing that the information is not available from the proper owners of
these data.

11.  Furthermore, U 8§ WEST may not even need to sacure Bcoess o the raw
data to recaive the information it deems essentisl. Based on further processing,
PNR has now been able to develop geocoda rate simtistics by density zone for
each of the 52 state jurisdictions that the HM 5.0 models. For Minnesota these
resulls are:

-mmmmmmmmwmmu-FWMWMNa.Mm
February 3. 1998,
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- Density Zone -+ |  Geocode Pet 1|
0-6 G%
5-100 44%

100 - 200 %
200 - 650 4%
850 - 850 B8%
850 - 2580 1%
2850 - 5000 §2%
5000 - 10,000 1%
10,000 + %
Average T0%

If U S WEST believes that this level of granularity is insufficient, and that it needs
lo determine the counts of sctual geocoded customer locations Individually by
Census Block, # must scquire commercially the requisite residential and
businoss addresses from Metromail end DAB, and the Centrus Deskiop
geocod.ng softwere from QMS. With these data and software in hand,
UHWM#MMMMWWWI:PHH-&W
request PNR to perform these processes.

12. M.UEWMMInmmMmdww
mwmahﬂm“nmdmhhmd
geocode psercents. As PNR indicated In its letier to INDETEC, PNR will seil ks
WWMMMM'ﬁme.
Nﬂmmmmmﬁmﬂﬂmludmmm
wmnmmmmmmw:umh
mmmnmmmummmmun-upm
wATlThPNthuuhﬂ-mlﬁ.n,' In any event, If U S WEST Is unsure

'uammmmmmmwmnmmw
on the HM 5.0's CO-ROM. This catabass containa the kst of sligible wire centers used in the




good falth offer to work with them to develop the data that U 8 WEET requires.
if U S WEST chooses to work In this fashion, and to obtain from the data
vendors appropriate use licenses for their data, U 8 WEST would ba able to
develop and analyze specifics of the data that have not even been availsble to
ATAT — becauss ATAT is not a direct licanses of the granular Mstromal and

DABE data. What is key to note, is that It Is incumbent upon U 8 WEST o seek
access 1o the differsnt data sources used in the HM 5.0 from the party who has
suthority to grant . U § WEST was misguided in trying to gain access to the

D&B and Metromad data through PNR, and similarly misguided In trying to gain
sccess {o the inputs that ATAT provided to PNR though PNR. A simple request
E?Eiiﬂlﬂﬂgigiﬂiiﬂii
avaling,

13.  In this regard, it is useful to draw an analogy to the openness with which
certain input data used by U 8 WEST's BCPM3 model are available. It s my
understunding that the BCPM3 uses tersin data from Stopwaich Maps, and
ﬂiiigi!ﬂng.ﬁ;?ii
charscteristics sssociated with each wire center. It Is also my understanding that
:mﬁﬂi:ﬂuﬂt—iﬁlﬂ%i!lﬂi
party. Rather, shoud ATAT wish to verify BCPM3's process, it would have to
spproach Stopymtch Maps to purchase the base terrain data, and purchase the
Mapinfo software o process these daia — as these data and software programs
are not in the public domain.”




modeling process. Simiiarly, to the extent that the LECs have data superior to
that developed by the PNR National Access Line Model on the number of nes
by type that are demanded by customers in each specific Census Block and wire
canter, the HM 5.0 Sponsors’ also would expect that Commissions would onder
LECs that seek to be eligible to receive universal service support to meke
available any such data to improve the accuracy of the cost modeling process.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.
Respectfully submitted this _ 7 day of F ebruary, 1998.

o PASU CRL_

Richard N. Clarke

U 8 WEST and the other BCPM3 sponsors’ have chosen 1o inser into thess closad models.
11




STATE OF NEW JERSEY )

Joe.
COUNTY OF BOMERSET)

SUBCRISED AND SWORN to before me this !nﬁyﬂFM. 1008, the
above named RICHARD N. CLARKE, as an expert withess for ATAT Communications
HhuMMlm.WuﬁthMh“ﬂmhﬁMﬂﬁl

knowiedge and belisf.

BARE SN L. REILLY
My Commission Expires: nomauy OF MEW JERSEY
My Comvmimssnn € roaren A 8 2000
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AUG 2 8 1999
BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION CCMMISSION

DOCKET NO. UT-880311(a)

SEVENTH SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER

In the Matter of Determining Costs %
)
) GRANTING AND DENYING, IN PART,
)
)
)
/

for Univareal Sarvice

GTE'S MOTION TO COMFEL, AND
DENYING U 8 WEST'S MOTION TO
REMOVE TESTIMONY

This proceeding addresses the cost-reiated matters for providing
universal servica throughout the Slate of Washington. GTE Northwest Incorporated
(GTE has filed a motion to compel production of documents and data from AT&T
Cemmunications af Lthe Pacific Northwast, [nc. (ATAT). [n sddition to preduction of
the requeated discovery, GTE recuests a reasonable amount of time to supplemant
ita prefiled tastimeny, U § WEST Communications, Ine. has filed a motisn to remove
portions of the testimany filed by ATAT and NEXTLINK Washington, Inc. (NEXTLINK)
from the adjudicaticn to the ruls making phasa cf this docket.

GTE'S MOTION TO COMPEL

GTE requests the Comrnission to order ATAT to produce documents
and data concarning: (1) Inputs to ATAT's Transport Incremental Cost Model (TICM);
(2) the underlying geocading information, databases, and softwara usad in the HAI
Modei; (3) the documents ATAT used in costing cut local lcops In connection with s
normal business operations; (4) twa iillustrationa of clustera filting certain criteria; (5)
the decumentation relled upeon for certain claims in the HA! Madel Documentation; (8)
the engineering criteria and service ievels modeled, as wall as any validation tests
parformed on the Model. According to GTE, neither it nor this Commission can
effectively evaluata the HAI Modsl without this Information. GTE represents that i
has conferred with AT&T regarding the required discovery and has been unabls to
resoive ut:;a matter. ATAT flied a response in opposition to the production of the data
requested.

A. Tha TICM Data Request (Data Request No, 2)

GTE e that TICM Is the forward-locking incremental cost model
that ATET has undmﬂng business and financial decislons conceming Its long
distance network. GTE ssserts that It is sesking the TICM input values as & masns
af tesling the reasonablenaas of the HAJ Model's inputs for elmilar network
components. |t argues that this Commission previously ordsred ATAT to produce
thirteen TICM inputs in the Sixth Supplemental Ordar, Docket Nos. UT-860360, et al.
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It further argues that since the Washingtan Generic Cost Pr , GTE has
recaived TICM -related information in California, New Mexico, and il, which
includes information that ATAT clalmed was unavailable in Washington, GTE has
offered to tender the requested Infarmaticn to ATAT In order for it to be reproduced to
GTE lo alleviats any potantial burden.

ATAT respends that it no longer maintains an o version of TICM
and thus ihare are no current vaiues for Washington, 7o the extant that GTE
seeks Inputs used historically, ATAT that those are not relevant to the
purpose of this pracseding. ATAT p aut that the Inputs GTE apparently cbtained
are specific to the geegraphic regicn foi which the medel was run. ATAT also ITNIJII
that GTE did not inciude Califernia In its Request No. 2 so there are no grounds
oraering production of that information,

The Commission agrees with GTE (hat the information it sseks (n this
request may be useful as a means of tesiing the reasonebleness cof the HAI Model's
inputs for simifar 1etwork components, The Commission is not persuaded by ATAT'S
relevancy argument. Raslevancy applies to the admisaiblity of this material, not Its
discoverabiiity. Moreaver, has offered {0 lender the requesied information so
that it can be reproduced to GTE, thus alleviating any burden on ATAT.
The Commission orders ATAT lo produca the Information requested In Data Request
No. 2, excapt for California, since it was net included in the eriginal requesl.

B. Undertying Geocoding information, Databases and Software Usad In the HAI
Model (Data Request Nos. 10, 15, 18, 17, 18, 21, 32, 33, 34, 35, 39, 48, and 68)

GTE asserts that despite AT&T s contention that theirs is an "cpen®
model, GTE does not have access 1o the critical pre-processed geocoding and
clustering data cantained In the HAl Model that ATr:;Puud to "geccode” customers
and create the customer serving areas, GTE contends that the underilying
information Is critical {o its abliity (o evaluate tha HAl Modei's databass and software.
GTE indicates that it Is willing to enter into an appropristo protactive agreement to
ensure the confidentiality of the data is not comptomised.

In mddidon, GTE sto that ATAT ba compelled (o provide
supplamental o Data uest Nos. 32, 33, 34, 35, 38, 37, and 38
partaining to 8 query as 1o what validation eMorta AT&T has undertaken fo
.:‘au: lt.nu -ncudr:ml’ mmml? 5‘?%‘ data from which the HAl Model databases
and data were . erding ATAT provided no response. GTE srgues
that it is seeking AT&T's validation efforts, not Its vendors efforts, so there cennot be
any third-party propristary claim for this Information.

Furthermore, in Data Requesta 10 and 68, GTE requests information
@nd dala reiating to the HAl Model's success rates for n-mdfu:q with respect lo
business customers, pay phones, and special accass phones. ETE contands that
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this infarmation |s critical in evaluating whether there reaily Is significant “geccoding”
with respect lo thess services. GTE acknowiedges that ATAT provided success rates
for residential customers and ail customers, but it did not provide the other

information specifically requestad.

ATAT responds that In these sixteen raquests, GTE sasks sccass {o
databases that GTE acknowledges are commercially available. According to AT&T,
these vendors, the information that they have provided to PNR and Associates snd
the relationship that exists among those parties are expiained In the Affidavit of
Richard Clarke, attachad to Response to Request No. 168. Basad on this: explanation,
ATAT contends that GTE is demanding something that ATAT doas not pessess and
does not have the right to provide. AT&T mainteins that GTE's offer to execula a
protective sgreement does not address this fact and will not resalve the situation.

In response to GTE's requests that ATAT list all validation efforts that
were ur, jertaken to assure the sccuracy of this data, ATAT asserts that Il does not
know what validatic efforts were undertaken. ATAT represents that it did not
conduct any sucii efforts. It indicates that this statement can be used to s
its responses, if that will clarify the matter, :

ATA&T asserts that Data Roquest Nos. 12, 15, 42, 48, 51, 68, 58, 68, 60,
81,and 66 weiz ull repatitive in the number of customer |ccations that are
actually geocoded in Washingtan, AT&T Indicates that it provided a copy: of this
Information In response to Public Counsal Request No. 8, and that & copy of this
response was ed to GTE. ATAT represents that it has no other infermation,

and [ndicates that this statement can be used to supplement ATAT s responsea, If
that will clarify the matter. .

The Commission grees with GTE that access to the pre-processed
geocading and clustaring data used o “geccode” customers snd creals the cuslomar
serving areas Is critical la evaiuates the HAl Model's datsbase and softwars. The
Commission |s aiso sensitive Lo the concarns of ATAT with respect to this
information. However, AT&T's pesition lsaves the parties and the Commission In &
totally unaccaptable *tlack hole® with respect to mmm%&# infarmation,
Accordingly, the Commission orders ATAT o provide the information.

We crder additional restrictive protective provisions to preclude GTE and any
other party from sharing this (nformation, or using it except for the purposes of this
procaeding. The information must be sent ta GTE's lead attomey, or to tha attomey
thal the lead assigned. It may be viewed by only ona sdditional persan, who my
evaluate [t for the proposes specified. GTE must specify the reciplent and the staff
person or consuliant no later than August 28, 1888, at 5 p.m. Esstern daylight time.
Data may not be copied. It must ba raturned immediatsly upon uss uniess
permission to retain it longer is granted by the presiding officer based upon a
showing you need and of appropriate securlly, Except when being used, the data
must be locked In the attomey's offica or another place sulject to entry only by the
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attorney, With respact !o the validation request and succass rates for geocoding
business customers, pay phones, and special access phones, ATAT s directed to
previde responses to GTE.

C. Documents ATAT Usad in Costing Out Local Loops in Connection With its Normal
Business Operations (Data Request Noa, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7)

Tha documents GTE seeks in these requeats are those that ATAT
witness, Mr. Jamaas Wails, reviewed In developing cost estimates for AT&T for
building |ocal networks and testified about in the Kentucky Universal Service
Proceeding. GTE assars that these ducuments concemn price quotes obtained by
ATAT In order to develop cost estimates for building local facilities. It argues that
these documents, collected in the 1886 time frame, will allow GTE and the
Commission to teat the “expart opinion” of the HAI engineering team, upon which the

HAI Modei Davelopers so heavily rely.

In respanse. ATAT argues that the information on costs would be
voiuminous and widsly-scaltered. ATAT further arguss that such information has no
relevance to the issue in this proceeding: detarmining the costs to the incumbents of
praviding local exchange service. Additionally, ATAT points out that these osts
seek imarmation within the mind of an individual no longer employed by ATAT,
ATAT asserts that if GTE has requests of Mr. Waells, it can ask him, iy, AT&T
maintains that none of ihe information sought by GTE in these requests was used ta
establish the inputs for HAI 6.0s.

The Commission agrees with GTE that these documents may be heipful
lo test the sxpert opinicn of the HAI engineering team. Again, ATAT s relevancy
argument applies 1o the admissibility of this material, not s discoverabliity. ATAT s
directed to raspond to these requests.

D. lilustration of Clusters (Dats Requests No. 40 and 41)

_ In thesa data requests, GTE asks ATAT o illustrate In a figure @ cluater
containing en odd number of branch cable and & clustar containing fity-two customer
locations. GTE contends that il cannet lllustrats either cluster becausa the HA! Model
Description does nol contain sufficlent Information for GTE to do so. According to
QTE, becsuse thase requasts refer {o a [ocation algorithm, a visual Illustration is of
utmost importancs if GTE and this Ceminission are to sstimats the size of various
cable and eonduit required and fully evaluate the HAl Modal.

Inr nse, ATAT argues that GTE asks for drawings that do not exist.
g ﬂr.um:#:f_.‘ l:?:gr 0(2)(e), whldnhn provides that data requests seek 'lnmtn
ocuments, assens that it should nat ba red nd
lo creata material for GTE. o N s Ty
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In light of WAC 480-08-480(2)(c) the Commission will not compel AT&T
lo respond 1o thess requests. However, ATAT s encouraged (o respond sinca this
may enhanca understanding of its model and expedite the hearing.

E. Documents Relied Upan for Certain Clalms In tha HAl Model Documentation
(Data Request Nos. 20 and 30)

In these !lﬂullth GTE sesks all documents relied upon by AT&T for
two clalms made In the HAI Model Documentstion: (i) its geccoded locations are
accurate to within six decimal places to a degree; and (If) the HAl Model identifies
actual jocations mccurate to within 60 fest of most telephone customers. GTE argues
that the Centrus Desktop software, to which it was referred by ATAT, Is used to
reocode locations and could not possibly speak to the reauits of the process.

ATAT responds that the geocoded locations are provided by PNR which
has represented their accuracy. In nddition, ATAT argues because the intallectual
property of third-party vendors s involved. It ls not able (o provide further
docurmentation.

The Commission finds these raquests to ba reasonable ones. The HAI
Model Documentation makes specific statements of accuracy and GTE should be
aliowed to lock at the documentstion which supports those claims. AT&T's response
places the parties and the Commission back In a "black hole’ situation. As we stated
in (B) above, the information should be provided subject to the same restrictive
protective provisions order.

F. Information Concarning the Engineering Critaria and Service Leveis in the HAI
Model as weil as Documents Conceming Validation Tests (Data Request Nos. 8-

and 47)

These requests seek infarmation canceming the engineering criteria and
service lavels modeled by the HAI Model, as well as documents relating to any
mwghmmptmmﬂu Model. GTE notes that it did n:grgmﬂ fta
reques m the many siale procsedings to which T has
referred GTE. GTE requests any extamal validity tests performed by ATAT (hat are
not In the public domain. Similarly, the section of the Model Documentation ta which
ATLT refers GTE does not discuss the enginesring critaria or the sarvice jevels
modeled by the HA| Model.

ATE&T responds that it referred GTE lo the HAI Model Documentation.
ATAT maintaina that all information retied upen by the model sponsors and model
developers a8 support for HAl §.0a ls set forth In that document.

The Commission finds that these requests are reasonable and thal the
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information sought is likaly to lead to facts which bear upen the validity of the HAI
Model. AT&T must provide the required information.

U 8 WEST'S MOTION TO REMOVE TESTIMONY TO THE RULE MAKING

usmmmﬂﬂmmmwnmmm
ATAT from the adjud ghu.hhnhmhupnmduﬁpmul }
In support of its position, U § WEST ssserts thal, through a series of pre

arders, the Commission has delineated and specified the types of Issusa that will bs
resolved In this adjudicative rmm:llng According 1o U 8 WEST, thoze [ssues
cancern the determination of the appropriale methodology for ascertaining the cost of
providing basic local asrvice, and other cost-related issuss concaming Universal
Earvice. It contendas that NEXTLINK and ATAT have submitied evidence which [s

outside the ~cope of thia proceeding.

Specifically, U S WEBT objects to the of NEXTLINK witness,
Rex [<nowles. to U 8§ WEET, this testimony m!rnflm_-m
about why the 's refusal (o deaverage |oop costs in Docket Nos. UT-
880356 ot al. (Costing Docket), allegedly Impedes the nt of effective |ocal
exchange competition snd perpetustes implich g hic s les. Likewise, U 8
WEST objects to the testimony of ATAT witness, Beker. U § WEST argues
that the first two sections of this testimony are completsly unreiatad to the
dnhmmlﬁnnﬂfﬁnﬂ.lndhlhidmhunndmﬂu“hﬁlmhm-kh?“l.'
phase of the docket. Specifically, Ms. Baker discusses implamentation timing .
and the delay of the FCC's universal service supports.

In response, NEXTLINK argues that the challenged portions of Mr,
Knowies testimony explain that by deciding not lo deaverage unbundied network
element rates, the Commission perpetuates implicit scbsidies that, among other
effects, will result In an overstated universal service fund sstimats. Clting the Fifth
Supplemental Order in this dockat, NEXTLINK asserts that the Comm has
alreacy recognized that the effect of gecgraphic desveraging on cost estimates is an

ropriate issue for consideration in the agjudicative phate of thia dockat.

NEXTLINK maintains it s not challenging the Commission’s Eighth Supplemental
Order in the Costing Dockat. According to NEXTLINK, the Commission in that docket
declined to geographically de unbundled loop prices “at this time® and
expresaly provided that the lssue of geographic deaveraging should be considered In
the cantext of "universal servica reform.” NEXTLINK agrees that geographic
everaging of unbundled network elemant costs and pricas raises polioy fasues that
should be considered in the rule making phase of this docket, but also maintains that

the portiona of the NEXTLINK i
e ; lestimony addrassing that lssue alsc ralse cost

ATAT responds that U § WEST's motion apparently was before the
Commission's Fifth Supplemental Grder was issued. According 1o ATAT, Ms. Baker's
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lestimony s compietely consistant with the Commission's stataments In that order.
ATAT argues (hat Ms. Baker's lestimony concams the fundamantal issue of this
phase: selection of s cost modal and estimation of the size of the fund, ATAT paints
out that the testimany then discusses reconciling the stats-wide sversged costs for
UNEs with the determination of coats In this procseding. ATAT maintains that this
dh:ulﬁmnhmum lc desveraging, a topic that the Commission explicity
stated would be cons n this phase.

The Commission clarified the sco ﬂmhpmmdhwmﬂm
Supplemental Order, issued on August 14, 1988, which is also the fillng date of U §
& mation. Our discussion In that Ozder would clearly aliow in the adjudicative

phase the testimony that U § WEBT requests be movad ta the rule rmaking phass.
Consistent with that Order, we deny the motien of U S WESBT.

QORDER
THE COMMISSION ORDERS:

. The motion of GTE to compel production of deeuments and data
from ATA&T, is granted In part and denied in pan as sat forth hersin:

i AT&T must produce the requested documents and dala by
August 31, 1888; GTE may file supplemental lestimony by September 4, 1938; and

3, The metion of U § WEST lo remave testimony to the ruls making
phase is denied.

DATED at Olympla, Washingtan, and effective this 28th day of
August 1968,

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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