
consistent with the Virtual Collocation Order, which requires LECs' rate structures to reflect
cost-causation principles.102

52. Discussion. We are concerned about the possible anticompetitive effect of
provisions allowing LECs to recover "extraordinary costs" in a mandatory virtual collocation
regime in which the LEC has total control over installation, maintenance, and repair of
interconnector-designated equipment. We believe that these "extraordinary cost" provisions
may unreasonably prevent interconnectors from predicting their total costs for virtual
collocation.

53. Although SWB defends its "extraordinary cost" provision as nece~sary to meet
interconnectors' individual requests, SWB's tariff fails to defme the equipment and criteria it
uses to classify an installation or modification as one that would permit it to recover for
"extraordinary costs." For example, SWB fails to define which types of interconnector
designated transmission equipment would require "major" modifications to floor space, and
what constitutes a "major" modification. Nor do United and BellSouth define which situation,s
would result in the LEC's assessment of additional charges. For example, United neither
defines what sort of "additional environmental controls" may be required, nor what type(s) of
transmission equipment may require substantial environmental changes. Further, BellSoutll
fails to provide interconnectors with an explanation of the equipment and criteria it would
categorize as "unique" to a virtual collocation arrangement.

54. We therefore conclude that the LECs' "extraordinary cost" provisions violate
the Virtual Collocation Order's requirement that the LECs' rate structures be "clear and easy
to understand," and that the facilities and services provided under each rate element be clear
on the face of the tariff. lo3 Further, we conclude that these LECs' provisions violate the
Commission's rules requiring "clear and unambiguous" tariff provisions. 104 To the extent
that any LECs incur "extraordinary" costs in conjunction with virtual collocation, they should
file one-time nonrecurring charges with full cost support when they incur such costs. We will
examine additional issues regarding "extraordinary cost" provisions in the investigation
initiated in this order.

C. Terms and Conditions - Interconnector-Designated Equipment

55. Introduction. Our review of the record reveals that SWB and US West did not
comply with certain Commission rules regarding interconnector-designated equipment. In the
Virtual Collocation Order, the Commission stated that it was concerned about the
reasonableness of the purchase prices of central office virtual collocation equipment, as the

• 102 Id. at 49-50 (citing Virtual Collocation Order, 9 FCC Rcd at 5186).

103 See id. at 5186.

104 See 47 C.F.R. § 61.54.
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rates for services involving use of this equipment are based on those purchase prices. The
Commission explained that it had two primary concerns: that LECs do not have an incentive
to obtain me lowest possible price, since their costs will be passed on to their competitors, the
interconnectors; and that LECs purchasing equipment they do not ordinarily use in their
networks may not be able to obtain the volume discounts available to interconnectors that
regularly use such equipment in their networks. To address these concerns, the Commission
required LECs to base the direct costs of providing such equipment on the "lowest purchase
price reasonably available to them to serve an interconnector."10S The Commission stated that
in applying this standard, it would find probative the price at which an interconnector may
offer to sell the desired equipment to the LEC. I06 The Commission stated, however, that
LECs are not required to purchase the equipment from interconnectors. 107

1. SWB's Equipment Sale Requirement

56. Background. SWB's tariff provides that if an interconnector is the least-cost
provider of the designated equipment, it must allow SWB to purchase as many units of this
equipment as SWB desires, even if SWB will use these additional units to provide service to
others. Further, SWB's tariff provides that if the interconnector is unable to allow SWB to
purchase as many units as it wishes at the offered price, SWB is under no obligation to
purchase any units of designated equipment from the interconnector. 108 SWB claims in its
Description & Justification that its equipment sale requirement will ensure that it can provide
equipment at the same prices to its other customers. 109

57. Petitions. MFS and MCI argue that SWB's tariff requirement places an unfair
burden on the interconnector, and will likely afford SWB the opportunity to purchase from a
company other than the least-cost supplier. 110 They insist that SWB too narrowly restricts the
Virtual Collocation Order requirement that LECs purchase equipment from the least-cost
provider. III Time Warner argues that SWB's provision violates the directives of the Virtual

lOS Virtual Collocation Order, 9 FCC Red at 5188.

106 Id. The Commission stated that any costs incurred above the reasonably available
price are not prudently incurred, and thus should not be reflected in the LECs' rates. Id.

107 Id.

108 See SWB Tariff F.C.C. No. 73, Transmittal No. 2383, Section 25.2.1 (C)(5).

109 See SWB Tariff F.e. C. No. 73, Transmittal No. 2383, Description & Justification at
4-5.

110 MCI Petition at 17-18.

tIl MFS Petition at 36.
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Collocation Order that customer selection of equipment is essential. 112 According to Time
Warner, the requirement pennits SWB to control the price interconnectors must pay for
designated equipment.113 Time Warner also objects to SWB's statement in its Description &
Justification that its equipment sale provision is necessary to comply with the Commission's
requirement that offerings be generally available to similarly situated customers.11.. ALTS
maintains that SWB has effectively sabotaged the "offer" benchmark that the Commission
established to protect interconnectors from price gouging by LECs. 115

58. ~. SWB defends its provision, claiming that it is highly unlikely that MFS
can buy equipment at prices that are substantially less than the prices SWB pays for the
equipment. 116 SWB argues that if MFS has found a legitimate lower cost source for identical
equipment, "SWB would be interested in making arrangements for purchasing equipment from
this source -- assuming all relevant terms are equivalent and the price is not dependent on
how SWB will use the equipment."m

59. Discussion. We conclude that SWB's provision regarding equipment purchases
violates the pricing rules set forth in the Virtual CQllocation Order. As stated above, these
rules were intended to protect interconnectors from excessive LEC rates for equipment that
interconnectors could obtain at volume discounts. The Commission did not contemplate that a
LEC would make its virtual collocation offering contingent upon whether the interconnector
will sell the LEC unlimited units of equipment for the LEC to provide service to other
customers. Moreover, as petitioners observe, SWB's provision may have the collateral effect
of interfering with the interconnector's right to specify reasonably the equipment dedicated to
its use. Under SWB's provision, if an interconnector is unable to arrange for SWB to
purchase, at the interconnector's offered price, as many units of equipment as SWB desires,
the interconnector may have no choice but to obtain the equipment from SWB at a higher
price.

60. We also disagree with SWB that its tariff provision is a reasonable response to
the Commission's re"quirement that virtual collocation offerings be generally available to

112 Time Warner Petition at 14.

113 Id. at 15. "

114 Id. at IS, n.32.

liS ALTS Petition at 10.

11,6 SWB Reply at 23. SWB urges the Commission to require MFS to provide material
prices supporting its contention. SWB asks thatMFS's claim be dismissed if MFS refuses to
provide support. hi. at 24.

117 hi. at 23.
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similarly situated customers. Although SWB claims in its Description & Justification that its
equipment sale requirement will ensure that it can provide equipment at the same prices to
other customers, the Virtual Collocation Order specifically states that if the costs prudently
incurred by LECs to serve different interconnectors are different because the interconnectors
are not similarly situated, the difference in the rates charged to different customers does not
constitute unreasonable discrimination under Section 202 of the Communications Act, 47
U.S.C. § 202.118 The Commission explained that an interconnector that relies on the LEC to
purchase equipment from a third party at a price the LEC negotiates is not similarly situated
to, and may not pay the same charges as, an interconnector that offers to sell the equipment to
the LEC itself at a lower price. 1l9 In light of the foregoing discussion, we conclude that
SWB's equipment sale provision violates the Virtual Collocation Order. We further conclude
that SWB's requirement that interconnectors sell it additional units of equipment constitutes
an unreasonable practice under Section 201(b) of the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. §
201(b). As SWB's equipment sale provision violates both the Virtual Collocation Order and
the Act, we reject that provision as patently unlawful. 120

2. US West's Equipment Tarif/lng Procedure

61. BacUround. US West's tariff is silent o.n US West's obligation to base the
direct cqsts of providing virtual collocation equipment on interconnectors' reasonable offers.
However, US West states in its Description & Justification that:

At this time, US West intends to purchase equipment only from l22.ml fide
equipment vendors. US West does not intend to purchase equipment from
interconnectors, regardless of the price proffered from them to US.

121

62. Petitions. ALTS objects to US West's statement that it does not intend to
purch8se' equipment from interconnectors, regardless of the prices. According to ALTS, US
West has effectively precluded interconnectors from presenting offers pursuant to the

118 }g. at 5189.

119 }g. at 5188-89.

120 We note that on December 6, 1994, SWB filed revisions to its virtual collocation
tariffs to modify several provisions that had been protested by petitioners. ~ SWB Tariff
F.C.C. No. 73, Transmittal No. 2407, filed Dec. 6, 1994. We will examine these provisions
in the investigation initiated in this order.

121 US West, Tariff F.C.C. No. 73, Transmittal No. 531, Description & Justification at 2-
4.
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procedure established in the Virtual Collocation Order.122 McLeod, too, complains that US
West refuses to purchase collocation equipment from collocators. 123

63. RmllY. US West replies that it$ decision not to purchase designated equipment
from an interconnector, or to purchase such equipment at an interconnector's "putative cost
basis," is not inconsistent with the Virtual Collocation Order. 124 US West maintains that
interconnectors are not equipment vendors, and that US West has no legal or regulatory
mandate to purchase from them. 125 US West asserts that "the fact that US West's [equipment]
rates may be high, or may be higher than an interconnector itself could secure in the market,
is fundamentally and legally irrelevant."126 US West also argues that the Commission's
requirement that interconnectors set the price they pay for equipment ultimately discriminates
against small interconnectors in favor of those with manufacturing affiliates. 127

64. DiScussion. While the Virtual CollOcation Order does not compel US W~$t to
purchase designated equipment from interconnectors, the Order requires US West to pase i~

equipment rates on the lowest purchase price reasonably available to it to serve an
interconnector -- which may be the price at which an interconnector may offer to sell the
equipment to US West. Although US West may purchase equipment from any vendor, it
must compute the charge for that equipment based on the lowest reasonable offer it has
received, consistent with the Virtual Collocatiop Order's requirement that LECs accept
reasonable offers from interconnectors. Accordingly, we order US West to implement the
procedure established in the Virtual Collocatiop Order. We would consider any other
procedure used by US West to violate the Virtual Collocation Order and to be an
unreasonable practice prohibited by Section 201(b) of the Act.

D. Transition from Physical to Virtual Collocation Regime

65. Background. In the Virtual Collocation Order, the Commission concl}lded th4t
the transition from a mandatory physical to a mandatory virtual collocation regime generally
presents questions that should be addressed on a case-by-case basis. 128 The Commission

122 ALTS Petition at 9.

123 McLeod' Petition at 4.

124 US West Reply at 10.

125 Id. at 11.

,126 Id. at 14.

127 Id. at 15.

128 Virtual Collocation Order, 9 FCC Rcd at 5211.
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delegated authority to the Chief~ Common Carrier Burea~ to address these matters. 129
Further, the Commission delegated to the Bureau authority to develop special dispute
resolutio~ mechanisms to mediate disputes and ensure that they are settled expeditiously~

fairly~ and consistently.130

66. As described in paragraph 6~~ LECs electing to discontinue their physical
collocation offerings agreed to file interim tariffs that would ensure uninterrupted expanded
interconnection service during the transition from physical to virtual collocation arrangements.
Further~ LECs agreed that they would assure their expanded interconnection customers an
orderly transition from physical to virtual collocation arrangements after December l5~

1994,131

67. In their tariffs filed on September 1, the LECs provided for transition periods
ranging in length from two weeks to several months from December 15~ 1994.132 In its tariff~

GTOC states that if an interconnector does not remove its equipment within 15 days of the
termination date~ the interconnector will forfeit title to GTOC. 133 In addition~ SWB~

BellSou~ and GTOCaddress in their tariffs the issue of LEC payment of refunds for
nonrecurring charges associated with physical collocation arrangements that are converted to
virtual arrangements. SWB's tariff states that "if an interconnector has made advance
payment of nonrecurring charges and subsequently cancels the order prior to completion and
SWB has not completed the work requested~ SWB will refund any portion of the advance
payment which has not been expended in working the order."134 BellSouth's tariff states that
BellSouth will, "at the time the customer chooses either to discontinue the EIS arrangement~

or to convert it to a VEIS arrangement~ refund the Space Preparation Charge and the Space

129 Id.

130 Id. at 5178.

131 See Letter Agreement.

132 See~ ~~ GTE~ Ameritech (December 31, 1994); SWB (June 13, 1995).

133 GTOC TariffF.C.C. No. 1~ Transmittal No. 905~ § 17.4.1(A). GTOC~ which currently
has this forfeiture provision in its physical collocation tariff~ proposes to retain the provision
in the transition plan set forth in its permanent virtual collocation tariff. The provision is
scheduled to expire at the end of the day on December 31 ~ 1994. We note that SWB's initial
virtual collocation tariffs filed on September 1 included a forfeiture provisio~ which MFS
and Teleport challenged in their petitions. See MFS Petition at 9; Teleport Petition~ App. A~
Item 6 at 2. On December 6, 1994~ SWB removed this provision from its virtual collocation
tariffs. See SWB Tariff F.C.C. No. 73, Transmittal No. 2407, filed Dec. 6~ 1994.

134 SWB Tariff F.C.C. No. 73~ Transmittal No. 2383, § 25.7.
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Construction Charge as set forth in 20.l6(b) and 20.l6(c) following." m GTOC's tariff states
that "[GTOC] is not required to refund any portion of the nonrecurring charges or fees
associated with physical EIS arrangements which are converted to virtual. II 136

68. PetinOQS. Petitioners maintain that the LECs do not provide adequate time for
the transition to virtual collocation.137 Jones Lightwave urges the Commission to require that
LECs ensur~ that virtual collocation arrangements are operating prior to the termination of
physical collocation arrangements.138 MFS demands that LECs refund all nonrecurring
charges paid,139 while AtTS asks the Commission to order LECs to address the refund issue
in their tariffs. 140 Some petitioners insist that LECs be required to' reimburse interconnectors
for charges paid for infrastructure construction,141 or for any unused deposit fees. 142 Teleport
and MCI support Ameritech's treatment of the conversion to virtual collocation as primarily a
billing function, with no physical change to the equipment required, and no associated
nonrecurring charge.143 MFS and Time Warner object to equipment relocation and installation
charges. l44 Teleport and Jones Lightwave contest provisions that require interconnectors to
purchase new virtual collocation equipment and remove identical physical collocation
equipment. 145 Finally, MFS challenges GTOC's title forfeiture provision. 146

135 BellSouth Tariff F.C.C. No.1, Transmittal No. 233, § 20.1.

136 GTE Telephone Operating Companies Tariff F.C.C. No.1, Transmittal No. 90S, §
17.7.1.

137 MFS Petition at 9-11.

138 Jones Lightwave Comments at S.

139 MFS Petition at 12.

140 ALTS Petition at 22-23.

14\. Teleport Petition, App. A, Item 6 at 3.

142 Time Warner Petition at 6.

143 Teleport Petition, App. A, Item 6 at 2; MCI Petition at 21. MCI challenges the need
to remove existing equipment, other than the collocation cage. lsi.

1~ MFS Petition at 12; Time Warner Petition at'7.

145 Teleport Petition, App., A, Item 6 at 2; Jones Lightwave Petition at S.

. 146 MFS Petition at 9.
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69. Replies. LECs respond that they have provided collocators with ample
opportunity to convert physical to virtual collocation arrangements. 147 Moreover, they argue,
interconnectors entered into uncertain physical collocation arrangements at their own risk,
with full knowledge that such arrangements were facing' legal challenge. 148 Bell Atlantic
claims that because the Commission has delegated consideration of transition issues to the
Bureau, these issues are improperly raised in petitions against the tariffs. 149 US West asserts
that the Commission lacks the authority under Title II to require carriers to tariff the details of
the transition. ISO According to US West, an interconnector that disagrees with US West's
transition plan should file a complaint pursuant to Section 208 of the Communications ACt. ISI

70. LECs argue that there is no legal or policy justification for requiring them to
refund amounts that collocators paid for physical collocation services. IS2 They insist that
nonrecurring charges were used for necessary capital expenditures,153 and deny that they will
derive any benefit from infrastructure modifications. l54 GTE and BellSouth argue that
interconnectors asswned the risk that expenditures might be lost. ISS US West asserts that
Commission-ordered refunds would involve the unlawful taking of property.IS6 SWB submits
that it will ensure that interconnectors receive refunds for unused portions of deposits made
for physical collocation. IS7 BellSouth asserts that it will refund all space preparation charges
and space construction charges that were received in connection with physical collocation. ls8

147 Bell Atlantic Reply at 13; SWB Reply at 6-7.

148 Ameritech Reply at 12; Bell Atlantic Reply at 13-14; BellSouth Reply at 16-17; US
West Reply at 4-5; OTE Reply at 5; SWB Reply at 8-9.

149 Bell Atlantic Reply at 15.

ISO US West Reply at 54.

lSI lsi. at 55.

152 Bell Atlantic Reply at 14-15; OTE Reply at 7-8.

1S3 GTE Reply at 8-9; US West Reply at 5-6.

154 Ameritech Reply at 12; GTE Reply at 7.

153 GTE Reply at 7-8; BellSouth Reply at 16-17.

156 US West Reply at 5 n.l3. ~ ib2 SWB Reply at 8.

m SWB Reply at 10.

IS. BellSouth Reply at 18.
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71. LECs object to assertions that conversion to virtual collocation involves only a
billing change. GTE, SWB, and BellSouth assert that under virtual collocation, it is necessary
to move dedicated equipment closer to LEC equipment in order to meet required service
intervals. 1S9 US West defends its right to require interconnectors to remove their equipment
and purchase LEC-owned interconnector-designated equipment. l60

72. Discussion. As an initial matter, we conclude that implementation of OTOC's
forfeiture provision would constitute an unreasonable practice prohibited by Section 201 (b) of
the Communications Act. While it is unclear why a collocator would leave behind its costly
transmission equipment after the termination date of tariffed physical cross-connection service,
we believe it would be an unreasonable practice for OTOC, via its tariff, to assert title to
interconnector-owned equipment. Accordingly, we reject OTOC's forfeiture provision as
patently unlawful, and order OTOC to remove this provision from its tariff.

73. In addition, we conclude that GTOC's provision regarding LEC payment of
refunds for nonrecurring charges associated with physical collocation is unreasonably vague,
in violation of the Commission's rules requiring "clear and unambiguous" tariff provisions. 161
GTOC's tariff states that GTOC "is not reguired to refund any portion of the nonrecurring
charges or fees associated with physical EIS arrangements which are converted to virtual."162
OTOC's provision, however, does not specify whether it, in fact, will pay refunds to
interconnectors in some circumstances -- even if it claims it is not obligated to do so. Nor
does OTOC's provision specify the terms and conditions under which refunds may be made.
By contrast, SWB's tariff clearly states that SWB will refund any portion of the advance
payment which has not been expended in working on an interconnector's order. BellSouth's
tariff is equally clear that BellSouth will, at the time the customer chooses either to
discontinue the physical collocation arrangement or convert it to a virtual collocation
arrangement, refund the space preparation and space construction charges as set forth in
Be11South's tariff. Thus, we reject OTOC's vague provision as patently unlawful, and we
order OTOC to remove this provision from its tariff.

74. We also find that, based on the record before us, SWB's and Be11South's
refund provisions appear, as a general matter, to be reasonable. We note, however, that
application of these provisions in particular circumstances may give rise to disputes that

159 OTE Reply at 10; SWB Reply at 11; BellSouth Reply at 18. BellSouth states that it
will waive all administrative charges associated with converting physical collocation
arrangements to virtual collocation arrangements. Id. at 17.

160 US West Reply at 55.

161 See 47 C.F.R. § 61.54.

162 OTE Telephone Operating Companies Tariff F.C.C. No.1, Transmittal No. 905, §
17.7.1 (emphasis supplied).
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should be resolved through complaints filed pursuant to Section 208 of the Communications
Act, 47 U.S.C. § 208. The Bureau will address such complaints as they arise. In addition,
the Bureau generally will resolve any other disputes that may arise from the transition from
physical to virtual collocation on a case-by-case basis, as directed by the Virtual Collocation
Order. 163

IV. CONCLUSION

75. We have reviewed the LECs' permanent virtual collocation tariffs and
accompanying supporting documentation, as well as the pleadings filed by the parties, and
have concluded that most of the filed rates are likely to be unreasonably high. We are
therefore partially suspending those rates while we investigate their lawfulness. We believe
that our partial rate suspension will prevent apparently unreasonable rates from taking effect,
while permitting rates that do not appear to be unreasonable to become effective, subject to an
investigation and an accounting order. We also reject certain patently unlawful terms and
conditions proposed by several LECs and order certain of the LECs to make other tariff
revisions.

76. The actions taken in our order should ensure that expanded interconnection
through virtual collocation is available under rates, terms, and conditions that will promote
economically efficient competition during the pendency of our investigation. We will address
the other issues concerning rate levels, rate structures, and terms and conditions that have
been raised with respect to both the interim and permanent virtual tariffs in a subsequent
order that will designate specific issues for investigation and establish a pleading cycle for
discussion of those issues. As part of the investigation initiated in this order, LECs may
required to make additional showings, to be specified in our designation order.

v. ORDERING CLAUSES

77. Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to Section 204(a) of the
Communications Act of 1934,47 U.S.C. § 204(a), and Section 0.291 of the Commission's
Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 0.291, the tariff revisions filed under the captioned transmittals, and all
future revisions modifying these transmittals, ARE SUSPENDED IN PART. For each rate
appearing in each of the captioned transmittals, the entire rate IS SUSPENDED for one day,
and for the remainder of the five-month suspension period the part of the rate that exceeds the
levels justified by the present record, pursuant to Appendix C, IS SUSPENDED for five
months. The local exchange carriers listed in Appendix C are ordered to issue tariff revisions
in compliance with this Order, reflecting the one-day suspension and employing the Rate
Adjustment Factors, where warranted, no later than December 13, 1994, with a scheduled
effective date of December 15, 1994.

163 Virtual Collocation Order, 9 FCC Rcd at 5178.
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18. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that , pursuant to Sections 4(i), 204(a), 205(a),
and 403 of the Communications Act of 1934,47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i), 204(a), 205(a), and 403,
an investigation IS INSTITUTED into the lawfulness of the tariff revisions filed under the
captioned transmittals, and all future tariff revisions modifying these transmittals.

79. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Sections 4(i) and 204(a) of the
Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. §§ 154(i) and 204(a), and Section 0.291 of the
Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 0.291, the local exchange carriers filing the captioned
transmittals and any subsequent related transmittals SHALL KEEP ACCURATE ACCOUNT
of all earnings, costs, and returns associated with the rates that are the subject of this
investigation, and of all amounts paid thereunder and by whom such amounts are paid.

80. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the tariff revisions filed by BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc., GTE System Telephone Companies, GTE Telephone Operating
Companies, and Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, which provide for individual case
basis (ICB) pricing for training of local exchange carrier personnel to install, maintain, and
repair interconnector-designated virtual collocation equipment, ARE UNLAWFUL, and these
local exchange carriers SHALL FILE tariff revisions no later than December 23, 1994, on 15
days' notice, deleting any references to ICB pricing for training in their virtual collocation
tariffs, and replacing them with specific rates or time and materials charges.

81. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Section 61.54 of the
Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 61.54, the tariff revisions of US West Communications, Inc.
and Ameritech Operating Companies, which provide for recovery of costs to train local

. exchange carrier personnel to perform equipment installation, maintenance, and repair are
unreasonably vague, and therefore ARE UNLAWFUL, and these local exchange carriers
~HALL FILE tariff revisions on December 13, 1994, to become effective on December 15,
1994, to clarify their provisions that recover training costs, as specified in paragraph 47,
.§YJ2m.

82. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Section 61.54 of the
Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 61.54, the tariff revisions filed by BellSouth
Telecommunications, Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, and United and Central
Telephone Companies, which propose to recover for "extraordinary costs" that are not
specifically and individually listed in their tariffs are unreasonably vague, and therefore ARE
UNLAWFUL, and these local exchange carriers SHALL FILE tariff revisions on December
13, 1994, to become effective on December 15, 1994, deleting such provisions from their
virtual collocation tariffs.

83. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Section 201(b) of the
Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. § 201(b), the tariff revisions filed by Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company referenced in paragraph 56, §Yl2rI, ARE UNLAWFUL, and Southwestern
Bell Telephone Company SHALL FILE tariff revisions on December 13, 1994, to become
effective on December 15, 1994, deleting such provisions from its virtual collocation tariff.
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84. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Section 201(b) of the
Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. § 201(b), the tariff revisions filed by GTE Telephone
Operating Companies, which propose a title forfeiture for interconnectors in conjunction with
these local exchange carriers' deadline for the transition from physical to virtual collocation
arrangements, ARE UNLAWFUL, and these local exchange carriers SHALL FILE tariff
revisions on December 13, 1994, to become effective on December 15, 1994, deleting such
provisions from their virtual collocation tariffs.

85. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Section 61.54 of the
Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 61.54, the tariff revisions filed by GTE Telephone
Operating Companies, which state that the companies are "not required" to refund any portion
of nonrecurring charges or fees associated with physical collocation arrangements which are
converted to virtual, are unreasonably vague, and therefore ARE UNLAWFUL, and these
local exchange carriers SHALL FILE tariff revisions on December 13, 1994, to become
effective on December 15, 1994, deleting this provision.

86. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the petition for extension of time to complete
its virtual collocation tariffs filed by U S West Communications, Inc. IS GRANTED.

87. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the motions to accept late-filed pleadings
filed by Southwestern Bell Telephone Company and United and Central Telephone Companies
ARE GRANTED.

88. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, for the above purposes, Sections 61.56,
61.58, and 61.59 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. §§ 61.56, 61.58, and 61.59, ARE
WAIVED. Local exchange carriers should cite the "DA" Number of this order as the
authority for their filings.

89. IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the petitions for rejection or suspension and
investigation of the captioned tariffs filed by the petitioners listed in Appendix B ARE
GRANTED to the extent indicated and otherwise ARE DENIED.

athleen M.H. Wallman
Chief, CommDn Carrier Bureau
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APPENDIX A

LECs Filing Permanent Virtual Collocation Tariffs I

Ameritech Operating Companies (Ameritech)
Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies (Bell Atlantic)
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. (BellSouth)
Cincinnati Bell Telephone Companies (CBT)
GTE System Telephone Companies (GSTC)·
GTE Telephone Operating Companies (GTOC)·
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWB)
United and Central Telephone Companies (United)
US West Communications, Inc. (US West)

. .'

·In most instances, GTOC and GSTC are referred to collectively as GTE.

I Each LEC listed also filed an opposition to the petition(s) to reject or suspend and
investigate filed against it.



APPENDIX B

Parties Filing Petitions to Reject or Suspend and Investigate
and the LEes Against Which They Filed

Association for Local Telecommunications Services (ALTS)
(Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, SWB, US West)

Cablevision Lightpath, Inc. (Cablevision)
(Ameritech, Bell Atlantic)

Jones Lightwave, Ltd. (Jones)
(US West)

MCI Communications Corporation (MCI)
(Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, CBT, GTE, SWB, United, USW~)

McLeod Telemanagement, Inc. (McLeod)
(US West)

MFS Communications Company, Inc. (MFS)
(Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, CBT, GTE, SWB, United, US West)

Teleport Communications Group, Inc. (Teleport)
(Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, GTE, SWB, US West)

Time Warner Communications Holdings, Inc.
{Ameritech, Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, CBT, GTE, SWB, United, US West}
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Ust of Companies and Study Areas

Study AreaCompany/I
Rate

Adjustment
Factor.....~----------+--'1InOIi~ .....---......~no~--...--l.2 In~ no

3 Amerltech MJchlOIn no
4" Ohio no

"'"'""""=''':i+--..nna1liiWi--aen---------+--...n ~
s yes

"To ~ona yes
~ c.ltfomla.
1 12 GTE System Telephone Companies lHinaia yes
I 13 MlHouri yes
1 14 Texas yes
:15 ~. ~
..1ioi6io+- ......_.~naton yes

1I mla ves
I 18 I---=Fr,;::Ior~ida.:;.:~:=......-----+-~yes---t

19 Hlwali yes
~ 1.0 yes
2f illinois ves
22 Indiana yes
23 ~ntucky ves
24 Michigan yes

. ][ GTE Telephone Operating Companies Missouri yes
26 North Carolina yes
W ~~ yes
2e Oktahpma yes
29 n yes
30 Pennsylvania yes
3f South Carolina yes
'32 Texas yes
1 33 Nashinglon yes
I 34 MHonsin yes
t'l3jirp!5-~:)ll'!!lo~lut!P."'!n'w"!'!!e!"!P.!Stle'!!!!rn~"IIf!!lBeI.....I-------I---Jil~S1te yes

......

36 Florida yes
1 37 Indiana yes
I 38 Missouri yes
"39 Sprint / United North Carolina yes
40 ~io yes
it Pennsylvania yes
42 Tennessee & Virainia ves
43 Aorlda yes.--
.44 illinois yes
45 Sprint / Central Nevada yes
46 North Carolina no
47 V"',*,ia no
48 U 5 West c;omOOSite yes

2



Bell Atlantic EIS Overhead Analysis

_.

.-<.

........ la) ··lbl> ... iCcl= ···/albl Idl 'Cel =( die)

1 061 X-Comect $2.52 $1.53 1.65 1.35 0.82
2 083 X 138.45 ••30 1.66 1.23 0.75
3 081 Connection Service .1.86 $37.49 1.66 1.35 0.82
4 :J53 COnl18Qtion Service $237.88 $144.16 1.66 1.23 0.75
5 bte SUPPOrt Fee S240.92 1148.01 1.66 1.23 0.75
6 1 X-Connect, install-first NRC $72J.00 $706.28 1.02 1.02 1.00
7 1 X-Connect, install-add'i NRC MOO.oo 83.81 1.41 1.35 0.96
8 1 X-Connect, r.rra~e-first NRC 5426.00 1410.90 1.03 1.03 1.00
9 1 X-Connect, r.rrange-flrst NRC UJO.oa 132.34 1.51 1.as 0.89

10 JS3 X-Connect NRC 1, ).00 rzQl5.28 2.56 1.23 0.48
11 Je8ian and PlBnnina Fee NRC .58 .58 1.00 1.00 1.00
12 em lnatanation NRC 2.20 $5,$12.20 1.00 1.00 1.00,
13 Training Fee - Lodging &Meals NRC $107.37 $107.37 1.00 1.00 1.00
14 Cable Installation Fee NRC 5497.26 S497.26 1.00 1.00 1.00
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BellSouth EIS Overhead Analysis

ite) =Idle)(d)
i~~'''- ..

.. :(""'·'''''1111''''

....-..;.-..--...-..--.....-<------~-- ......--....,---,....~.,;;;;nfV8ih8ia1
<>.. j!unn.> ·····•· ·>i\Pt.1Itd ..~p OV8dleadOverheadRate .Adj.

I.> i'e_ ·.·Ratecoat<F8CtorF8Ctor Factor

i.....i/ .....>< >. >ii<> .. ·'fa)·•..•••••. <:~\

1 DS1X-Connect
2 X-
3 CIbIe .....- "(Per eable)
4)Of :tel' IQ. ft.
5)Of .. el
6 .1 X-eom.ct - 1st N C
7 P83X- - 1st N C

$7.50 •.76 1.30 1.30 1.00
".50 ....17 1.30 1.17 0.90
'15.00 '11.41 1.31 1.17 0.89
•.00 12.74 1.82 1.17 0.64
14.00 .... 1.34 1.17~_~0~.87~

1155.00 $127.13 1.22 (.s;+-_...".1~.00;;..f
$151.00 $121.82 1.20 1.17 0.98
114.00 110.78 1.30 1.30 1.00

8 083 x-connect - [add'l) N C
10 f. N C

12. ! ;I, ~~_.....1_.....__1...08iiol1W..__1...oo..

4
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GSTC Arkansas EIS Overhead' Anafysis

;

···········..·•.•.··.~iB.Ei." ......Eletnents
PntpUId" DINet . 0nrhHd·' Overhead A81eAdj.

.. .... Coat Facaor Factor Factor
• •••

ole) (b) '. lic) -(alb) Cd) lie> - (dlc)

1 081 x-Comect $2.90 $1.84 1.57 1.24 0.79
2 D83 x-Connect 127.56 '17.48 1.68 1.13 0.72

'3 POWW -POwII' ....E 84.54 1.48 1.13 0.76
4 POW' -DC Power IS.• •.55 1.00 1.00 1.00
5 PoWr -Powrc-. .1.... '122.28 1.53 1.13 0.74
8 F. - AIIrm· · •.57 1.39 1.13 0.82
7 •F.-T..m". em '. · '1214.00 1.00 1:00 1.00

14 ~CMW Mt-~ ~ 1.. 1. 1.00 '.00 1.00 1.00
15 Poww If'Jt....Power Cible NR 1'041. 1.843.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

l' I..F. - 9OMOPI NR 12.001. . a,001.eo 1. 1,(l 1.00
17 I ... F.. - PerD83 NR ... ".88 1. 1.e 1.00
18 1,_. .. - PerCS1 NRI

~
•.72 1. 1.G 1.00

1.8 InMalt F. - 003 NRC 1. ~60 1.00 1.00 1.00
D 1..-1 ".-Per 083 NR .88 1.00 1. 1.00
1 I.... "-Per 0.1 NR · •.72 1.00 1. 1.00

I~ r.-OC12 NR'

I ~:
1.00 1. 1.00

InIMII • - PerDS3 NR 1.00 1.00 1.00
r"." F. - 0048 NR •.80 1.00 1. 1.
I "'F. -PerDI3 NR · •• 1.00 1. 1.
E 'ICl Merino F. - iIO Mbcs NR '1 . .'.520.84 1.00 1. 1.

28 E .........naF.- 1.,083 NRC $180.08 '180.08 1.00 1.00 1.00
10 E .........n FM- ~ r OS1 NRC $180.08 '180.08 1.00 1.00 1.01
1 e ntlf'inl F.- ::3 NRC Ii ,".N ..,~ 1.00 1.00 1..

FN- r083 NRC 110.01 '110. 1]§: 1.00 1.
Enatf1lll1n F.- .OS1 NSf"

.~~IO. 1.00 1.00 1.
~.- 0012 N 041.21 1.00 1. 1. ,

Ii" - -.083 N tlO. 1. 1. 1.
F.. - OC48 N ••101. 11,101. 1. 1. 1.
='.. - ".,083 N '190. '110. 1. 1. 1.

5



GSTC Arizona EIS Overhead Analysis

. '.,'...

•~'·.E.a::·R...·"e-.enta ". , ..,al•• "'.·'DINet',',·.·. Overhead ov...... Rate ~.
..... CCMIt ." F..'.... FactOI'

(b\ ICc) -(lib) Cd) (e) - (dlc)

-..'_.

,--.-,

1
2
3
4
5

16
17
'18
119

'21

23
25

30
~31

32
33
~

135
37
38

DS1 X-Connect $3r'::i75n---:IId"l2r·=52i:+-_~1.~49l:+----:---7"1',:49:-t-_--:::,1'~OO:rl'
D83 x-connect ......08 '1•.62 1.49 1.21 0.81
Power -~ 1il'1'7:17 .-... ,0':1 1.21 1.21 1.00
Power em-DC Power ".84 16.84 1.00 1.00 1.00
P-. em-,POwerCabfe '.80.38 $1.. 1.21 1.21 1.00
~Fee--Mlrm~rk ~.90 •.N 1.17 1.17 1.00

.....-.0. Fee - 'Mninlll NeAt ii' ~.uo_,,', 1.00 U)O 1.00
Pa.Nr ent~POwerM8IIr'iaI ~"E~""";;.+.__1~.00;.=-+__1-:-;..~00=+-_~1'-==tOO,
Pa.Nr,Eauiornent-POwer Cable N 1. $1.136.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
...... Fee - 90 Mbps ••414. ..414.60 1.00 1.00 1.00
tnItIIIt ee - Per DS3 ... .!!!l.., _1 .2B 1.00 1.00 1.00
InstIIH Fee - Per DS1 ~;C;::'.;:;+-=":;:;:_;:.:..82~__1:.:.:.00;=+__1~.00=='.:-+-.,..--_1~.00==:i
InstIIIl Fee - 003 NR $2.484.60 sa.•.eo 1.00 1.00 1.00
Instill Fee - Per 083 NRC ,$831" "1.28 1.00 1.00 1.00
InstIlIt Fee - Per DS1 NRC •.82 ••82 1.00 1.00' 1.00
InsIIIIt Fee - OC12 NRC .,••60 11..., .......60 1.00 1.00 1.00
Instill Fee - Per 053 NRC $$3128 $33128 1.00 1.00 1.00
InsbII Fee - 0C48 NRC $3,312.80 $8.312.80 1.00 1.00 1.00
1nst8tf Fee - Per DS3 NRC ~1 .2$ 1331.28 1.00 1.00 1.00
E Fee - 90 Mbps NRC $'1,155.84 $1.156.84 1.00 1.00 1.00
Engineering Fee - Per OS3 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
Enaineerina Fee - Per OS1 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00

"1 Fee OC3 NRC $1,733.76 $1,733.76 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fee- PerOS3 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00

E Fee - Per OS1 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
E ItW, Fee - 0012 NRC $2,311.68 $2,311.68 1.00 1.00 1.00
E "'loI'Fee Per OS3 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
Engineering Fee - 0048 NRC $2,889.60 $2.889.60 1.00 1.00 1.00
Enaineerina Fee - Per OS3 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
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GSTC California EIS Overhead Analysis

...................,> ....... ...............
····.ov........·

lOV.-head

<>< ••··..ii
••••••••••

PrUpa..., •.•. ·DiNCt·· Ov••ad .... Adj.
> ......- .. Aat8 ··eoat···· ······Faetor·· .' F8ctor Factor

..•... ...... /......,..............
".

'.:-:-<-:-:.:

'0<::. '.' •..•.. lar 'Cbl/ ···!fcl··.t8Jbl ..' 'Cdl lte) -fdlc)

1 .DS1 X-COMect $4.32 $2.64 1.63 1.63 1.00
2 DS3 X-Connect $35.23 $21.51 1.64 1.02 0.62
3 Power - Power Material $501.89 $298.24 1.68 1.02 0.61
4 Power EQUioment-DC Power $7.34 $7.34 1.00 1.00 1.00
5 Power Equipment-Power Cable $218.13 $128.45 1.70 1.02 0.60
6 M8intenr1nce Fee - Alarm Network $52.94 137.91 1.40 1.02 0.73
7 M8intenance Fee - Terminal ent $241.00 $241.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

14 Power EQUipment-Power Material NRC $6,377.00 16.377.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
15 PowerE -Power Cable NRC $3,081.00 13081.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
16 Install Fee - 90 Mbps NRC $4,011.60 14,011.60 1.00 1.00 1.00
17 Install Fee - Per 083 NRC $534.88 $534.88 1.00 1.00 1.00
18 InstaJl Fee - Per 051 NRC $133.72 5133.72 1.00 1.00 1.00
19 Install Fee - OC3 NRC $4,011.60 $4,011.60 1.00 1.00 1.00
20 Install Fee - Per 083 NRC $534.88 $534.88 1.00 1.00 1.00
21 Install Fee - Per 051 NRC 5133.72 $133.72 1.00 1.00 1.00
22 Install Fee - OC12 NRC $4,011.60 $4,011.60 1.00 1.00 1.00
23 Install Fee - Per 053 NRC $534.88 $534.88 1.00 1.00 1.00
25 Install Fee - 0048 NRC $5,348.80 $5,348.80 1.00 1.00 1.00
26 Install Fee - Per 083 NRC $534.88 $534.88 1.00 1.00 1.00
28 Enoineering Fee - 90 Mbos NRC $1,568.84 $1,558.84 1.00 1.00 1.00
29 Engineering Fee - Per 0S3 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
30 Enaineering Fee - Per DS1 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
31 Enaineering Fee - OC3 NRC $1,733.76 $1,733.76 1.00 1.00 1.00
32 Enaineering Fee - Per DS3 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
33 Engineering Fee - Per DS1 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
34 Engineering Fee - OC12 NRC $2.311.68 $2,311.68 1.00 1.00 1.00
35 Engineering Fee - Per DS3 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
37 Engtneering Fee - 0048 NRC $2,889.60 $2,889.60 1.00 1.00 1.00
38 Enaineering Fee - Per DS3 NRC $144.48 $144.48 1.00 1.00 1.00
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GSTC Illinois EIS Overhead Analysis

.... ..•.•........ ············<i ad

•.•••••••. /••J .•... } ~i; ..·..
.•.•...•p~ Dnct . OnIhead av..... Rate Adj•
....... Rate.· .'co..' Factor Factor Factor

< •••.••.•••.• ·.H> .•.••.•.•...•....•••••••
lbl ........ ,fc)-fa!b).............. ·····i: ......... ... .< fa) left ,te) - I dIe}

1 OS1 X-Connect 13.58 12.11 1.70 1.70 1.00
.2 OSI X-Comect 134.38

~~
1.70 1.14 0.87

3 p~ -PowerM.-t81 1470.15 1.67 1.14 0.88.. Poww -DC Power ".21 • 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
5 POWII' -PowerCIbI8 1113.72 .... 1.70 1.14 0.67
8 F.- ,,*,"F8IWOrk 111.05 . 1.43 1.14 0.80
7 ......I8nC8F.- erminll 1•.00 .1!18. 1.00 1.00 1.00

14 1'0.,. ent-F ower ....81 N .813.00 1....3.0 1.00 1.00 1.00
15 POWW' laulPment-poww Cable N 811.00 ~.'.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
l' I".. F.-80M_ ~ ~.20 " •.20 1.00 1.00 1.00
1 I""" F.- Fter DS3 1'\ .1.- lIID1.ae 1.00 1.00 1.00
1 1,_, .. - lJer D81 1'\ 175.34 _34 1.00 1.00 1.00
18 I"."F.. - DC3 N ~~20 .20 1.00 1.00 1.00
20 I,....F. - Per DS3 N .,.38 .,.38 1.00 1.00 1.00
21 tf1lCllll F.. - ~erOS1 N .34 .34 1.1X) 1.00 1.00
22 I"..F.- 0012 N .20 .20 1.00 1.00 1.00
23 I..... F.. - ~erOS3 NRC .1.38 1.38 1.00 1.00 1.00
IS I"'" F. - 0048 NRC $3013.80 "013.80 1.00 1.00 1.00
2e I...... F.. -P... DS3 NRC _1.315 .1.38 1.00 1.00 1.00
28 E Fee- 8OMbOS NRC $1,013.60 '1.013.60 1.00 1.00 1.00
28 E Fee - PerOS3 NRC $126.70 $128.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
30 E .;. _ 'n, Fee - Per OS1 NRC $126.70 .1•.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
31 EI'l! ~nc Fee- 0'03 NRC $1,520.40 $1,520.40 1.00 1.00 1.00
32 E Fee - PerOS3 NR'C $126.70 '126.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
33 E ,;' ... Fee - Per OS1 NRC $126.70 $126.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
34 E Fee - 0012 NRC 12.027.20 12027.20 1.00 1.00 1.00
3S E 'ng Fee - Per 0S3 NRC $126.70 '126.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
37 Engineering Fee - 0'048 NRC $2,534.00 $2,534.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
38 Enaineerina Fee - Per 0S3 NRC 5126.70 5126.70 1.00 1.00 1.00

8



GSTC Missouri EIS Overhead Analysis

. ~-'. . .
.... '... : .... - ,.

. . ..
.'.... ' , ,. :..: .

., !Alowed ad
Propoe8d<Dtrect 'OV.......d Ov....d· Rate 'A~.

..... . CoIItFaetor Factor Factor
. ... - 'c, .

(al·· . '·"i>ibfi .••,Ilcr"'(a!b)(d) 'e) - (d/e\

0.84

0.68

0.72
0.78

1.00
1.00

0.80

1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.24
1.00

1.24
1.24

1.46

1.24
1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00

1.73
1.58

1.73

1.00
1.00

1.54
1.82

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00

1.00

1.00
1.00

1.00

1••1.00 891.00

M7.52 5487.52

$6.82 $6.82

$116.81 J116.68

".31 $122.48

$417.52 $467.52

$149.44 $149.44

$487.52 S467.52

$3.72 $2.15

$149.44 $149.44

,506.40 ,506.40

1116.81 $116.88

$149.44 $149.44

$33.29 $19.21
.•14.41 $388.07

.00 $214.00
.00 •.00

13506.40 $3 506.40

"'''5.20 $4 875.20

$1,793.28 $1,793.28

$1 185.52 $1 196.52

13.506.40 13.506.40

II1ItIff .. - per D83 NRC

Poww EQUipment-Power ClIbte NRC

E neeriM Fee - Per DS3 NRC

lnatail ;:ee - 80 MbPI NRC

IntaH ... - Per 081 NRC

081 X-Connect

Power EQuipment-Power Cable

Inlt8ll Fee - 1'. DS3 NR
lnetlil F.. - 0048 NR

I,.,' Fee - P.r DS3 NRC
I....' F.. - Per DS1 NRC

In"'" Fee - Per 083 NRC

Power EQUipment-DC Power

E lneenne Fee - Per DS1 NRC

InItIIl F.. - OC12 NRC

InIbIIl F.. - 003 NRC

MIinI8r1Inc. Fee - Alarm NetWOrk

DS3 X-Connect
Power a-Power Mlt8rial

MIII.....-..nc. Fee - Terminal Eq~pment
Power enl-PowerM...., NRC

E neerlrnl F.. - OC3 NRC

Et neerlnc f .. - 90 Mbos NR

Eng neerlna Fee - Per DS3 NRC

20

7
14

23

16

18

18

17

19

6

2
3

5

1

29
30

32
31

28

21

.....

33
34
35
37
38

Ene neenna F.. - Per DS1 NRC
Ene neerlng Fee - OC12 NRC
Ene neering Fee - ~er DS3 NRC
Engineering Fee - DC48 NRC
Enaineerina Fee - ~er DS3 NRC

$149.44 $149.44
$2 391.04 $2 391.04

'149.44 $149.44
$2,988.80 $2,988.80

$149.44 $149.44

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

9



GSTC Texas EIS Overhead Analysis

Alowed
Pm...... ··.Dnct Ow.... .Overhead Rate Adj.

VirtulllEI8A8leElements Rate e_ Factor Factor Factor

ial fbl l(cl.fa/bY ldl (8) .. (die)

1 DS1 X-Comect $4.47 $3.00 1.49 1.49 1.00
2 DS3 X-Connect 131.98 $21.43 1.49 1.13 0.76
3 Power em-Power M..-tal a.oo.01 $272.ee 1..47 1.13 0.77
4 Power EQuipment-DC Power 55.63 $6.83 1.00 1.00 1.00
5 Power EQuipment-Power CIIbIe $186.11 $128.06 1.48 1.13 0.77
6 Mail'1l8n8nCe Fee - Aa.m NelWOrk ;.I~.22 •.88 1.34 1.13 0.84
7 Maintenance Fee - Terminal EQuipment .. ~•.OO $448.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

14 Power EauiDmem-Power MlIlerial NRC $3 '.:1.00 $3,731.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
15 Power EQUipmem-Power Cable NRC $1,919.00 $1,999.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
16 Install Fee - 90 MbpS NRC $7,331.40 $7,331.40 1.00 1.00 1.00
17 Install Fee - Per DS3 NRC $877.52 $977.52 1.00 1.00 1.00
18 Install Fee - Per DS1 NRC $244.38 $244.38 1.00 1.00 1.00
19 Install Fee - OC3 NRC $7,331.40 $7331.40 1.00 1.00 1.00
20 Instan Fee - Per DS3 NRC $977.52 $977.52 1.00 1.00 1.00
21 Install Fee - Per DS1 NRC $244.38 1244.38 1.00 1.00 1.00
22 InstaU Fee - OC12 NRC $1,331.40 $7,331.40 1.00 1.00 1.00
23 Install Fee - Per DS3 NRC $977.52 $977.52 1.00 1.00 1.00
25 Install Fee - OC48 NRC $9,n5.20 $9,775.20 1.00 1.00 1.00
26 Instatl Fee - Per DS3 NRC $977.52 $977.52 1.00 1.00 1.00
28 Engineering Fee - 90 MbDS NRC $1,553.12 $1.553.12 1.00 1.00 1.00
29 Engineering Fee - Per OS3 NRC $194.14 $194.14 1.00 1.00 1.00
30 Engineering Fee - Per OS1 NRC $194.14 $194.14 1.00 1.00 1.00

-31 Engineering Fee - OC3 NRC $2,329.68 $2,329.68 1.00 1.00 1.00
32 Engineering Fee - Per 053 NRC $194.14 $194.14 1.00 1.00 1.00
33 Enoineering Fee - Per OS1 NRC $194.14 $194.14 1.00 1.00 1.00
34 Engineering Fee - OC12 NRC $3,106.24 $3,106.24 1.00 1.00 1.00
35 Engineering Fee - Per 053 NRC $194.14 $194.14 1.00 1.00 1.00
37 Engineering Fee - OC48 NRC $3,882.80 $3,882.80 1.00 1.00 1.00
38 Enoineerino Fee - Per 053 NRC $194.14 $194.14 1.00 1.00 1.00
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GSTC Virginia EIS Overhead Analysis

ad
,_."

Pr0p088d. DireCt Ov.mead OverMad Rate Adj.·····q.E'IS... Elemen1S Rate Cost Factor Factor Factor
•••••

Cal (b) ICC) • (alb) (d) te) • (dlc)

1 OS1 X-Connect $3.56 $2.20 1.62 1.62 1.00
2 OS3 X-Connect $32.21 $19.88 1.62 1.05 0.65
3 Power Eauioment-Power Material $483.12 $284.71 1.70 1.05 0.62
4 Power EQUiDm8nt-DC Power $5.75 $5.75 1.00 1.00 1.00
5 Power Eauioment-Power Cable $210.10 $122.90 1.71 1.06 0.61
6 Maint8n8nce Fee - Alarm Network $48.88 132.80 1.49 1.06 0.70
7 Maintenance Fee - Terminal ern $179.00 5179.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

14 Power Eauipment-Power M.-rial NRC $4.801.00 $4.801.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
15 Power Eauioment-Power Cable NRC $2,320.00 $2320.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
16 Install Fee - 90 Mbps NRC ••929.80 12.829.80 1.00 1.00 1.00
17 Install Fee - Per DS3 NRC $310.64 S390.64 1.00 1.00 1.00
18 Install Fee - Per OS1 NRC $87.66 $97.66 1.00 1.00 1.00
19 Install Fee - OC3 NRC $2.929.80 $2.929.80 1.00 1.00 1.00
:!O Install Fee - Per OS3 NRC $390.64 $390.64 1.00 1.00 1.00
21 Inst8Il Fee - Per DS1 NRC $97.66 $97.66 1.00 1.00 1.00
22 Inst8It Fee - OC12 NAC $2.929.80 $2.929.80 1.00 1.00 1.00
23 Ina1III11 Fee - Per DS3 NRC $390.64 $390.64 1.00 1.00 1.00
25 Install Fee - OC48 NRC 53.906.40 $3.906.40 1.00 1.00 1.00
26 Ins"" Fee - Per DS3 NRC $390.64 S390.64 1.00 1.00 1.00
28 EnQineerina Fee - 90 Mbps NRC $1,101.60 $1,101.60 1.00 1.00 1.00
29 Engineering Fee - Per OS3 NRC $137.70 5137.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
30 Engineering Fee - Per OS, NRC $137.70 $137.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
31 Engineering Fee - OC3 NRC $1,652.40 $1,652.40 1.00 1.00 1.00
32 EnCjneerina Fee - Per OS3 NRC $137.70 $137.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
33 EnQineering Fee - Per OS, NRC $137.70 $137.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
34 EnQineerina Fee - OC12 NRC $2,203.20 $2,203.20 1.00 1.00 1.00
35 Engineering Fee - Per OS3 NRC $137.70 $137.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
37 Engineering Fee - OC48 NRC $2,754.00 $2,754.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
38 Enaineerina Fee - Per OS3 NRC $137.70 $137.70 1.00 1.00 1.00
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