
Appendix 5A: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washington

Assumptions:
Copper Size Factors 1 reduced from 1.2 to 1.0
Copper Size Factors 1 reduced from 1.3 to 1.0
Copper Size Factors 1 reduced from 1.4 to 1.0
Fiber Size Factor reduced from 1.2 '0 1.0

Date: 8/6/92
Time: 2:07:45 PM

AlZsrCllate Support ARMIS Density Households Lines
At 520 = 5 276.602.528 !..essS 19,098 26.849
At 530 = 5 130.292.793 5 to 200 408.594 634.397
At 540 = 5 76.481.041 200 to 650 266,499 487.515
Al 550 = 5 48,357.911 650 to 850 101,986 181.135
At 560 = 5 31,850,217 850102550 681,340 1.181,569
At 570 = S 22.023,618 Greater 2550 397.991 782.457
At 580 = S 15.320.631 Total 1.875,508 3,293.923

Annual Benchl1l:lIk Cost = S .156,416.275
Slale Average Monthly Cost= 5 2926

ARMIS
Cost Catqorv tt-holcls

50<=55
55<=510
510<=$15 16.216
515<=520 196,812
$20<=525 446,708
525<=530 453.486

530<=535 348.588
535<=$40 118.229
540<=545 65.027
545<=$50 46,661

550<=$55 49.588
555<=560 31,926

560<=565 21.659
565<=$70 15.138
570<=575 9.298

575<=5100 36,863

5100<=5150 14.510
5150<=5200 3.423
5200<=5250 1.353

5250<=5300
53OO<=S500 23
5500<=51000 .

51000+ .

TDIal Households 1.875.508

Maximum Monthlv Cost 5 41428
Avera2e Monthlv Cost $ 2926
Lines Above SIOK Loop Inv 1.307
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LoooC~ B...hohIs
0<.. 5Kft 194.576

SKft <.. 10Kft 473,673
10Kft <.. ISKft 432.323
15Kft <.. 20Kft 283.523
20M ¢II 2.5Kft 171.102
2.5Kft <.. 30Kft 106.537
30Kft <.. 40Kft 102,024
40Kft ¢II 50Kft 51.096
SOKft <- 60Kft 21,986
60Kft <..70Kft 14,541
70Kft <= 80Kft 10.481
80Kft <.. 90Kft 7.398

90Kft <= looKft 3,685
looKft <-ISOKft 2,511
150Kft <- 200Kft 52

200Ktf+ .
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Appendi). SA: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washington

Density Summary Results Wei.hted
Less 5 Sum of # Households 19.098

Sum of # Lines 26.849
Avera2e of Loop LeOl~th 70.190
AverUlZe of Loop $ per Line $4.771
AveralZe of Total Invstmnt $lLn $5.196
Average of Monthlv Cost1 $ 110.80

5 to 200 Sum of # Households 408.594
Sum of # Lines 634.397
AveralZe of LOOD Length 29.933
Average of Loop $ per Line $1.811
Average of Total Invstmnt $lLn $1.976
Avera2e of Monthly Cost 1 $ 47.39

200 to 650 Sum of # Households 266,499
Sum of # Lines 487.515
Averulle of Loop LenlZth 15,436
AveralZe of Loop $ per Line $806
Averalle of Total Invstmnt $lLn $924
Averaae of Monthly Cost 1 $ 26.74

650 to S50 Sum of # Households 101.986
Sum of # Lines 181.135
AveralZe of Loop Length 13.082
Average of Loop $ per Line $805
Avera2e of Total Invstmnt SlLn $914
Average of MonthlY Costl $ 26.49

850 to 2550 Sum of # Households 681.340
Sum of # Lines 1.181.569
Avera2e of LOOD Length 11.279
Average of Loop $ per Line $694

Average of Total Invstrnnt SlLn $801
Avera2e of Monthly Costl $ 24.25

Greater 2550 Sum of # Households 397.991

Sum of # Lines 782,457
Average of Loop Len!!th 7,629
Average of Loop $ per Line SS64
Average of Total Invstmnt SlLn $665

Averal!e of Monthly Cost 1 $ 21.53
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Slale: Wa~hinllion

Assumptions

HM Fill Factors substituted

Appertdix 5A: Runs ReLating to Outside Plant

Date: 8/6/92
Time: 5:58:38 PM

A2greaate Support ARMIS Denlity Households Lines
..1,1520 = S 27S,4 10.772 Less 5 19.098 26.849
,-\1530 = S 126.607,867 5 to 200 408,594 634,397
At 540 = S 73,324,482 200 to 650 266.499 487,515
,-\1550 = S 46.014.945 650 to 850 101.986 181.135
,-\t 560 = '; 30.688,172 850 to 2550 681.340 1.181.569
,-\1570 = , 21,234,597 Greater 25S0 397,991 782.457
-\l 580: " 14.795.942 Total 1.875,508 3,293,923

.-\nnual Benchmark COSI = 1.157,067.353
Slale Average .\lonthlv Cost: 29.27

ARMIS
Cosl Cateeorv Households

50<=$ 5 .
5S<=510

510<;$15 12.[59
515<=$20 t81.832
520<=52S 440.801
525<=$30 467.006

530<=$35 367.854
535<=540 118.525
540<=545 61.759
545<=550 50.56S
550<=555 51.327
555<=560 28.341
560<=565 18.[51
565<=570 .i 12.363
570<=575 i 10.336

575<=$100 35.447

5100<=5150 i 14.243
51S0<=$200 3.423
$2OO<=$2S0 1.353

52S0<=5300
$300<=$500 23
5Soo<=$ I000

$1000+ -
Total Households 1.875.508

MaxImum Monthlv Cost 5 414,28
Avera2e Monthlv Cost 5 29.27
Lines Above 5[OK LOaD Inv 1.307
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ILooD CatelorY Households
0<=5Kft 194.576

SKft <= [OKft 473.673
[OKft <= ISKft 432.323
ISKft <= 20Kft 283.523
20Kft <= 2SKft 171.102
25Kft <= 30Kft 106.537
30Kft <= 40Kft 102.024
40Kft <= SOKft 51.096
50Kft <= 60Kft 21.986
60Kft <=70Kit 14.54[
70Kft <= 80Kit 10.481
SOKft <= 90Kft 7.398

90Kft <= looK!t 3.685
looKft <= ISOKit 2.511
ISOKft <= 200Kft 52

2ooKtf+ -
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Appendix 5A: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washington

Density Summary Results Weighted
Less 5 Sum of # Households 19.098

Sum of # Lines 26.849
Avera2e of Loop Lemnh 70.190
Average of Loop $ per Line $4.727
Avera2e of Totallnvstmnt SlLn S5.152
Average of Monthly Cost1 $ 109.94

5 to '::00 Sum of # Households -1.08.594
Sum of # Lines 634.397
AveralZe of Loop Len2th 29.933
Average of Loop $ per Line $1.774
Average of Totallnvstmnt SlLn S1.939
Average of Monthly Cost I S 46.67

lOO to 6S0 Sum of # Households 266.499
Sum of # Lines 487.515
Avera2e of Loop Lemzth 15.436
Average of Loop $ oer Line 5805
Avera2e of Total Invstmnt SlLn 5923
Average of Monthly Costl $ 26.71

650 to XSO Sum of # Households 101.986
Sum of # Lines 181.135
Average of Loop Len2th 13.082
AveralZe of Loop $ per Line 5815
Avera2e of Torallnvstmnt $lLn 5924
AveralZe of Monthly Cost I $ 26.68

850 to 2550 Sum of # Households 681.340
Sum of # Lines 1.181.569
Avera2e of Loop LeOlzth 11.279
Average of Loop $ per Line 5707
Average of Tota1lnvstmnt SlLn 5813
Average of Monthly Cost1 $ 24.49

Greater 2550 Sum of # Households 397.991
Sum of # Lines 782.457
AveralZe of Loop Len2th 7.629
Average of Loop $ per Line 5579
Average of Totallnvstmnt SlLn 5680
Avera2e of Monthly Costl S 21.82
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Appendix 5A: Runs ReLating to Outside PLant

Slate: Washinltton

Assumptions

Drop Cost per Foot reduced from SO. IOta SO
Pedestal Cost reduced from $48.22 to $0
Network Interface Device cost reduced 'rom S30 to SO

Date: 8/6192
Time: 4:10:19 P~1

"\ltarCj!8te Support ARMIS Densitv Households Lines
AI 520 = 5 2(;5.432.102 Less 5 19.098 26.849
AI S30 = 5 1.3.378.657 510200 408.594 634.397
-\1540 = 5 2.863.293 200 10 650 266.499 487.515
-\1 S50 = OS 5.951.705 65010850 101.986 181.135
-\[ S60 = OS 0.513.914 850102550 681.340 1.181.569
Al 570 = S 1.154.600 Greater 2550 397.991 782,457
-\1580 = S 4.714.794 Total 1.875.508 3.293.923

-\nnual Benchmark CoS! = OS 1.1 '9.774.105
Stale Average Monthly Cosl= OS 28.84

AIMIS
Cost l:llteaorv Households

50<=$ 5
55<=$10
510<=$15 17,419
515<=$20 209.822
S20<=S25 458.528
525<=530 488.463

530<=535 316.802
535<=540 99.734

540<=545 61.785

545<=550 48.699
550<=555 48.690
555<=560 28.714

560<=565 18.680
565<=570 15.952
570<=575 8.352

575<=5100 35.142

5100<=$150 \3.927
5150<=$200 3.474

5200<=$250 1.302

5250<=$300
5300<=$500 23

5500<=$1000 -
51000+

TOlal Household~ 1.875.508

Maximum Monthly COSI 5 414.28
Average Monthlv Cost $ 28.84
Lines Above 51 OK Loop Inv \.307
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LoopCatnon Households
o<-5Kft 194.576

5Kft <: 10Kft 473.673
10Kft <= 15Kft 432.323
15Kft <: 20Kft 283.523
20Kft <= 2SKft 171.102
2SKft <= 30Kft 106.537

30Kft <= 40Kft 102.024
40Kft <= 50Kft 51.096
50Kft <= 60Kft 21.986
60Kft <=70Kft 14.541
70Kft <= 80Kft 10.481
80Kft <= 90Kfl 7.398

90M <= 100M 3.685
100M <=150Kft 2.511
150Kfl <= 200Kfl 52

2OOKtf+ -
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Appendix SA: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washington

Density Summary Results Weighted
Lt:ss :1 Sum of # Households 19.098

Sum of # Lines 26.849
Avera2e of Loop Leni~th 70.190
Average of Loop $ per Line $4.718
AverajZe of Total lnvstmnt $lLn $5.143
Average of Monthly Cost I $ 109.77

5 to 200 Sum of # Households 408,594
Sum of # Lines 634.397
Average of Loop Length 29.933
Average of Loop $ per Line $l.768
Average of Totallnvstmnt $lLn $1,934
Avera2e of Monthlv Cost I $ 46.56

200 to 650 Sum of # Households 266.499
Sum of # Lines 487.515
Avera2e of Loop Length 15,436
Average of Loop $ oer Line $784
Averalle of Total Invstmnt $lLn $902
Average of Monthly Cost I $ 26.31

650 to 850 Sum of # Households 101,986
Sum of # Lines 181.135
AveralZe of Loop LenlZth 13.082
AveralZe of Loop $ per Line $787
AveralZe of Total Invstmnt $lLn $897
Average of Monthly Cost I $ 26.15

X50 to 2550 Sum of # Households 681,340
Sum of # Lines 1.181.569
Average of Loop Length 11,279
Average of Loop $ per Line $677

Average of Total Invstmnt $lLn $784
AveralZe of Monthlv Costl $ 23.91

Greater 2550 Sum of # Households 397.991

Sum of # Lines 782,457
Average of Loop LenlZth 7.629
Average of Loop $ per Line $553

Average of Total Invstmnt $lLn $655
Average of Monthly Costl $ 21.32
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Appendix 5A: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washington

Assumptions
('''pp~r'FlherCrosso'~r 1'00nl = \.lOOO

Date: 7/24/92
Time: 1:04:34 P'1

\IUtre2ate Support AR'IIS Dellsitv Households Lines,

·\t '520 = S :<l8.458.281 Less 5 19.098 26,849
\t S30 = OS 14.240.149 5 to,200 408.594 634.397
\t $40 = 'S '6.710.033 200 to 650 266.499 487,515
At S50 = OS 18.383.:'27 650 to 850 101.986 181.135
·\1 S60 = 'S ,1.861.000 850 to 2550 68t.340 1,181.569
.\t S70 = OS 22.029327 Greater 2550 397.991 782.457
.-\t S80 = 'S ,5.325.477 Total 1.875.508 3,293.923

,\nnual Benchmark Cost = 'S . 95.639.907
State Averag.e Monthlv (osr- 'S 3025

\ R:'tl IS

Cost Catc«orv Housrholds
$0<=$ 5
S5<=$10 -

$10<=$15 12.836
$15<=$20 141.986
$20<-$25 314.735
$25<=$30 536.216
$30<=$35 442.589
$35<=$40 \28.189
$40<=$45 66.324
$45<=$50 48.817
$50<=$55 49.588
$55<=560 31.961
$60<-$65 21.659
$65<=$70 \5.138
$70<=$75 9.298

$75<=$100 36.863
'5100<=5150 14.510
$150<=5200 3.423
$200<=5250 \.353
$250<=S300 .
S300<=$500 23

'5500<=$ 1000
SIOOO+ .

Total Households \ .875.508

MaXimum Monthlv Cost 'S 41428
AveralZe Monthlv (ost '5 3025
Lines Above SIOK Loop Inv 1.307
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Loop Catelory HoasdIoicis
o<-SKft 194.576

5KA <- 10KA 473.673
IOKA <- 15Kft 432.323
15Kft <- 20Kft 283.523
20Kft <- 25Kft 171.\02
25Kft <- 30Kft 106.537
30Kft <- 40KA 102.024
40Kft <- SOKft 51.096
50Kft <- 60Kft 21.986
60KA <-70Kft 14.541
70Kft <- 80Kft 10.481
80Kft <- 90Kft 7.398

90Kft <- l00Kft 3.68S
lOOKft <-I SOKft 2,511
1SOKft <- 200Kft 52

200Ktf+ .

756
165.901

15,199
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Appendix 5A: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washington

Density ISummary Results Weighted
Less 5 Sum of # Households 19.098

Sum of # Lines 26.849
Average of Loop Lene:th 70.190
Averalte of Loop $ per Line $4.773
Averalte of Total Invstmnt S:Ln $5.198
Avera~e of Monthly Costl $ 110.83

5 to 200 Sum of # Households 408.594
Sum of # Lines 634.397
Average of Loop Lene:th 29.933
Average of Loop $ per Line $1.820
Average of Totallnvstmnt SILn $1.985

)

Average of Monthly Cost I $ 47.57
200 to 650 Sum of# Households 266.499

Sum of # Lines 487.515
Average of Loop Lenl!th 15.436
Average of Loop $ per Line $847
Average of Total Invstmnt SILn $965
Average of Monthly Cost I $ 27.56

650 to 850 Sum of # Households 101.986
Sum of # Lines 181.135
Average of Loop Length 13.082
Average of Loop $ per Line $871
Average ofTotallnvstmnt SILn $981
Average of Monthly Costl $ 27.84

850 to 2550 Sum of # Households 681.340
Sum of # Lines 1.181.569
Average of Loop Length 11.279
Average of Loop $ per Line $760

Average of Total Invstmnt S/Ln $867
Average of Monthly Costl $ 25.58

Greater 2550 Sum of # Households 397.991

Sum of# Lines 782.457
Average of Loop Length 7,629
Average of Loop $ per Line $623
Average ofTotallnvstmnt SLn $724

Average of Monthly Costl $ 22.72
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Appendix 5A: Runs ReLating to Outside PLant

State: Washington

Assumptions:
Copper;l:lber Crossover POint: 1:'.000

Dale: 712~192

Time: \ :32: 13 p\t

\22re2ate Support \R:\IIS ()ensi~' lIouseholds Lines
.-\t 520 : S 2113.003.771 L~5S :' 19.098 26.849
..\t 530 : S I 7.610.722 :' to 200 408.594 634.397
\1540 : S 6.447.:'50 200 to 6:'0 266.499 487.51:'
\t 550 = S ;8.305.002 ,,:in to 8:'0 101.986 181.135
.\t $60 = 'S 1.826.103 ~:,n to 2550 681.340 1.l81.569
.·\t 570 = 'S :2.008.787 ljr~ater 2550 397.99\ 782.457
At 580 = '5 .5.314.HO r,nal 1.875.508 3.293.923

Annual Benchmark Cost - 'S 1.1 ;4.447.213
State Average Monthly Cosr- '5 28.70

\R:\IlS

CoSI Cattjtory Households

'50<=$ 5 -
$5<-$10
'510<=$15 14.110
515<"'$20 212.050
$20<=525 559.132
525<=530 405.668

530<=535 287.671
$35<-540 102.458
'540<=545 62.938
$45<-550 47.890
'550<"'555 49.610
555<-560 31.904

$60<=565 21.469
565<=$70 15.287
570<-575 9.149
$75<=5100 36.863

$100<=5150 14.513
$150<"'5200 3.423
5200<=$250 1.350

$250<=$300 -
$300<"'5500 23

5500<"'5\000
51000+ -

Total Households 1.875.508

Ma.xlmum Monthlv Cost '5 41428
Avera2e Monthlv COSt $ 28.70
Lines Above 5\ OK Loop Inv 1.303
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Loop Catecory Households
0<= 5Kft 194.576

5Kft <- 10Kft 473.673
1OKft <= ISKft 432.323
15Kft <= 20Kft 283.523
20Kft <= 25Kft 171.102
25 Kft <= 30Kft 106.537
30Kft <- 40Kft 102.024
40Kft <- 50Kft 51.096
:,OKft <- 60Kft 21.986
60Kft <=70Kft 14.541
'OKft <= 80Kft 10.481
80Kft <= 90Kft 7.398

l.JOKft <= 100Kft 3.685
IOOKft <= 150Kft 2.511
150Kft <'" 200Kft 52

200Ktf+ -

loop Information LentUh
Minimum LOOD Len2th 756
Ma.xlmum Loop Len2th \65.901
A\'era2e Loop Len2th 15.199
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Appendlx 5A: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washington

Density Summary Results Weighted
Less 5 Sum of It Households 19,098

Sum of #- Lines 26,849
Avera!!e of Loop Length 70,190
AveralZe of Loop S per Line $4,773
AveralZe ofTotallnvstmnt S/Ln $5,198
Avera!!e of Monthly Cost I $ 110.83

5 to 200 Sum of It Households 408,594
Sum of #. Lines 634.397
Average of Loop Length 29.933
Average of Loop S per Line $1.820
Average ofTotallnvstmnt S;Ln S1.985

Average of Monthly Cost 1 $ 47.57

200 to 650 Sum of# Households 266.499
Sum of # Lines 487.515
Avera!!e of Loop Len!!th 15.436
Averalle of Loop S per Line 5847
Averal!e of Total Invstmnt $/Ln 5965
Average of Monthly Cost I 5 27.56

650 to 850 Sum of # Households 101.986
Sum of # Lines 181.135
Averal!e of Loop Length 13.082
Averal!e of Loop 5 per Line 5871
Averal!e ofTotallnvsrmnt 5iLn 5981
Average of Monthly Costl S 27.84

850 to 2550 Sum of # Households 681.340
Sum of # Lines 1.181.569
Average of Loop LemHh 11.279
Average of Loop 5 per Line 5760

Average of Total Invstmnt S/Ln 5867
Averae:e of Monrhly Costl $ 25.58

Greater 2550 Sum of # Households 397.991

Sum of# Lines 782.457
Averal!e of Loop Len!!th 7.629
Average of Loop S per Line S623

Average ofTotallnvstmnt S/Ln 5724

Average of Monthl\ Costl 5 21.72
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Appendix 5A: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washington

AssumptIOns
(·"[l[lcr.I·,hcr CrosSll\Cr 1"\,"1 ~ IX.()()II

Datf: 7/24/92
Timf: 2:06:45 P\1

\eerCl!lIte Support .\RMIS Density Households Lines
\1520 = OS 2'0.302.289 Less 5 19.098 26.849
\1530 = '5 i 24.821.817 5 to 200 408.594 634.397
\1 '540 = OS '6.233.069 200 to 650 266.499 487.515
\t 550 = 'S +8.219.867 650 to 850 101.986 181.135
\1560 = OS ' l.776.375 850 to 2550 681.340 1.181.569
\1570 = OS 21.994.281 Greater 2550 39799\ 782.457
\1 S80 = S 15.301.940 Total \.875.508 3.293.923

\nnual Bcnchmark Cust = 'S I. 12.383.267
'itale Average Monthl\ COSI= 'S 28.14

\R~IIS

Cost Cate20ry lIouseholds
50<-$ 5
$5<=SI0 -

SI0<=SI5 14.50\
$15<=S20 230.522
520<=525 645.102
525<=530 373.964

530<=535 227.721
535<=540 93.595
'540<=545 59.160
545<.=550 46.997
'550<=555 50.155
555<=560 3\.953
560.... ='565 21.491
565-=$70 15.032
570<=575 9.167
575<=$100 36.839

$100<=5150 14.519
SI50<-S200 3.417

5200<=S250 1.350
$250<=5300 -
5300<=5500 23
'5500<-51000 -

'51000+ -
Tlllal llouseholds 1.875.508

MaXimum Monthl' Cost 5 41428
Avera!!c Monthl\' Cost '5 28.14
l.lnes .\bo\'e 5 IOK Loop Inv 1.300
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Loop Catclon Housebolds
0<- SKft 194.576

5Kft <- 10Kft 473.673
IOKft <,z 15Kft 432.323
15Kft <- 20Kft 283.523
20Kft <- 2SKft 171.102
2SKft <- 30Kft 106.537
30Kft <- 40Kft 102.024
40Kft <- SOKft 51.096
50Kft <- 60Kft 21.986
60Kft <-70Kft 14.541
70Kft <- 80Kft 10.481
80Kft <- 90Kft 7.398

90Kft <'" IOOKft 3.685
l00Kft <-ISOKft 2.511
ISOKft <- 200Kft 52

200Ktf+ .

lentnh
756

165.901
15.199
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Appendi ~ SA: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washington

Density Summary Results WeiRhted
Less 5 Sum of # Households 19.098

Sum of # Lines 26.849
Avera'te of Loop Lemnh 70.190
Average of Loop $ per Line $4.768
Average ofTotallnvstmnt SILo $5.193
Avera'te of Monthly Cost I $ 110.73

5 to 200 Sum of # Households 408.594
Sum of # Lines 634.397
AveralZe of Loop Length 29,933
Average of Loop S per Line $1.797
Average ofTotallnvstmnt S/Ln $1.963

Average of Monthly Cost I $ 47.11
200 to 650 Sum of # Households 266.499

Sum of # Lines 487.515
Average of Loop Length 15,436
Average of Loop S per Line $729
Avera'te ofTotallnvstmnt SILn 5847
Average of Monthly Costl $ 25.16

650 to 850 Sum of # Households 101.986
Sum of # Lines 181.135
Avera!Ze of Loop Length 13.082
Avera'te of Loop S per Line 5730
Average ofTotallnvstmnt SILn 5840
Avera'te of Monthly Cost I $ 24.96

850 to 2550 Sum of # Households 681.340
Sum of # Lines 1.\81.569
Avera'te of Loop Lemtth 11.279
Average of Loop S per Line $615

Average of Total Invstmnt SILn 5722
Average of Monthly Cost1 $ 22.62

Greater 2550 Sum of # Households 397.991

Sum of # Lines 782,457
AveralZe of Loop Length 7.629
Average of Loop S per Line $532

Average ofTotallnvstmnt S/Ln $633

Avera'tc of Monthl:- Cost I $ 20.86
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Appendix SA: Runs Relating to Outside Plant

State: Washin~ton

Assumptions

Minimum Slope Factor reduced from 1.1 to 1.0
Maximum Slope Factor reduced frolT1 105 to 1.0
Combined Slope Factor reduced frorn 12 to 10

Date: 8/6/92
Time: 3:09:14 PM

·\IZ~regate Support ARMIS
At 520 = 5 269.360.689
At 530 = 5 1'1.672.057
-\t 540 = 5,8.366.534
At 550 = 5 W.842.026
At 560 = 5 ~5.443.976

,-\t 570 = 5 16.873 ...95
At 580 = 5 I 1.266.856

Annual Benchmark Cost = S 1.1~8.241 ,469
Stale Aver:lge Monthly Cost= S 29.05

Density
Less 5
5 to 200
200 to 650
650 to 850
850 to 2550
Greater 2550
Total

Households
19.098

408,594
266.499
101.986
681.340
397.99\

\.875.508

Lines
26.849

634.397
487.515
181.135

1.181.569
782,457

3.293.923

ARMIS

Cost Catee:orv Households

50<=55
55<=$\0
510<=$15 IM23
515<=$20 186.337
520<=$25 447.735
525<=530 460.069

530<=535 361.913
535<=540 115.993
540<=$45 64.158
545<=$50 48.798
550<=555 I 52.018
555<=$60 32.775

560<=565 22.987
565<=$70 11.051

.570<=575 11.778
575<=$\00 3\.707

5100<=$150 1\.710
5150<=S200 1.986
5200<=$250 1.047

5250<=$300 -
5300<=$500 23

5500<=51000
5\000+

Total Households I 1.875.508

MaxImum Monthlv Cost 5 414.37
Avcra2e Monthlv Cost 5 29.05
Lines Above SIOK Loop Inv 1.307
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Loop Cateaory HouseboIds
0<= 5Kft 195.575

5K1t <= 10Klt 473.569
10Kft <= 15K1t 433.724
15K1t <= 20Kft 286.710
20Klt <= 2SKlt 167.056
2SKft <= 30Kft 113.504
30Kft <= 40Kft 96.831
40Kft <= 50Kft 53.378
50Klt <= 60Kft 21.428
60Kft <=70Kft 13.670
70Kft <= 80Klt 8.801
80Klt <= 90Kft 5.937

90Klt <= l00Kft 3.313
l00Kft <-IS0Klt 1.960
150Klt <= 200Klt 52

200Ktf+
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Appendix SA: Runs Relatinl: to Outside Plant

State: Washinl!,ton

Density Summarv Results Weilhted
Less 5 Sum of # Households 19.098

Sum of # Lines 26.849
Average of Loop Length 66.386
Average of Loop $ per Line $4.451
Average of Total Invstmnt $lLn $4.876
Average of Monthly Cost 1 $ 104.54

5 to 200 Sum of # Households 408.594
Sum of # Lines 634,397
Avera2e of Loop Length 29.394
Average of Loop $ per Line $1.746
Average of Total Invstmnt $lLn $1.912

AveralZe of Monthly Cost I $ 46.13
200 to 650 Sum of # Households 266,499

Sum of # Lines 487.515
Average of Loop Length 15.386
Average of Loop $ per Line $804
Average of Total Invstmnt $lLn $922
Average of Monthly Costl $ 26.69

650 to ~50 Sum of # Households 101.986
Sum of # Lines 181.135
Average of Loop Length 13.065
AveralZe of Loop $ per Line $810
Average of Total Invstmnt $lLn $919
Average of Monthly Cost 1 $ 26.59

850 to 2550 Sum of # Households 681.340
Sum of # Lines 1,181.569
Average of Loop Length 11.275
Average of Loop $ per Line $700

Average of Total Invstmnt $lLn $807
Average of Monthly Cost I $ 24.37

Greater 2550 Sum of # Households 397.991

Sum of # Lines 782,457
Average of Loop Length 7.629
Average of Loop $ per Line $574

Average of Total Invstmnt $lLn $676

Average of Monthly Cost I $ 21.73
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Appendix 58: Weighted Cost Factor Tables

SCM Weighted Cost Factor Table

CostFlc:torTable

Surface Weighted
Row' Plant Type Urban/Rural OeMitv Cateaorv COlt Factor

1 Distnbution Urban >2550 RockH 1.4208
2 IRockS t.088
3 NonnaI 1.0176
4 Distnbution Urban 850-2550 IROCkH 1.194
5 RockS 0.924
6 Non'nal 0.858
7 Oistnbution Rural 650-850 ROCkH 0.709
8 RockS 0.4165
9 Non'nal 0.2905

10 Distribution Rural 2ClO-650 ROCkH 0.702
11 RockS 0.407
12 NonnaI 0.279
13 Oistnbutlon Rural 5-200 RocItH 0.688
14 RocItS 0.388
15 NorrMI 0.256
16 Distribution Rural 0-5 RocItH 0.674
17 RockS 0.369
18 Normal 0.233
19 Feeder Urban >2$50 RocaH 1.9584
20 AodcS 1.5616
21 Nonnal 1.4208
2l Feeder Urban 850-2550 RockH 1.446
23 RocttS 1.146
24 Narmll 1.047
25 Feeder Rural 65Q.850 ROe*H 0.688
26 IRockS 0.388
27 Normal 0.256
21 Feeder RUfal 201).650 M:kH 0.702
29 M:kS 0.407
30 .-mal 0.279
31 Feeder Rural 5-200 :lCkH 0.709
32 Roc:kS 0.4165
33 Nrlcmal 0.2905
34 Feeder Rural 0-5 RocllH 0.716
35 RockS 0.426
36 Normal 0.302
37 Fiber Urban >2560 iROCkH 11.5456
38 RockS 9.2416
39 Nonnat 8.3968
40 Fiber Urban 850-2$50 ROCkH 8.468
41 Roc*S 6.748
42 Nonnal 6.154
43 Fiber Rural 650-850 RockH 3.25
44 RockS 1.74
45 Hamlal 1.276
46 Fiber Rural 200-850 RockH 3.375
47 IRockS 1.885
48 Normal 1.404
49 Fiber Rural 5-200 RockH 3.4375
50 .RGc*S 1.9575
51 Normal 1.468
.52 Fiber Rural 0-5 IRockH 3.5

53 RockS 2.03
54 Normal 1.532
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Appendix 58: Weighted Cost Factor Tables

BCM2 Weighted Cost Factor Table

('oslFaclor fable

Below
We.Md GroulMl Aerial

Surf.ce Call Deuity Density
Ro.. " PlanC Tlpe lirba",RunL Den.;ty C.....", Faetor Adj.....C AdjuahBenc

i Distnbuuon Urban /2550 IlockH 23.59262 \.\8 1.03
,

RockS 11.56179 1.30 121-
; NonuI 13.m4' UO 104
j Distnbullon Urban 850·2550 RodcH 16.5116I 0.83 0.91
5 RockS 10.07231 0.72 0.97
6 NonuI 7.62624 0.72 096
• DistnbUllon Rural 650·850 IlockH 13.13253 1.01 1.22
3 RockS 7.76892 U6 UO
oj N«m11 6.07944 2.10 1.46

10 D,stnbullon Rural 200-650 IlockH 12.43557 104 1.05
11 RockS 6.43722 1I3 101
12 Normal H ...2I 101 1I6
13 Distnbullon Rural 5·200 IlockH 11.922 0.96 092
I ~ RockS 4.9591' O.as 0.89
15 Nonul 2.45961 0.77 0.81
16 D1stnbullon Rural 0·5 IlockH 11.95461 0.92 0.87
17 JtQckS 4.135Ot 0.... 0.82
18 NaaaaI 177132 0.57 0.67
191Fceder Urban >2550 IlockH 23.59262 1.\8 1.03
~O JtQckS 17.56779 UO 1.21
~ 1 NonuI 13.31141 1.30 1.04
~2 Feeder Urban 850·2550 IlockH 16.5" 0.13 0.97
~} JtQckS 10.0723. 0.72 0.97
H NcnaI 7.62624 0.72 0.96
~5 Feedcr Rural 650·850 RockH 13.367325 107 1.22
26 RockS 7.77'11 U6 1.30
27 H.maI 6.0112 2.10 146
~8 Fecder Rural 200-650 J.oclIH 12.71.515 1.04 1.05
~9 leekS 6.4491S \.\3 1.07
.;0 N.mal 3.3951 101 1.16
31 Feeder Rural 5·200 IlockH 11.47224 0.96 0.92
32 RockS 4.915432 0.85 0.89
33 N_a1 2.544192 0.77 0.81
q Feedcl Rural 0·5 IlockH 10.85123 0.92 0.87
., RockS 4.12144 0.84 0.82
.;6 Nomal 19l516 0.57 0.67
;~ Fiber Urban >2550 J.oclIH 23.59262 liS 103
38 RockS 17.4-4071 1.30 1.09
39 NamaI 13.31148 1.30 104
~o Fibcr Urban 850·2550 IlockH 16.5116I 0.83 0.97
~l RockS 10.07231 0.72 0.97
~2 Normal 7.62624 0.72 0.96
~3 Fiber Rural 650·150 RockH 13.13253 107 1.22
H RockS 7.76192 1.36 1.30..

6.07944 2.10 1.46H NormI1
~!> Fillet Rural 200-650 I\ockH 12.43557 1.04 105
H RockS 6.43122 1.13 1.01

.\8 NonIIiIl 3.4...2. 101 1.16

.\9 Fiber Rural 5·200 IlockH 122031 0.96 0.92

50 RockS 4.94391 0.85 0.89..
2.40616 0.77 0.8151 Nonul

52 Fiber Rural 0·5 Rac:kH 12.221105 0.92 0.87

53 RockS 4.83674 084 0.82
q Normal 1.71716 0.57 0.67
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Appendix 5B: Weighted Cost Factor TabLes

Table 5.3--
I ,

StNeture Colt Mullipllers ( Ce.t Faeton"l in
3CM2 have Incre.Hd anA~ 01 917'll. from lIIe SCM

~.
i

I I , P-ntaoe 1
SCM , BCM2 1 Incre...--

I ,
Wel9nleO ''Neio/Md
~"'•• FM:l"'r '_1:-

1 4208' 2359_1 1561%1-- 10881 17567791 1515%1- , 0176' 13.311481 1201%1- 11941 H5.~1 1289%1-' 09241 ' 10.072311 990%1I
08581 7821241 I 789%1- 0709i 13.132531 1752%1- 04165! 77eH21 1785%1- 029051 6.07944 1993'll.1- 07021 1 12.435571 1671%1- 04071 6.437221 1482%1i-
02791 3.....211 114t'll.1-
0688\ 11.922 1833'll.\

f-
03881 I 4_ 1178'll.1
02561 , 2."- I 811%1
06741 11._11 I 1874%\

I-
03691 483eOl11 1210'll.1
0233: I l.nl32 , 6IO'll.\- 195841 23.512121 1105'll.1

I--
15616 1 17.seng 102$%1-
142081 i 13.3"48 837%1I--

14461 18.... 1047%1I--
1146! 1 10.0723e 779%1_.
100'71 I 7.12G4 821'll.1
0688\ 13.387331 1143'll. \

I--
03881 7.77971 1905'll.1
02561 6.•21 2271%1-
07021 12.7111581 1712%1

I-
0.4071 6.40.15\ 1415%\

I-
02791 I 3.31511 1117%1
07091 I 11.472241 I 15111%\

f-
041651 49M4321 1017%1-
029051 2.5441921 776%1

f-
07161 10.UI231 1417%1-
0426' 4121441 1033%\

-
0302: 1.•161 557%11

1154561 23.5t262 1 100'%\-
924161 , 17.44IQ71 89%,
839681 13.31148 5t'll.1- 8.4661 16.!I8IlIl8 96%1

67481 1 10.07238 49%
61541 1 7828241 24%1

-
3251 I 13.132531 304%
174\ 7.7"'21 346'll.

12761 I 6.079441 376%
33751 12.43!671 268'll.
18851 8.43722 241%1
'400'1 3 .....281 i 148%1

3.43751 12.2031 255%1
19575! : 4.943911 153%1
14681 2.408861 I 64%1

35 12.228711 249%
203: I 4138741 138%1

1532', 1.717861 12%1
! , I
A__• % 1ncrHM: I 917"1.1
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61 ECONOMliES OF
SCALE AND SCOPE

6.1 Any model that is used to determine universal service costs must
correct for the overstatement of such costs incurred due to the
accommodation of services other than primary residential access lines

In our April report. we concluded that the aggregate cost of providing outside plant was
materially increased by viltue of the ILECs' decisions to accommodate the demand for
additional residential access lines and other services that go well beyond any universal
service obligation which is properly associated with the non-growing, non-variable primary
residential access line demand. 123 Although the original BCM did not explicitly include
additional residential lines and only incorporated business lines in the allocation of non­
traffic-sensitive switch costs, the HeM implicitly reflected these lines by virtue of the low
fill factors assumed (and thus the substantial excess capacity deployed by the BCM).124
Therefore, we corrected the: original BCM to incorporate the higher fill factors appropriately
associated with the stable demand of primary residential access lines and to eliminate the
excess capacity.

As discussed in Chapter 5 above and with respect to Washington State, the BCM2
explicitly reflects approximately 1.2-million lines in addition to the approximate 1.S-million
primary residential lines. The fill factors for the modelled network are summarized in
Table 5.5, in Section 5.3, .1bove. The recommendation we discussed at length in our April
report, however, is still germane: the economies of scale and scope inherent in the ILECs'
network should be flowed back to primary residential basic exchange service before any
assessment of universal service funding is made.

123. See Chapter 6 of ETI's\pril 1996 Report. particularly Section 6.2 (pp. 101-107).

124. As we explained in our April report. the ex.tremely low penetration rates associated with additional
residential access lines account tor a disproportionate amount of the excess capacity in the local distribution plant.
In calculating the costs of primary residential access lines. it is essential that such excess capacity be associated
with the cost causer. additional access lines in this case.
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i:conomies of Scale and Scope

In our earlier report, we described the underlying theory and general methodology
associated with ensuring that an appropriate portion of the savings resulting from the
economy of scale and scope inherent in an ILEe's network should be Howed back to
primary line residential service. 125 In this chapter, we take this discussion further by
applying the theory to the BCM2 through an illustrative example. Thus, the combination of
the discussions in our April report and in this report demonstrate why and how such savings
should be incorporated into universal service funding deliberations.

Method for quantifying the savings

We conducted two additional runs of the BCM2 to model the two following
scenarios: 126

• Network A A stand-alone network sized to support only first residential access
line demand. In this case, we set the residence lines per household
multiplier equal to 1.00 (rather than the default value of 1.21) and
eliminated business lines entirely from the input data. For this run,
we assumed the BCM2's default fill factors.

• Network B A stand-alone network designed to support all services other than the
initial residential access line. For this network, we set the residence
lines per household multiplier equal to 0.21 and left the business lines
at the BCM2's default values. For this run, we assumed the BCM2's
default fill factors.

Once these two individually engineered networks are developed, the resulting total
investment figures are then summed to compute the combined cost (this result is shown in
Column "c" of Table 6.1, on the following page). This combined cost can then be
compared to a network constructed to serve all of the services encompassed by Networks A
and B, that is, the network represented by the BCM2 default (Network D). The difference
between the cost of Network D and the combined cost of Networks A and B represents the
savings, i.e., the amount that should be Howed back, at least in part, to primary line
residential customers (in other words, the customers of Network A).

125. As explained in our April report, if, by contrast. the entire stand-alone cost of serving primary line
households is assigned to universal service, then all of the benefits associated with the economies of scale and and
scope that result from the. ubiquitous deployment of plant would flow to services other than the first residential
access line. See April report at 103 through 107.

126. The results of these runs. and the result of the BCM2 default run are in Appendix 6B.
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Economies of Scale and Scope

Table 6.1

Calculation of Total Savings from Economies of Scale"

(Network A) (Network B) (C) (Network D) (E)

Single line Add'. Sum of Default: Total Savings
Residential Residence Networks Combined

Lines and A&B Network (C).(Network D)

Business

$2.953.941.637 $2.563.892.069 $5.517.833.706 $3,501.878.128 $2.015.955,578

* Non-plant-related expenses (i.e .. Other Annual Cost) are excluded because they are identical for all three
networks.

Table 6.1 shows that there is an approximate $2-billion savings in investment
associated with the fact that one combined network serves all demand rather than deploying
two separate standalone networks. 127 As we have explained, a substantial portion of this
benefit of scope should properly inure to universal service. By way of illustration, if all of
the benefits of the economy of scale and scope flowed through to households, the savings
translate into a savings in investment per household of $1,075. 128 The weighted average
investment cost factor is 0.237828,129 and thus the final monthly cost per household
should be reduced by $21.30. 130 The result of the run of Network A (the stand-alone
network) shows that the cost per line is $39.42. Subtracting $21.30 from this amount yields
a corrected figure of $18. :: '(

Before universal service funding requirements are computed, however, additional steps
must be taken in the model to reflect this corrected number. Because the computation of
the value of the economie~~ of scale and scope was done "outside of' the model, a user must

127. Except where otherwise noted. the figures discussed in this chapter reflect the use of the BCM2's default
values for all other algorithms and input values.

128. $2.015.955.578/1.875.508.

129. The default cost per line is $29.41 of which $8.34 is associated with non-plant-related expenses. We
derived the figure of 0.237828 as follows: ($21.07 * 12)/1063.12.

130. Were one to flow back the savings to all lines. the per-line savings would be calculated as follows:
$2.015.955.578/3.293.923 = $612.02. ($612.02 * .237828)/12 yields a reduction of $12.13 per line.

131. The precise number wOiJld depend upon the portion of the savings that regulators choose to flow back to
universal service.
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Economies of Scale and Scope

then "hardwire" the corrected number into the BCM2 before universal service funding
requirements are computed by the model. One straightforward way, from an operational
perspective, would be to simply raise the relevant price thresholds by the 521.30 savings,
which achieves the same result far more simply than if one were to go to each of the results
for the 200,000 CBGs nationally and subtract 21.30 from each. For example, if the user
were interested in computing USF requirements for the price thresholds of 530, 540, and
$50 and also wanted to reflect the per-line savings associated with the economies of scale,
one would change the price threshold to $51.30, $61.30, and 571.30 and then run the BCM.

Revising the analysis to reflect corrected fill factors

In our analysis of this 'ssue, we assumed the default fill factors for Network A,
Network B, and Network D. In the following discussion we describe the results of the
analysis of the following corrections to the fill factors. 132

Network A: We used the 95% objective fill factors for feeder in all six density zones
and the 95% objective fill factor for distribution in all but Zone 1 and Zone 2. In these
two zones we used the BCM2 default factors, i.e., 40% and 45%, respectively. 133

These corrections reflect the fact that primary line residential service is a stable service
and thus the fill factors should be significantly greater than those assumed by the
BCM2 Sponsors, but also reflects the fact that lower fill factors may be appropriate in
the most rural zones.

Network B: Based upon the default fill factors used in Network D, and the corrected
fill factors assumed for Network A, we derived the implied fill factors for
Network B. l34 These fill factors are low because this standalone network reflects the
volatile demand of business lines and additional residential lines.

Network D: We simply used the default fill factors.

132. See the results of the runs in Appendix 6B.

133. See Appendix 6B.

134. See Appendix 6A for the (terivation of the fill factors used in this run of Network B.
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Economies of Scale and Scope

The stand-alone cost I)f Network A, under this scenario is $39.12 per month, and the
total potential savings flowing to households from the economies of scale and scope is
$21.06 per month, yielding a number (corrected solely for this issue) of SI8.06.L\5

This section describe~, how regulators can quantify and account for the economy of
scale and scope that should be flowed back to primary residential lines. However, before
these runs of the two stand-alone networks are conducted, we recommend that the regulator
make all other appropriate corrections to the BCM2 (e.g., revising the structure cost,
correcting the cost factor, etc.). The purpose of this section is to demonstrate how to apply
the relevant economic theory, but not to develop the final, corrected number, because that
number depends critically upon the other revisions and corrections discussed in the
preceding three chapters, ,everal of which cannot be readily incorporated into the BCM2
because of the "locked" nature of the BCM2 (see Chapter 2, above).

6.2 The algorithm for assessing whether a given area requires high
cost support should recognize the economies of scale and scope
associated with telecommunications networks

The potential extent of high-cost support should be determined at the wire center level,
whereas most of the incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs) argue that support
requirements should be measured at a far more granular level, the Census Block Group
(CBG). As is discussed in detail in Chapter 2, above, the BCM2 Sponsors have, in fact,
locked the BCMs so that the basic BCM2 supports an analysis only at the CBG level. The
quantitative analyses in this section are drawn from our previous analysis of the original
BCM. Most likely, the order of magnitude of the impact of this issue is analogous in the
BCM2. The following are the major reasons that the wire center, and not the CBG, should
be adopted as the costingmit:1 36

• The wire center, rather than the CBG, reflects the current architecture of the public
switched network. Wire center locations and their associated feeder and
distribution networks have been optimized to cover most efficiently the entire area
that each serves. Under the so-called "scorched node" philosophy of the
Benchmark Cost Model (BCM) and other cost proxy efforts (including Pacific

135. $1,993,248,404/1,875,508 = $88.56. ($88.56 * .237828)112 yields a reduction of $21.06 per household.
Although the analysis in this section demonstrates that the impact of changing the objective fill factors is de
minimis using the default values of the BCM2, if other corrections to the BCM2 were made, this analysis could be
more sensitive to changes in assumptions regarding fill factors.

136. See also Letter from Lee L. Selwyn to the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, dated June 19.
1996, also filed with William F. Caton. Acting Secretary. FCC, June 19. 1996 ("June 19. 1996 Letter").
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Bell's "Cost Proxy Model" (CPM», the prevailing network architecture is
maintained, even if a more efficient design would be adopted were the network to
be constructed from scratch (a so-called "green field" or "scorched earth"
approach) using state-of-the-art switching and transmission technologies. Under a
"scorched earth" approach, wire center locations are not retained. and new (and
probably far fewer) locations would be determined based upon optimal designs
using currently available technology. Hence, it would be inconsistent to rely upon
a "scorched node" model such as the BCM while requiring that costs be measured
at a level that exaggerates the very inefficiencies that are necessarily retained under
the "scorched node" approach.

•

•

The Census Block Group is a construct of the US Census Bureau and has nothing
whatever to do with the manner in which a telecommunications network would be
designed, either in the past or in the future. Consequently, there is no basis
whatsoever to expect that, on a forward-looking basis, any (i.e., scorched node or
scorched earth) network would be constructed around the geographic properties of
aCBG.

The public switched network is, however, structured around the wire center as the
basic network unit. Within the area served by a wire center, there are extensive
scale and scope economies arising from the ability of subscribers in all parts of the
wire center serving area to share certain resources in common. Assessment of
costs at a level below the wire center (e.g., at the CBG) necessarily requires an
arbitrary assignment of such shared switching and distribution network costs as
among the various CBGs and, in particular, as between those located close to the
wire center itself vs. those located more remotely.

Because networks are not structured around the geography delimited by CBGs and because
there exists an extensive levd of resource sharing among the individual CBGs within a
single wire center serving area, there is simply no economically valid basis to accurately
measure or assign costs at the CBG level, and for this reason the CBG approach must be
rejected.

Basing cost proxies and cost support determinations at the wire center level does not
preclude one from utilizing data that is disaggregated at the CBG level in calculating wire
center-level proxy costs, which is what the BCM does. Wire center costs can be
determined by simply aggregating the per-CBG costs that are derived by the BCM for all of
the CBGs within each wire center. In our May report, we demonstrated that the original
BCM could be readily used to develop wire center level cost proxy estimates. Hence, the
question for the Joint Board should not be constrained by the ability of proxy models to
reflect this level of analysis, the question should simply be one of determining which
approach better achieves an economically efficient and competitively fair result. As is
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Economies of Scale and Scope

discussed in Chapter 2, however, one of the major deficiencies of the BCM2 is that the
Sponsors have thwarted interested parties' ability to continue to conduct the type of analysis
discussed in this section.

US West's claims of a USF support "bonanza"

During the June 5 panel discussion before the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal
Service (Joint Board), US West sought to portray wire center aggregation as providing a
"bonanza" for low-cost CBGs and the local telecommunications providers that serve these
areas. US West did so by describing the La Junta, Colorado wire center, claiming that, for
La Junta, assessing the need for high cost support at the wire center level would result in
"unnecessary" funding to low cost CBGs. In making this assertion, US West implied that
a CBG-based assessment of the high cost support requirement is somehow more "accurate"
than a wire center-based assessment because it would examine the universal service funding
requirement on a more granular level. Carrying this line of reasoning to its logical
extension - i.e., that more granular is more "accurate" - would lead to the conclusion that
the requirement for high cost support for residential local exchange service should be
computed separately for each and every household. This would be as inappropriate as
would be the opposite end of the spectrum, that is, comparing the cost of residential local
exchange service that is averaged over the entire country with the desired price threshold
for support. 137

In discussing US West's La Junta example, we noted that it was entirely idiosyncratic
in that precisely the opposite conclusion would be drawn if even a small change in the
hypothetical data were made. US West offered no evidence that his example was in any
sense representative or typical, and there is no reason to believe it is. In fact, using the
original BCM, ETI has performed this analysis not for one isolated exchange, but for an
entire state - Washington. In that analysis, we found that calculating proxy costs at the
wire center level results in a lower support requirement overall, at each of the three price
support thresholds. Table 6.2 below presents the results of extrapolating our Washington
State analysis to the national level - the more economically appropriate wire center based
approach produces a nationwide high cost funding requirement that is $500-million lower at
the $20 support level than when CBG-based proxy costs are used.

Clearly, the "bonanza" suggested by US West arises not when costs are assessed at the
wire center level, but when this is done at the CBG level, and flows not to the "new"
telecommunications providers (who the ILECs believe will serve only low-cost areas) but to
the fLECs themselves, who will be net recipients of CBG-based high-cost funding.

137. The national average cost is less than $13.00 (based upon the HCM using ETI's partial corrections). i.e .. a
level far below any of the three price thresholds reflected in the HCM.
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