
Rath, an experienced power engineer who is responsible for provi~ioning collocation in New

York. By contrast, AT&T/MCl's proposed power costs are based on information obtained from

a manufacturer in Canada. Moreover, Mr. Bissell, the Model's sponsor, admitted at the hearings

that he is not a power engineer, a fact that was apparent even before the hearings began.68

As a result, AT&TIMCl's proposed power costs are grossly understated. In fact,

Mr. Klick was forced to correct a significant error in the Model's calculation ofpower costs in his

June 5 testimony (related to the BDFB), after the error was pointed out by Bell Atlantic in the

Maryland collocation proceeding. Indeed, Mr. Klick admitted that the error understated power

costs for virtual collocation by 25%. Unfortunately, Mr. Klick did not correct all the errors in the

Model. Most significantly, the Model incorrectly lumps all the investments togethe~9 and divides

by the stated capacity of the total plant, which will inevitably yield inaccurate results. Each

discrete component of a properly engineered power plant carries its own unique amperage rating.

Accordingly, unit investments must be calculated on an individual basis.70

Further, as the BA-NY Panel explained, AT&TIMCI have failed to support their costs for

several components such as the microprocessor, power distribution service cabinet, power

68 The Model's use of Absolyte batteries in the power plant vividly demonstrates Mr. Bissell's lack of experience
provisioning power in a central office. These batteries generally are not approved for use in BA-NY central offices
for support of switching and transport equipment because they are dangerous, are prone to failure and leakage, and
provide limited capacity compared to the wet cell lead acid batteries traditionally used by ILECs. Tr.6275-76.
BA-NY produced ample documentation in response to an on-the-record request posed by Judge Linsider regarding
the risk entailed in installing Absolyte batteries. See BA-NY's response to OTRRJSTC-05, filed July 2, 1998.
(BEGIN AT&T PROPRIETARY)

lEND AT&T PROPRIETARY) The Model's use of these inferior batteries raises significant doubt
regarding the ability of the Model's developers to determine appropriate power costs.

69 Except for the BDFB, which was corrected by Mr. Klick.

70 Tr. 6280-81.
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distribution board, automatic breakers, and the emergency stand-by generator.71 AT&TIMCI's

proposed investments in the most significant power components - the stand-by generator and the

automatic breakers - are actually the result of a mathematical calculation based on faulty

assumptions rather than actual invoice data. In fact, no power investments included in the Model

are supported by any credible invoices. When asked for the amperage capacity of the switchboard

breaker equipment included in the Model, AT&TIMCI responded by stating that "the quote did

not identify the capacity of the switchboard breaker equipment but it is sufficient to accommodate

a 400,000 watt generator.'172 AT&TIMCI essentially are arguing that they do not know the

answer, but it must be big enough. In stark contrast, BA-NY's power costs are well documented

and represent the forward-looking costs that BA-NY will incur to provide power to collocators.

The Model also omits costs for -48 volt emergency lighting and conduit. BA-NY

calculates these costs to range from $20,000 to $115,000, depending on the density zone. These

costs are an integral part of an emergency power plant and should be included in a cost study.

Mr. Bissell's unsupported claim73 that BA-NY uses outdated and more costly emergency lighting

should be rejected in light of Mr. Bissell's lack ofpower engineering experience, particularly

when compared to the considerable power engineering experience of BA-NY witness Rath.74

71 Tr. 6326.

72 Tr. 6326 (citing AT&T Response to NYT-ATT-470).

73 Tr. 6665-66.

74 The same argument is true with respect to the Model's failure to include transportation, warehousing and
rigging costs required to install a power plant. Tr.6282. AT&TIMCI's response is that a new central office would
be designed so that these costs would not be incurred. Tr. 6671. But these are real costs that BA-NY will incur
because it will be using its existing central offices to provision collocation - costs which should be recovered from
the collocator. [BEGIN AT&T PROPRIETARY!

lEND AT&T PROPRIETARY!
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AT&TIMCI asserts that BA-NY's criticisms of the Model's power costs should be

rejected because BA-NY simply misunderstands how the Model includes power costs.

AT&TIMCI are wrong.75 Their (new) claim76 that the Model develops two power plants per

central office has nothing to do with BA-NY's analysis of the deficiencies of the Model's power

costs. BA-NY compared the unit investments and per amp costs contained in the Model and

concluded that they were significantly understated.77 The size of the power plant in this context is

meaningless.

AT&TIMCI criticize BA-NY's power installation factor on several grounds. First, Mr.

Bissell claims that the power installation factor is excessive because it "obviously" overincludes

internal manpower charges and includes installations required for converting analog to digital

switch replacements.78 Mr. Bissell misses the point. BA-NY's power installation factor was

developed by dividing actual material investments in power equipment purchased for central

offices in the State of New York for calendar year 1995 into that same material investment plus

all of the capitalized labor and expenses associated with placing that power equipment into

service. It therefore is entirely appropriate to include analog-to-digital switch conversions in the

power installation factor because this factor includes all power installations, including power

75 Tr. 6665.

76 Mr. Bissell "explained" for the first time in his rebuttal testimony that the Model develops two separate power
plants per central office. Tr. 6665. In an Exhibit to his direct testimony, Mr. Bissell stated: "To maximize its
flexibility, the Model develops investments associated with two different power plant installations.... The two
sizes were selected to provide a reasonable range of [LEC investments in medium and large sized COs,
respectively." Exh. 338 (White Paper, Section I, p. 37). BA-NY interpreted this statement to mean that the Model
included the costs associated with one power plant installed in a medium central office, and one power plant
installed in a large central office.

77 Tr. 6273-83.

78 Tr. 6621-22.
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augments, brand new power plants, and the entire range of capacity additions in between. In fact,

BA-NY's power installation factor is conservative because it includes less expensive power

augments even though, under a TELRIC construct, BA-NY is determining the forward-looking

costs of a more expensive new power plant.79

Second, Mr. Bissell's claim that items such as cable racking required for digital switches

are inappropriately included in the power installation factor is similarly flawed.so Only the cable

racking associated with the distribution power cable (running perpendicular to each digital

switching line-up) would be included in the power installation factor. 81 Cable racking, for

example, is required to support the power cables, which are part of all power plants, not just

power distribution required for digital switches. (Significantly, AT&T also includes cable racking

in its own power plant installations.) However, contrary to AT&TIMCI's claims, the cable

racking attached to the top of the digital switch frame is not included in the power installation

factor. s2

Finally, it is AT&TIMCI who plainly misunderstand how BA-NY calculated its power

costs. For example, they criticize BA-NY's inclusion ofa supplementary power distribution

bay.s3 But these costs were not included in BA-NY's cost study, as can plainly be seen from BA

NY's workpapers.84 In addition, AT&TIMCI complain, based on cost information contained in a

79 Tr. 6324-25.

80 Tr. 6622.

8\ Tr. 6495.

S2 Id.

83 Tr. 6669.

84 See Exh. 327 (Workpaper 1.0, Part A, Section 1, p. 4 of 5).
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template provided in discovery, that BA-NY's cost for a 400 amp rectifier is significantly

overstated. AT&TIMCI, however, mistakenly point to the wrong cost information. BA-NY did

not use those costs in its studies. 85 BA-NY's rectifier costs were based on a material investment

of $8,650, [BEGIN AT&T PROPRIETARY]

[END AT&T PROPRIETARY]

B. BA-NY's Power Costs Are Corroborated By AT&T's Own Data.

BA-NY's supporting documentation alone fully supports BA-NY's power costs.87 BA-

NY, however, has corroborated its own data through information obtained from AT&T in

connection with its most recent power plant installation.88 [BEGIN AT&T PROPRIETARY]

85 BA-NY's average rectifier cost of $8,650 is calculated by dividing the total material investment for rectifiers
($51,900) in the major cities density zone (Exh. 327, Workpaper 1.0, Part A, Section I, p. 4 of 5, Column D, Line
8) by the total number of rectifiers (6) (Exh. 327, Workpaper 1.0, Part A, Section 1, p. 4 of5, Column D, Line 4).
AT&TIMCI made the same mistake with respect to the light fixtures and associated materials. Tr. 6670. BA-NY
did not include these items in its cost study.

86 Exh. 336P; Tr. 6328P.

87 Mr. Bissell's unsupported allegation that BA-NY's power costs are somehow higher than those in other ILEC
studies he has examined is inappropriate and should be disregarded. Tr. 6607,6620-21. IfBA-NY's power costs
are to be compared with those developed by other ILECs, then BA-NY has the right to know the identity of the
other ILECs and how these costs were calculated (e.g., marginal cost, incremental cost). Most important, BA-NY
has the right to analyze the components included in the other ILEC studies to ensure that Mr. Bissell is comparing
apples-to-apples. AT&TIMCI failed to produce these studies when requested. Tr.6321-22.

88 MCI also provided power cost information. This information was produced late in the proceeding and did not

contain sufficient detail to provide a meaningful comparison to BA-NY's power costs.

89
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[END AT&T PROPRIETARYl

Surprisingly, the Model's developers did not even ask to review AT&T or Mel's own

power plant costs for their central offices in New York.96 While it certainly is easier for the

Model's developers to use the same power infonnation in every State that it submits the Model,

this Commission should not tolerate AT&TIMCI's complete failure both to use actual carrier data

and to make its proposed power costs New York-specific.

V. BA-NY'S SAC AND lAC CHARGES ARE BASED ON FORWARD-LOOKING
ASSUMPTIONS AND ARE REASONABLE

A. Cable Lengths.

The cable lengths utilized in BA-NY's SAC and lAC cost studies are based on the actual

cable lengths for SAC and lAC cables in existing collocation arrangements.97 AT&TIMCI's

assertion that these cable lengths should be disregarded because they represent only BA-NY's

larger central offices is without merit. First, the number of floors in a particular central office

does not necessary drive cable lengths. The real question is how near the collocator is to the main

distributing frames, a factor which can vary.

Second, the existing collocation arrangements used to develop cable lengths are located in

a mix of large and small buildings, from the 140 West Street central office (42 floors, including

sub-basement and tower space) to the Harrison central office (l floor).98 As the BA-NY Panel

explained, this current mix of central office sizes is representative of the mix of central offices in

96 Tr. 6763.

97 Tr. 6207, 6335.

98 Tr. 6335 (citing BA-NY Responses to ATT-NYT-1217 (Exh. 329P, attachments 3 and 4) & ATT-NYT-915).
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which collocation will be provisioned in the future. Moreover, it ls inappropriate to look at the

total average number of floors for all of BA-NY's central offices to detennine cable lengths - as

AT&TIMCI do99
- because many of the smaller central offices in rural areas of the State serve

only a small number of access lines and therefore will not likely see collocation in the near future

(if ever). CLECs are demanding collocation in the larger urban and suburban offices, and

therefore existing cable lengths are a good measure of the cable lengths that will be provisioned in

the future.

AT&TIMCI claim that cable lengths should be arbitrarily reduced to 165 feet so that BA-

NY will have no incentive to manipulate costs. IOO AT&TIMCI, however, have provided no

evidence that BA-NY has manipulated costs,IOI and Mr. Bissell could not identify any instance

where BA-NY unreasonably increased cable lengths just to increase costs to collocators when he

was questioned during cross examination. 102 BA-NY's space and frame planning process

encourages locating collocation space as close to main frames and power sources as possible.

And BA-NY has actually ruled out areas of central offices for collocation purposes due to

excessive cable lengths.103 Mr. Bissell's unfounded accusations do not create a basis for arbitrarily

reducing cable lengths.104

99 Exhs. 334 & 335.

100 Tr. 6582, 6609, 6631-32; 6710.

101 Tr. 6316, 6333 (citing AT&T Response to NYT-ATT-487; MCI Response to NYT-MCI-167).

102 Tr. 6750-51.

103 Tr. 6292.

104 Mr. Bissell's assertion that BA-NY's virtual collocation cable lengths demonstrate that its physical collocation
lengths are too long completely misses the point. BA-NY is able to place the virtual equipment and its own
equipment closer to its frames because there is no need to build a separate and secure collocation room in a virtual
collocation environment. In fact, Mr. Bissell's statement that BA-NY's virtual collocation lengths are shorter
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As BA-NY explained, many factors are considered when planning collocation sites, such

as:

• the ability to secure the collocation site;

• proximity to the cable vault;

• proximity to the main distributing frame and digital cross
connect frame locations;

• proximity to the power plant location;

• a reasonable estimate of the demand for collocation by
CLECs in a particular wire center; and

• BA-NY's own future needs for space to accommodate its
own incremental need for floor space.

This type of planning is by no means regressive despite Mr. Bissell's claims. lOs To the contrary, it

is progressive planning based on good faith and BA-NY's judgment.

Mr. Bissell also claims that BA-NY relies too heavily on unnecessary and costly security

measures in siting physical collocation nodes, resulting in excessive recurring SAC charges. 106

Mr. Bissell's argument is purely speculative. Depending on the central office layout, the cost

savings associated with reducing cables lengths - lower SAC rates - may be far outweighed by

the increased security costs or additional HVAC equipment installation needed as a result. 107

actually supports the notion that BA-NY applies "best practice planning" by making use of the best available space
to provision collocation whether it is a physical or a virtual arrangement. IfBA-NY truly were trying to
manipulate costs, as AT&T/MCI have darkly insinuated, it would artificially increase both virtual and physical
cable lengths. Significantly, BA-NY's virtual cable lengths are up to 1/3 shorter than the lengths proposed by Mr.
Bissell, which belies his completely unsupported accusations. Tr. 6335.

lOS Tr. 6630.

106 Tr. 6609-10.

107 Tr. 6334.
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In addition, BA-NY has not - as AT&TIMCI allege - refused to make large amounts of

space suitable for collocation available. lOS Most BA-NY central offices have been around for

several decades and have seen the transition from electro-mechanical to Analog ESS and Digital

switching systems and a variety of improvements in transport technologies. However, because

newer technologies require higher degrees of environmental support and often different space

layouts, the space vacated by older vintage equipment often requires substantial upgrades to

become usable for newer equipment. These upgrades can include new air conditioning systems,

changeouts of the cable racking layouts, and floor tile replacements (usually involving asbestos

abatement). Therefore, while there may be a space large enough for collocation in the immediate

vicinity of a cross connect frame, upgrading the existing HVAC systems or providing new HVAC

equipment to support the collocation requirements can be costly. It may simply be more cost

effective to locate the collocators at some distance from the cross connect frames. 109

Nor is it a simple matter to just remove blocked cable routes to make room for additional

cables, as Mr. Bissell claims. llo When cables are retired from service, they are often intermingled

or underneath newer live cable. As a result, congested cable routes usually cannot be cleared of

dead wire without incurring excessive costs or the risk ofjeopardizing service. Where dead cable

exists separate from live cable, BA-NY does remove it. Thus, although BA-NY is on occasion

required to run longer cable routes because of congested racks, it must do so because the racks

are congested with live cable, not cable that is readily removable. I II

lOS Exh. 338 (White Paper, Section I, pp. 8-13).

109 Tr. 6293.

110 Exh. 338 (White Paper, Section I, p. 8).

III Tr. 6294.
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BA-NY's collocation cost studies include cable lengths which are reasonable and forward

looking, and which reflect BA-NY's actual experience provisioning collocation. AT&T/MCI's

attempt to artificially limit these cable lengths - based on unfounded suspicions regarding BA

NY's alleged incentive to manipulate costs - should be rejected. Indeed, Mr. Bissell agreed at the

hearings that many factors determine where a collocator should be located in a central office, and

that the decision must be based on the judgment ofBA-NY's experienced engineers and space

planners. 112 AT&T/MCI have offered absolutely no sound reason to question BA-NY's judgment

regarding where collocators should be placed in a central office.

B. Installation Factors.

BA-NY's digital circuit installation factor appropriately reflects the costs of installing the

required collocation cabling and terminations. Like the power installation factor, BA-NY applies

an installation factor to the material investments (based on vendor invoices) for the cabling and

terminations to determine the appropriate SAC and lAC charges. This factor is based upon one

year's worth of total material investment (for this plant account) divided into the total material

investment plus all of the capitalized labor and expenses, including items such as transportation

charges and cable racking necessary to put that material investment in-place for service.1I3

Significantly, AT&T/MCI fail to point out any flaws in BA-NY's calculation of its

installation factors, arguing only that BA-NY's factor is 25 percent too high based on (non-New

York) third-party quotes they obtained. 114 AT&T/MCI, however, completely miss the point of

installation factors. By applying an installation factor across the board to all investments in the

112 Tr. 6745-47.

113 Tr. 6336.

114 Tr. 6638.
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particular account, BA-NY will recover more than its costs for some installations and will recover

less than its costs for other installations. Across all installations, however, BA-NY will recover

only its actual costs. Installation factors therefore may not be applied selectively to particular

components. Indeed, this Commission has approved BA-NY's use of installation factors in

previous phases of this proceeding. Thus, even if Mr. Bissell's quotes were credible (which they

are not), they may not be used to determine installation costs.

C. Utilization Factors.

Contrary to AT&TIMCI's assertions, the utilization factors used in BA-NY's cost studies

are conservative. In fact, these factors are higher than the actual SAC and lAC utilizations in BA-

NY's network today. In its cost studies, BA-NY used the utilization factors for arrangements

that have been in use for at least two years. This assumption accounts for the collocators' need to

grow into their arrangements, and reflects the fact that utilization rates increase and decrease over

time. If BA-NY had used the current (and much lower) utilization rates in all arrangements, the

costs would have been higher.

AT&TIMCI argue that the utilization factors should be based on long term utilizations of

80 to 85%.115 An 85% utilization level, however, represents an "objective" utilization or trigger

level, not an average utilization rate. "Objective fill" refers to the fill criterion that triggers

replacement or augmentation of existing facilities; delaying replacement or augmentation beyond

that point would create a risk of service outages or situations whereby requests for new service

cannot be fulfilled. I 16 IfBA-NY actually sought to maintain its network components such as

115 Tr. 6639. The Model uses the same default level throughout the country. Mr. Bissell admitted on cross
examination that he did not take the time to ask AT&TIMCI about their utilization levels in New York. Tr. 6758.

116 The definitions of different types of fills are explained in greater detail at pages 26-27 of the Staff Memorandum
dated March 8, 1995 concerning the loop cost manuals (Case No. 89-C-198); see also Incremental Loop Cost
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cabling at the objective fill level, it would be involved in a virtually continuous process of

replacement and augmentation, resulting in higher costs all around.

The appropriate utilization rate should represent an intermediate level between the level

that would be experienced immediately after augmentation, and the much higher level that would

be experienced immediately before the following augmentation. This corresponds with the

concept of "average fill," and is consistent with Staff's recommendation in its memorandum to the

Commission in the loop cost study proceeding, cited above:

Absent general consensus by the subcommittee [on incremental
costs] ... Staff has considered the issue and recommends that
average fill be used in studies where average statewide costs are
being developed. Use of the average fill factor produces forward
looking unit costs designed to generate revenues that will make the
company whole for its investments. This procedure is consistent
with producing accurate cost estimates for average system
conditions. I 17

The average fill concept is also consistent with the FCC's statement in the First Report and Order

that calculations of per-unit costs must be based on "reasonable projection[s] of the actual total

usage of the element."118 As explained above, an objective fill does not purport to be a projection

of actual usage of an element.

Significantly, utilization rates are determined by the collocators, not BA-NY. In BA-NY's

experience, collocators generally request additional cables and terminations at utilization levels

less than 70% - not the 85% rate used in the Model. BA-NY may experience higher utilization

rates only if the CLECs are willing to change their equipment ordering habits. That is, because

Manual, Section 4, at 14-15.

117 Staff Memorandum, pp. 27-28.

118 Implementation ofthe Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act ofJ996, First Report and
Order, CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 95-185, FCC 96-325, II FCC Record 15449 (reI. Aug. 8, 1996), , 682.
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BA-NY charges only for cables and tenninations actually utilized, collocators fmd it easier (and

cheaper) to order more termination equipment and cabling from BA-NY rather than to re-wire the

equipment in their cage to existing unused termination panels located in their POT Bay. If the

collocators used existing cables and terminations, the utilization rates would be higher. It would

be grossly unfair to require BA-NY to adopt higher utilization rates, but to permit collocators to

continue to order cables and tenninations regardless of whether they have reached capacity. 119

Thus, the most appropriate method of determining average utilization levels is to take a

snap-shot of the plant in question, as BA-NY did in its cost studies. That way, BA-NY is

capturing utilization levels just before and immediately following capacity additions, as well as the

broad range of utilizations in between. Mr. Bissell's proposed average utilization of 85% - which

would imply a much higher trigger point for relief - should be rejected as unrealistic.

VI. THE MODEL FAILS TO INCLUDE ALL LABOR HOURS REQUIRED TO DESIGN AND
PLAN COLLOCATION PROJECTS

AT&T/MCI underestimate the time spent by BA-NY to design, plan and administer

collocation projects. For example, the Model assumes that only 66 hours are sufficient to design

and plan a virtual collocation arrangement. 120 BA-NY, by contrast, asserts that 111 hours are

required to implement a virtual collocation project. 121

119 Mr. Bissell's contention that collocators are requesting augments to their cables at low utilization rates because
ofBA-NY's alleged provisioning delays is wholly unfounded. Tr.6679. To support his claim, he relies on an
Affidavit submitted by MCI in Case 97-C-027I on November 21,1997. BA-NY witness Karen Maguire
unequivocally rebutted MCI in that case, explaining that BA-NY is currently meeting all of the collocation
provisioning intervals in New York. Affidavit of Karen Maguire, January 5, 1998, Case 97-C-0271. (Mr. Bissell
could not remember if he read Ms. Maguire's Affidavit. Tr.6756.) AT&TIMCI's arguments run counter to the
facts and should be rejected.

120 There are additional flaws in AT&TIMCI' design and planning costs. Because the Model builds four cages at
one time, it spreads the costs of designing and planning the physical collocation space among all colIocators. As
discussed above, in most instances BA-NY will build one cage at a time, and wilI thus incur separate design and
planning costs. BA-NY recognizes that the first collocation job in a particular central office will require more time
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Mr. Bissell's recommendations regarding the design and implementation hours for virtual

and physical collocation projects are completely arbitrary and unsupported. He has offered no

evidence that BA-NY's labor time estimates are unreasonable. Nor could he. These estimates are

based on the considerable experience of Ms. Maguire and Mr. Rath, both of whom have

provisioned more than 100 collocation arrangements in New York State. In stark contrast, Mr.

Bissell- the Model's sponsor - admitted during cross examination that he had no experience

implementing collocation projects. 122

It is also important to note that BA-NY's labor costs are conservative for several reasons.

First, the labor times reflect future efficiencies resulting from increased collocation experience.

However, given that it is the collocators' demands which drive much of the time required by BA-

NY to implement collocation projects, these efficiencies may never be realized. Second, the labor

rates are conservative because the Telecom Industry Group ("TIS") managers who currently

handle all of the CLECs' application processing requirements are actually at pay grade level 13.

The collocation cost studies, however, treat these managers as pay grade level 11. This

assumption was made because it is anticipated that BA-NY will expand the size of this work

group to include more pay grade 11 managers, who will take over some of the tasks currently

performed by pay grade 13 managers. 123

than subsequent jobs, which is why BA-NY has calculated separate design and planning charges. Tr. 6178-89,
6340-41.

121 Tr. 6300.

122 Tr. 6714.

123 Tr. 6339-40.
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Mr. Bissell further contends that BA-NY's design and implementation charges for the

second physical collocator in a particular common area are overstated.124 Perhaps because he has

never implemented a collocation arrangement, Mr. Bissell appears not to fully appreciate the

manpower necessary for planning and implementing collocation. He is correct that once the first

collocator is in place in a central office, the location of the common area for a subsequent

collocator typically has also been established. However, as BA-NY explained, there is much more

to implementing a collocation arrangement than deciding where to place the collocation room.

Depending on the time lag between the initial and any subsequent collocator, significant changes

may have taken place at the central office. For example, cable routes may have to be altered. 12S

Indeed, Mr. Bissell himself has testified in his Responsive Testimony that ''the dynamics ofa

progressive telecommunications switching center is one of constant change."126 As a result, each

collocation project must be individually planned, monitored and implemented. Unfortunately, due

to the specific requirements of each physical collocator - and the need to communicate with each

collocator on an individual basis - large economies of scale in management are not possible.

For the same reasons, Mr. Bissell's statement that architectural assessments are not

required for cage installations is also incorrect. 127 Each construction project likely will require

some type of structural assessment, especially given that cable holes must be drilled through the

concrete floors. For example, BA-NY's real estate group will need to evaluate HVAC

requirements for each cage installation, and extend the fire and smoke detection system. BA-NY

124 Tr. 6640.

125 Tr. 6340.

126 Tr. 6615-16.

127 Tr. 6640.
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may also be required to remove a wall when the number of collocators expands. Finally, if a

subsequent cage in the collocation room is much larger than the fIrst cage, signifIcant augments to

equipment and facilities may be required. 128

VII. THE MODEL UNDERSTATES HVAC COSTS

The Model signifIcantly understates HVAC costs. AT&T/MCI propose HVAC costs of

$1,785 per ton, based on non-New York data obtained from a Canadian company (Smylie and

Crow Associates). BA-NY has not proposed costs for HVAC because, if additions to BA-NY's

existing HVAC systems are required, BA-NY will simply pass on the vendor costs to the

collocators. However, in an effort to validate the Model's costs, BA-NY obtained HVAC costs

from several actual installation jobs in New York. The costs of a new system ranged from $5,000

and $8,000 per ton. (The higher end of this range pertains to new HVAC installation in a digital

switch environment.)129 BA-NY's actual costs are therefore twice the costs stated in the Model. 130

Further, Mr. Bissell's assertion that BA-NY's proposal ofa "discriminatory" ICa for

HVAC "can easily be manipulated according to design" should be dismissed. 131 If BA-NY is

required to upgrade its HVAC system to accommodate collocation, these costs will be included in

the room construction costs and determined on a case-by-case basis. As discussed above, the

128 Tr. 6341.

129 Tr. 6299.

130 In addition, HVAC is generally purchased in increments of 10 tons or 30 tons, not in 1 ton increments as
indicated in the backup material to the Model. Exh. 338 (BU #16). Thus, if BA-NY is required to build 11 tons to
satisfy the CLECs' and BA-NY's service requirements, BA-NY must purchase the next level of capacity. BA·
NY's real world investments will necessarily be greater than purchasing the exact amount ofHVAC needed for the
fantasy central office assumed in the Model. Tr. 6299.

131 Tr. 6608.
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Commission has already ruled that room construction costs, which include costs associated with

HVAC systems, may be recovered on an ICB basis. Mr. Bissell's argument therefore is moot.

In any event, BA-NY's HVAC approach is extremely conservative. Collocators are not

assessed a charge for the HVAC system currently existing in BA-NY's central offices. To the

contrary, collocators are assessed HVAC costs only ifBA-NY is required to upgrade its existing

HVAC system or to install an entirely new system. 132

AT&TIMCI also apparently misunderstand BA-NY's cost study and supporting

testimony. They argue that it is inappropriate for BA-NY to charge an additional cost for HVAC

if the collocator places remote digital switches in its cage.133 BA-NY proposes an HVAC charge

only when a CLEC's particular HVAC needs require BA-NY to augment its existing HVAC

systems. It is entirely possible that placing RSMs in a collocation area will require an augment to

BA-NY's HVAC systems. A typical digital switching environment requires more air conditioning

capacity to accommodate heat dissipation than does a transmission environment. (Digital

switches also require other special environmental equipment such as air purifiers and de

humidifying equipment.y34

As AT&TIMCI point out, Bell Atlantic has permitted collocators in other jurisdictions to

place RSMs in their collocation cages (for transmission purposes only) without requiring

environmental upgrades. However, no HVAC upgrades were required in those central offices

because the collocator was willing to take the risk and forego any special environmental upgrades.

Also, because of recent equipment consolidations, there was sufficient space and air conditioning

132 Tr. 6350.

133 Tr. 6625-26.

134 Tr. 6350-51.
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capacity in those central offices so that the additional heat dissipation caused by the collocators'

equipment did not place an extraordinary drain on the ability of the air conditioning units to

protect Bell Atlantic's own transmission equipment. 135

Accordingly, if BA-NY is required to permit collocators to place RSMs in their cages

(which it should not be),136 and environmental conditioning is necessary, the collocators will be

assessed the costs of providing this conditioning. If no additional conditioning is needed, then no

charges will be assessed. It is that simple. 137

VIII. AT&TIMCI'S CRITICISMS OF BA-NY'S CABLE ENTRANCE AND CABLE RACKING
CHARGES ARE UNFOUNDED

BA-NY's cable entrance and cable racking are fully supported by the record. They are

based on real vendor invoices and reasonable assumptions regarding the number of collocators

that will share the cable racking.138 AT&T/MCI's contention that BA-NY's cable entrance

support structure charge is excessive and does not reflect the shared use by BA-NY is without

merit. 139 BA-NY does not generally share cable racking with collocators. In those instances

where BA-NY does in fact share cable racking with the collocator, the collocator will only be

charged on a per linear foot basis for the portion of the cable racking not used by BA_NY. 140

135 Tr. 6351.

136 This issue currently is before the United States District Court, Northern District of New York in connection
with the appeal of the Commission's MCI Arbitration Order.

137 Tr. 6351. AT&TIMCI's suggestion that HVAC costs be recovered according to the heat dissipated by
collocation equipment should be rejected. Tr. 6624-25. As the BA-NY panel explained, such a method would be
extremely difficult (if not impossible) to administer. Tr.6352,

138 Tr. 6167-68. BA-NY's cable entrance conduit charge is being considered in another proceeding.

139 Tr, 6609,6663-36.

140 In addition, in some cases conduit from the cable vault to the general collocation area (rather than cable
racking) is required. BA-NY has not included costs associated with the more expensive conduit, resulting in lower
costs than actually experienced by BA-NY. Tr, 6353,
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AT&TIMCI's assumption that 72 or 74 cables will be supported by the cable racking is

absurd. There are not 72 or 74 potential collocators at this time in New York, nor is the number

of collocators expected to approach anywhere near that number in any particular central office in

the foreseeable future. BA-NY's assumption that 12 cables will be sharing the cable racking is

entirely reasonable and should be used to calculate cable racking costs. Indeed, as BA-NY

explained, the actual number of cables being shared by collocators is much less, and therefore BA

NY's costs likely are conservative. 141

AT&TIMCI's further claim that BA-NY's cable racking lengths are overstated reflects a

misunderstanding of BA-NY's cost study. 142 The cost for cable racking is expressed on a per

linear foot basis, which means the CLEC will pay only for the number of linear feet required for

access from cage to cable vault. '43

BA-NY's cable hole costs have also been criticized by AT&TIMCI. BA-NY includes the

costs of installing three cable slots, which is based on engineering experience. Indeed, many

existing collocation arrangements required more than three cable slots. AT&TIMCI's assertion

that these costs are overstated is erroneous. 144 BA-NY's cable hole costs are based on an actual

project at 741 ZeckendorfBlvd., Long Island, which included the cost of one cable slot of $2,900

for the hole and $900 for the hollow casing, for a total of $3,800. (As further support, BA-NY

also furnished an invoice from a collocation project in Holyoke, Massachusetts where the cost of

141 Tr. 6353.

142 Tr. 6609, 6630-31.

143 Tr. 6353-54.

144 Tr. 6609, 6634-35, 6675.
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a 1 x 2 foot cable slot is listed as $3,175).145 AT&T has yet to provide any invoices to justify any

of the cable hole costs included in the Model, nor have they justified their erroneous assumption

that only 1.5 cable holes will be required instead of3. 146 In fact, AT&TIMCI's explanation of the

number of cable holes included in the Model- that it is based on a 3-floor central office - is

flawed on its face. Although the average number of floors for all of BA-NY central office across

the State is less than 2, collocation will likely be concentrated in the larger central offices in the

foreseeable future. Indeed, it is unlikely that many of BA-NY's smaller rural offices will see

collocation for a considerable period of time.

IX. BA-NY'S POT BAY CHARGES ARE APPROPRIATE; IN ANY EVENT, THE COLLOCATOR
MAY PURCHASE AND INSTALL ITS OWN POT BAY

BA-NY provided actual New York vendor material prices to support its material price for

a relay rack.147 AT&TIMCI claim that BA-NY's cost of $902 for a POT Bay is excessive and

should be reduced by at least 50%.148 However, they provide absolutely no support for the

assumption that relay rack can be purchased and completely installed (including drilling floor

holes and securing the rack at the low steel and cable racking) for $390. As BA-NY explained in

its rebuttal testimony, AT&TIMCI's estimate omits several significant costs, including installation

costS.1 49

145 Tr. 6354 (citing BA-NY Response to MCI-NYT-69).

146 Tr. 6675.

147 See Tr. 6355 (citing BA-NY Response to ATT-NYT-1217 (Exh. 329P)).

148 Tr. 6637-38.

149 Tr. 6355.
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In any event, the collocator may purchase and install its own POT Bay.ISO The Model

contains no cost associated with the POT Bay because it assumes that all collocators will take BA-

NY up on this offer.

X. THE MODEL USES INCORRECT LABOR RATES

Several of the Model's labor rates are inconsistent with this Commission's ruling in

Opinion No. 97-2. For example, the Model uses incorrect job functions as well as labor rates for

its engineering and implementation fees (particularly for the central office engineer). BA-NY's

labor rates, on the other hand, are consistent with this Commission's rulings in Opinion No. 97-2

and are properly assigned to the individuals perfonning the tasks.

Moreover, AT&T/MCI improperly calculate the labor rate for an escort based on the rate

for a Frame Technician. lsl The appropriate labor rate is for a Central Office Technician. The

Frame Technician is not assigned responsibility for the transmission equipment within central

office buildings. Rather, BA-NY Central Office Technicians are responsible for knowing the

specifications of all the transmission equipment and can escort the collocator to the appropriate

equipment and answer questions. AT&TIMCI's attempt to lower collocation costs without

regard to the actual job responsibilities of central office personnel should be rejected.

XI. AT&TIMCI HAVE NOT DEMONSTRATED THAT THE MODEL USES THE INPUTS
ORDERED IN PHASES 1 AND 2

AT&TIMCI have not demonstrated that their Model conforms to the Commission-ordered

inputs from Phases 1 and 2 such as labor rates and carrying charge factors ("CCFs"). For

example, BA-NY has been unable to verify whether the Model uses the CCFs ordered in Phase 1.

150 Tr. 6199-6200.

151 Exh. 337 (Collocation Cost Model Description and Users' Guide, p. 6 of 43).
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When BA-NY first raised this issue, AT&TIMCI witness Klick admitted that some of the factors

did not conform to Opinion No. 97-2, and corrected his testimony.152 BA-NY, however, has been

unable to verify whether AT&TIMCI have made all the necessary corrections. Indeed, when BA

NY asked AT&TIMCI to break out and explain how the CCFs were applied in the Model, their

response was unhelpful.

Judge Linsider, moreover, asked AT&TIMCI at the hearings to run their Model using all

the inputs from Phases I and 2. 153 BA-NY is not aware of any response by AT&TIMCI to Judge

Linsider's record request. Without proof that AT&TIMCI have used the appropriate

Commission-ordered inputs such as labor rates and CCFs, the Model must be rejected.

152 Tr. 6691-92; Exh. 342.

153 Tr. 6774-75.
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CONCLUSION

For all of the reasons stated above, the Commission should adopt the rates for physical

and virtual collocation proposed by BA-NY in their entirety, and should reject those proposed by

AT&T and MCI.

Respectfully submitted,

Catherine Kane Ronis

SKADDEN, ARPS, SLATE,
MEAGHER & FLOM LLP

1440 New York Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20005
(202) 371-7209

Sandra Dilorio Thorn
BELL ATLANTIC - NEW YORK
I095 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10036
(212) 395-6515

Counsel to New York Telephone Company,
d/b/a Bell Atlantic - New York

Dated: July 29, 1998
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[II Docs Ute mockl discount engineering and insallation

I2l Cotu?

[3l A: No, Mr. Gilbert is misWcen. What rhc model

~I <.Ioc:s is reflect the fact that largc companies otten base

lSI lheil' engineering :and insWl:ation as a percentage of EM

(8J material they arc providing.

171 Abo, to keep tJUs all in perspec:tiVc, the

III enainc:eritlg and insraJlation is only a very smaU

llII petCenCllge of the total. For example, the OS-I

['01 cross<onncet we arc talking about is a $2.9 million

I' 'I iMtlllation wlUch, of which only $129.000 is engi.nl:c:rins

['2$ and insta1lat.ion. In my 10nl career Jha~ personal

1'31 knowtcd&e 0( actual yolumc discounts by lat&e supplien 0(

I'.' 30 and ~O pcn:ent (or switches.

['51 Q: Do you agree with his sullestion that vendors do

I'll not typically discount engineering and imtallation cosW

1'71 A: No. In a competitive envirolU1lent suppliers an:

1111 prone to discount any component that is going to win them

1"'1 lhe bid. nus is confarmed in Bc1IAtlantic's own cose

I2llI study which indudcs a Fujitsu quotc tIW otTers a n:duced

[2'1 insWIation charge (or mUltiple shcJves on the same fiber

1221 bay.

[2:1) Q: Mr. Gilbert also criticizes the size and design

Page 731

1'1 of the centr.d office model layout. He sugcsts on NC

121 10 the model rniDCaces cable Icn&dIs by positionlnl EM

131 coUoation areas and OOSKonncets in an adnntqC'ClUS

1'1 posiCion. r&nt, does the model missize and impropcdy

[SJ <.Ic:sil" the ecnlral otrace layout?

It! A: No. the mode! represents an etficient dc:sian
17I which incorporates !he latest concepts in cenual omcc
[II space plannlnl such as pcrimctcr corridon 10 eada

III c:ompar1ment has its own door. Such as fm&ht clcftIon.

1'01 modern security sysccms, as well as the Iaresc splICe

I' 'I effICient te:chnolop:s.nus type otbuiIdinI is not

1'21 imaliMrY since I have acnaa.lly dcsianed one very similar.

1131 :Ibout seven years alo, and it's been built in downtoWn

1'41 Ottawa.The best practice floor space and buildins dcsipl

1151 cuncepts arc far from unrc:alistic since I per50naI1ybave

[III seen lhem implemented. In (:let, the model. buiJdinl is

"71 twice tJte size: uf Dell Atlantic's aVCT.Ige centra! office,

(III thc:rc:ton: it's xcncrous in its size.

(III Rc:U AtI:lntic's co~t mocJel on tJtc other hand

I2llI inc:ludci its WtH'5C. we arc taJlcing about Owies SUCct,

1211 then: is only line: Charles Street In downtoWn, lhe rest are

l22l :all two ;and une·nuor buildings (or an average of one and

lZIl :I half.
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1'1 Q: Is Mr. Gilbert com:ct in his assessment the

t2I IDlldd CO places co.Uocation areas in a localion cIosc to

PI mirtiaIiz.e able lcn&ths~

... A: No, apin he is.misaaJrcn.The illuscralion that

lSI ~. Gilbert rdcrs to on page 17 o( the white paper is

III used to clcmoasIr.uc that all t:hc equipment that~ require

17I for a downtenm centra! omce has been accounted tor. it's

III not: a lloor plaD.As aplaincd in the testimony riaht
III bdow it, rhc IDlldd c:abIc Icngdls are dcvdopcd using a

I'll( want case and best case avenae scenario using that three

(1'1 floor buiItIinI.The: worst case scenario was dcftIoped by

(12( placinI the coBocarion area :It the top floor and t:hc

1'3( crou<onncct on t:hc first tJgor diagona1ly opposite as

(1~ wdI as Yertically opposite.

I'S( In other words. to make sun: we were

I'll COftSCl'Y&tivc we moved f!VCr/ single aoSS<ONlect down to

1'7] EM first fJoor when we did the averaging.The use ora

1111 thn:c:.fIoor building is reasonable since ninety percent of

I'll BdIAClantic's COS arc three floors or less.

SZOI Q; Mr. Gilbert also aiticizcs the model's vimW

1:211 coBocation ICftlths, is that appropriate?

IZ2I A: No. it's not.lhe model states it chooses to

~ usc 16' feet c:onncctivity to match our physical modd even

Page 738

(11 tbouIh ILEC able Icnldls baled on our apcriencc are

III rou&blY a hundred to 125-loot ranle for their own an:a.

PI BdIAdantic·s scudy uses 125(or its weual

(otJ coIIoCItion. So I don't sec hoW' our 165 can be

1I1~ Can be undcrstaIed.Sony.

III Q: Mr. Gilbert scaca the modd includes IittJc «
171 no lite preparation CotU such as~ w:aIls 01'

11II 8bIWII c:nvironmental hazards.

III Docs the model include COla assoc:iatcd with

(Ill( dcftlopinl space which conforms to the latest bc2lth and

(1'1 SIIcty rqulatiOnS'
1'2( A: Yes., it docs.As explained in my previous

1131 response to Mr.AIbcrt"s siIDiIar aitidsm. the model

I'~ rdlects invescmcnts requited to build a CO today that

I'SI conforms to all the latest standards. I am sure Mr. Kllck

I'll when be: was bcrc explained the dilI'crcnce bcnm:n Bell

117] Adantic's approach which. Be.UAtlmcic'. lPptOICh and
1'1( Mel's apptolldL Bell Atlantic would Wee US to pay bqe

1'1( uplront CO$C to remodd t:hc CO into their condo and CO.

l2ClI \1VhcreU our modd reflects CotU in forwvd-looltin& rental

12'1 rates. In tact. II'MCI orAT&T or anyone else here WIllIts

~ 400 square teee 0( space in the Charles Street swite:hinl

CZ3I center our modelcontlins $17,000 per year IDOR in rent
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(11 Ulan Bell Atlantic's aVer:lgc rate.

Q: Mr. Gilbert also Slates that the model docs not

.~I n:t1ect SA's security costs. Docs it?

[41 A: Yes,it does.The modd investment includes a

(51 modern switehina site with the latest security system and

[I] (orwvd4ooldng layout which permits the use ot sec:wi!y

['7l access c:ardI and perimeter corridor. On the ocher hand,

[II BdI Atlantic wants CLfCs to pay the cost of installing

~ new enU'llnCeS, et cetera, to provide: dlat security. In

110J addition to including investments (or modem security

(11) sys«cm. the model is alto, as I said belore, prepared to

('21 accept security escorts for those COs where Bell AtlanIk

(13J has not IDOdc:miZcd to date.Therefore, there is no need

(141 for Bell Atlantic to propose CLECs pcoYidc !undilla for all

IISI these corridors, security systems and new entrances.

1111 Q: Mr. Gilbert is critical of the modc!'s use of

[171 a.s. Means. Why did you use a.s. Means?

1111 A: We used a.S.Mcans because estimalors,

[181 contractors. designers and the entire building

[2DI construction industry uses a.s. Means. II's considered to

1211 be the best estimacinglool on the market loday and il

tz!I consists of inputs from ILECs and other companies. It

'lisa has a separ:ate careaory for tdecommunic:ations

Page7~

[11 buiklings Which obviously would haft to be input from

[21 ILECs. It pnMdes city cost index to allow us to compare

[3J !he cost in Maryland Ya'SUS the national averagc.We walt

[41 wi!h the narional avcrale which wu higher.

(51 Q: Does Bc1I AtJan"tic. itsdf. UK a.s. Means'

III A: Yes, they do, they use it to develop the renral

['7l cost in their cost JIUdy.

III Q: Mr. Gilbert states !he LS. Means estimare used

III by !he model dc:Ydopcrs does not include: sire prcpanllioa

['01 costs such as landsc:apinlo exterior fencinlo driveways, et

[111 c:etera. Is he correct?

[121 A: Ycs, he is. However, the buildinl cosu in

1131 Maryland.. apin. are only 91 percent of die national

[141 average tilurcs. so on our seven-million-doUar investment

/l51 for our brand new bui1ding there is a buffer 01 over

/lll 5650,000 that buys a (ot of fcnc:inB.drivcways, permits.

(t7) Q: Mr. Gilbert UlICTts Ihat R.S. Means' cstimates

(111 omits soft costs such as architectural and engineerinl

[191 fees, is lhis c:orrectJ
...", A: No, it isn'L Since R.S. Means is based on

.aual projects it would have lO include aU thcse soft

l22I cO!lls bc:ClulIC typically these costs for archirects,

l23I engincers. et cetera, an: all in the cost of construction

Case 18766· ColloatloQ TariffITR l003/BA-MD
CONFIDE.N11AL PoRnON REDACTED
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[I' and these wauId be input to R.S. Means.

[21 Q: Mr. Gilbert asserts a multi-story premium must

13J be added to die R.S. Means cost citllion at page 19.M

~ these COIlS associa~ with multi-story buildinis captured
lSI by a.s. MCInIl

III A: Wilhoala doubt they are.The size modifier on

17I pale S48 oldie a.s. Means buildin& construction manual

(II establishes a 6Ir::tor of .9 to account lot economies ot
III scale usoeiarm With larger buiJdings.1he same: page

(101 pf'OYida a summary o( the types of buildings that were

(Ill used and the chird building down is listed as apartment

[121 hi&h-rix. Maa1 of the buildinp in die dmt are wdI

(13) CM:I' 50.000 tqUUe fect, much like our 60,000 square Coot

(14) CO modeL

[IS) Q: Mr. Gilbert criticizes the model for assuming

(111 BeI1AtIanCic IIIUSt build (our 10lHquarc-toot collocation

('71 cages~ty.Docs the lDOdd maIce such an

[111 assumption?

(111 A: No, the JDOdd only establishes costing at four

[2DI I ()C).squatC'loot areas.That is because it's the most

(21) cosdy c:onfipntion to build. Ifa sina/C o4<»square
tz!I loot ara Is caastruction, Is construcrcd, sorry. in any

[Z3I other rypc olc:onfiguntion, the Ulvatments become much.

P8ge742

[II more pna'ClUI because there are fewer pta, et ccteta.

1ZI Tbc modd daa not suuest BdIAdanric must build four

13JI~ ages. Obviously ifBcl1Atlantic hal a

~ (orecuIlot a 4OCHquarc-foot area plus tour

lSI 1()().square-bJC areas, their planners will Ukcly build an

l'I~ area.What we are sayiD& is it will be

['7l COIfed Oft die worst c:ase method ofCOICing. dahl
(II lC»tq.-elooC areas.

III Q: Mr. GiIJa1 states the model omits certain power

(101 costs such .Ibc cost of hauling and lifting tile new
(II) equipment ID the second floor. Does the model omit these

(121 costs wtIich ochawise would have been included?

(13J A: No.The model rcflccts a modem buiJdinI·lt

[14) inc:orpontcs 6'ci&ht clcv:ators and perimeter corridor u I

[lSJ have explaincd before. In a forward-looldng design

['11 equipment -.Id be brought up die !rci&ht dcv:ator, placed

(171 on a doUy, wtIcded to the approprilte compartment and yau
(III 10 in lhc doar with the access card. Like the one that I

[III built a few ,an back in 0Uawa.

[2DI MR. satELTEMA: Your Honor,l would Iikc to move

[211 Exhibits MalATItT 3 and • into C\'idcnCc at this time.

tz!I HEARING EXAMINER BAY: HeariIII no objection,

l23) they will be rcccivccI into evidence at this time.

i
'.
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ell (MCIIAT.lcT Exhibit Nos. 3

121 ancJ ,I wen: received in

1"31 e:vitJcnce.)

(41 MR. SCHELTEMA: The witness is aY2iIabIc: for

(5) erou-ex:amin:uion.

fII HEARING EXAMINER BAY: M,. Baldanzi?

(7] MS. BALDAH2I: No aoss.

III HEARING EXAMINER BAY: Mr. McRx. Did he

!II leave? Ms. Flynn.

1101 us. FLYNN: No cross.

II " HEARING EXAMINER BAY: M,. ROIlis.

1'2] Us. RONIS:

(13/ CROss<xA1lNA11ON

1141 BY Ms. RONa:

('SI Q: GooU afternoon, Mr. BisseD.

(III A: Hi.

(171 Q: I am Cathc:rine K:ane Ronis.1 will ask you some

('II quc:slions on behalfof BeU Atlantic.

(''1 A: Sure.

I<IllI Q: You jwt toliJiecJ you constructed a cenlr2l

/2') office similar to the layout in the mocld in Canada, did

IZIl you just t~"Sti(y 10 that?

l23I A: I dkln't construct it. I dcsignC11 it.

1'1 Q: Aze you awvc BcD Atlantic :UkcdATA"I; a dara

12I request, 3-4. I do not~ copies, I apoIosizc.J cIidD't

PI expect this to come up, when: we asJrcd plc:lR ideality all

~ cent.r:IJ offices constrUcted under the sul'C"isiDn or wim

lSI input Iiom Mr. Biud1 (or cac:h cencral oCIlcc:, pIOVidc

III the locatiOn. date construeted, conIipmllon 01die

{7J office and Mr. 1IissdJ', role in the consuuetiocLAn:

III you aware we aslr.cd that question?

!II MAo SCHELTEJIA: Your Honor. IfI milht. J would

(11lI Ukc counsel to show the data response IS wd as the

(I II qUC5tion oriMinally posed to the willless.

1111 MS. AONIS: I cJId rc:aeJ it word for word but I

1131 will show it 10 him.

fl4, (Witness examines dncumcnt.)

{lSI THE WITNESS: YO,I just read iL

[III BY MS. RONIS:

(' lJ Q: I.)jcJ yOCl l'C'I'iew thi, incerrog:llory responlC

(III herem: it w:a~ KfIt 10 8c:1I Albntic~

(lilt A: 1 Ihink 1 cJjcJ ;&1 $OnlC point in lime.

l2'lII Q: Are yw", aw:an: nc:II Al1:antic spccific::aDyasked

12'1 fur c:brUlC:lh..n lin thi~ clUCStion in a subsequCJlt kiter

f22I In AT&r'r, wc-re ynu aw:are of Ihzl (:Ic:t~

1231 A: Yes.-.. -----..-.-.. - .. ..-.-,

HearingPr~ pp. 499-781
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111 Q: I will just read it into the n:cord.1n the

12I supplemental raponseATIcT stated akhouab Mr. Bissell has

PI not COIUU'Uercd any cenaal ollice, he has beat

jCJ roponsiblc for the aation o(bae practice space

(II planning scenJrios (or the Integration ofaisling COs,

IIJ able routes and eqUipment connecti'f'ity. sizina ofnew

(7] buildinp and access n:mote houJinp and deftlopinglong

III tenD plans (or the redcVdopment olCO space coincident

lIIwith~~~or~~~~w

1101 been responsible (or dcgeIoping infrDtnICtW'C and space

(1') planning proposals for physical coUoation. ie., placing

(121 compeatiYl: equipment in Bell Canada COs.

1131 A: That's J'iIht.
(1'" Q: That isATIcT's resporue?

[lSI A: Yes.As it says I wu responsible:, I ..in a

(111 corporate job and W2S responsible for deft!IoI'ingthe, I

(I7) can't remember C'VCtY word, but if ~'OU get a new technology

(III I W2S responsible (or deciding where it fit, where it fit

(111 within the existing swirchinJ centers as weI1 as that I

IlllI wu responsible for writing the pnctic:es tor the

(211 deployment olnew switc:h.inJ centers and wtIIl mey would

l22J look like.

(23J Q: Mr. BisselL me question waS to iclcntify all
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(11 centnl otfices that you bad input on for die constrUc:tion

12I or design.1bc answer wu no. Mr. BiSSdJ has no£

PI coucruacd any cenaal oftices.lt does JO OR to aplaia

~ what you did in your 30 years tben:.

III A: Yes.

IIJ Q: But they <lid ROC idenlity tbiJ c:enmal omce in

(7] Canada you just spoke~ isn't that correct?

III A: I Ilaven't constrUCted any. J wrote tbI:

!II pncUccs to constnJCt them. It's a cIiIferenCe, it's a

(till corponre job.

("1 Q: Let me ask, I will 10 to anothu clara n:qucst,

('21 maybe this will clarity iLAze you:aware that Bdl

{131 Atlantic asIccdAT8cT and MCJ in dati rcqucsc 3-12 to

(141 pl'OYide a list ol all cenaal ot!ices ofwhichAT8cT and/or

(151 Mel are Z'lV'Jre that have been built or modified according

(111 to the (OI'WlU'd-lookinl best pnctiCe ccnlnl oftice

117) planninl strategy used in lhc model and tor ach cenU2l

(II) office provide the location. date conscruercd and layout?

(III I wiD show this to you.

IlllI A: That is oleay.That is tine. I~ read it.

(2'1 MR. SCHELTEMA: Please Jive it to the witness.

/ZlI I don't are whether he wants It or not.

/231 (WitneSl examines document.)
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('1 be data request ~,not 5-29.That is something

(2l differenL Is dial dear?

131 HEARING EXAMINER BAY: What was 5 apin?

/41 MS. ROMS: AT&TIMC supplemental response to

[51 BcJJ AtlanIic:'s RqUCSl 3-12.

III HEAAIIG EXAMINER BAY: You haft marb:d those?

[7J MS. AONS: Yes. Can [ move ltIOIC into evidence

III at this tia&

III HEARING EXAMINER BAY: Xr. Scbdtema. was )'OW'

(101 point to c:Sarif1ing any of these -

(II) MR. SCHELTEMA: Yes, she lOOk care of iL

[121 HEARIIG EXAMINER BAY: BdI AIlantic's

(111 ero,..fnmjntejon Exhibits , and 6 will be received into

[141 mdencc at dIi.t time.

[IS) (Bell AdaDlie (Cross)

[III EJChjbit Nos. , and 6 wen:
(t 7) marRd for identification

(Ill and receiftd in eftdcnc:e.)

BY lis. RONIS:(111

(:lllJ Q: Mr. BisIdJ. when a colJocator ~ucsts to

[21' collocate they are choosin3 to use IlellAlLanlic:'s central

1221 otfk:es to COIIdCCt to the netWOtIl, isn't that correct?

lZII Ie I bcIie'n: so.

III A: The one in Ottawa is not based on this model.

the one in Oaaw:l is ~mWar. I be1i~ that is whal I

1"1 said It's si.mil2r. based on the same types of planning

14] pnctices but it's noc itJentiaJ.

III Q: l:un going 10 rc:ad the response inlO the record

/II so we are clear. It says provi<.le a mt of all cenlral

[71 offices built or modified according 10 che forward-lookinC

III scenario used in the model.

III This is, this request, BetI AlLanlic's counsel

[11l1 ukc:dAT&T and Ma's counsel to cIarily this request or

[11) their raponse, excuse me, in a subscqucnllectet.And

1121 AT&T and Ma's counsel respondcdAT&T and MCI are IlOl

('31 aware 0( any c:cnlral ofrlCa which have been built or

(14' modiI1cd according to~ fo~kin.best practice

[151 cenU'al oIDce plann.ing stratelia used in che model.

(111 AT&T and MCI did not identify chis Ottawa central office.

117) isn'l that c:Orrecl?

(111 Ie But it's not IiJce lIle one in the modd is what I

('II am tryinllo ICl at.The ract il has a licight elC\'lltor

l20I and perimeter corridor doesn't make il the mode!.

12') Q: 1bank you for clarifying because I did hcu you

lZlI say it wu consistenl With lIle model.

Ie Similar 10.
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(11 Us. AONIS: 11lIQuJd like to intrOduce the

121 incerropaary n:Ip)IlSCS into the recard.1 don't have

PI copies. Do you WIne to mark lhcm for ldcnlifkation lUld

141 we can supply copies to the court or Commission tomanow'

III Would that be appropriate?

III MA. SCHELTEMA: I don't have any objection.

(7J HEAMfG~ BAY: fine.

!II MS. AONIS: 8eIIAlJanlic:..'Ibryland Cross

• III Exhibit', we WiIIIJIlU'k lhaC uATATlMa supplemcntal

Illli response to Bc:UAdantic-Marylancl's third d:ua request,

1111 request 3-12.

(121 We Will mark Cor identiJication as BA Cross

(131 Exhibie6ATAT and Ma's response to Bc:U

[I., Atlantic..\taryIand', IiCIIl data requesl dated April 2nd.

lIS) I998.That is request 5-29.

[111 HEARING EXAMINER BAY:just a moment,

(17) M,. Ronia.

/1., MR, SCHELTEMA: Could I clarity something (or

(III the n:c:onl.Your Ilunar.

1201 HEAAJNG EXAMINER BAY:just a minute:,

Mr. SchdCema.

IZlI MS. RONlS: I :un sorry, I have 10 correct

(23J somc:thinl. Dell Atlanuc·.\taryland Cross EJchibit 6 shoUld

[11 Q: 'The c:aIoc:ator could choose to bWld their own

121 central odia:, couldn't they?

PI A: I JUCSlIn theory they could.

/41 Q: But dill would be prohlbidftly c:zpcIIIift, isn't

lSI that e:orm:t?
III A: I don't mo..,. Depends how IIIUCh space they

[7J necd.1 don't dUnk they need the Idnd ofspace that we

!II are IalkiftI about here.You couldn't build a

III ~()(kquIre.foot switehinl CCfttel'.

(IG! Q: Wbala coUocator goes into Bc:D Atlantic',

[11) central oIDce Bell Atlantic: is ~uitcd to coadition the

[121 room COl Irent With a central omcc eJl\IirOnIIICJU isn't

(131 that e:orm:t?
[I.' Ie I be.Iic'te it likdy, it is a cenua1 ofticc

(IS) environment already. I think that we are goU1l into.

[Ill Q: It,.., need some additional condition, isn't

['7\ thaI e:orm:t?
[III A: [t may.
I'" Q: Can)'UU please turn to paac 14,Une 18 of your

I2lII dired tesWmlny.1 :un sorry, your rebuttal.

121) A: 'That is where I was.
IZlI Q: You SWC Bell Atlantic will have 'trona
1231 inccnliva to inflate costs 0( room COtISU'\IdiOft by
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