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DECLARATION OF PETER COPELAND 

I, Peter Copeland, hereby declare the following: 

1. I am Director- Economic Cost for Century Link. In this position, I am 

responsible for developing economic cost models for use in universal service cost proceedings, 

cost support for all regulated products, and economic analyses of regulatory issues. I have been 

employed by CenturyLink and its predecessor and affiliated companies (Mountain Bell, 

Bellcore, US WEST, Qwest) for 31 years and have worked on universal service models since 

1992. I have a Bachelor of Arts in Urban Studies from Brown University and a Masters in 

Public Administration from the University of Colorado. I am submitting this Declaration in 

support of comments filed in this proceeding by the Price Cap Carrier Coalition. 

2. I worked on a team with other representatives of members of the United States 

Telecom Association ("US Telecom") to analyze alternatives for the use of incremental support 

under Phase I of the Connect America Fund ("CAP"). This team's efforts included the 

development of a workable framework for the Commission's consideration by which remaining 

CAP Phase I incremental support could be distributed to price cap carriers for the buildout of 

second-mile fiber deployments. 

3. In developing this framework, the team decided it was appropriate to identify 

support amounts separately for fiber feeder and associated electronics, given the significant 



differences in the costs associated with these network components. The team also sought to 

utilize data from the CostQuest Broadband Analytical Tool ("CQBAT") model. Because the 

point of this exercise was to develop forward-looking costs associated with second-mile fiber 

deployments in unserved areas, the CQBAT model allows costs to be estimated only in the areas 

not served by an unsubsidized competitor or telecommunications carrier at 4/1 speeds. 

Attempting to gather similar information from actual construction records would have been 

considerably more difficult and, in any event, would have reflected historical costs. 

4. An estimate of the CQBAT fiber feeder investment per mile is not directly 

available from the investment output reports of the CQBAT model. However, in 2012, 

US Telecom asked CostQuest to build a Feeder Cost Estimation tool based on the data in the 

CQBAT model. 

5. Although I was not involved in the development of the Feeder Cost Estimation 

tool that was built by CostQuest, it is my understanding that this tool utilizes the material, 

structure, engineering, and labor inputs from the CQBAT model. The tool has adjustable inputs 

for the various components, including: (i) percent mix of rural/suburban/urban; (ii) percent 

structure ownership for aerial/buried/underground; and (iii) percent normal terrain/medium 

terrain/hard terrain. In developing the proposal submitted by the Price Cap Carrier Coalition in 

this proceeding, the rural/suburban/urban mixture and the terrain mixtures were based on the 

CQBAT data for areas without an unsubsidized competitor providing 4/1 service. This data was 

extracted from the CQBAT FTTd run by CostQuest and used as an input in the tool. The 

structure ownership was based on the weighted ownership between the rural, suburban, and 

urban areas. The plant mix was based on the national average data weighted for the rural, 

suburban, urban mix in the targeted areas. These inputs drive the estimation of the investment 
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for a 48 strand fiber cable using the material and structure inputs from the CQBA T model, which 

the tool calculated as $38,910 per fiber mile. Attached to my declaration as Appendix 1 is a 

summary sheet of the user-adjustable inputs used in this calculation. 

6. An estimate of total electronic investment is directly available from the 

investment output ofthe CQBAT FTTd run. The components of electronics investment include 

the router, regeneration, feeder-distribution interface, DSLAM, fiber cable splitters, and splitter 

cards. The sum of these investments is divided by working customers, which was calculated as 

$318 per enabled location basis. Attached to my declaration as Appendix 2 is a screen shot from 

the CQBAT FTTd run reflecting this calculation. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge, information and belief. 

Peter Copeland 

Dated : January 28, 2013 
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APPENDIX 1 



Adjustable Inputs 
User 

Adjustable 

Toggle Value UOM 

AssumedTypicaiBuildOistance 20,000 

Typica I 0 i stance Betwe enS pI ices 2,500 ~et 

FiberSize 48 

State rf!J SLii-o<:'Jd~ 

PctRural 85% ' ! 1 ~ 

PctSuburban 14% ' 1 

PctUrban 1% : 
AeriaiStructureOwnership 48% pi?: {:e-nt 
BuriedStructureOwnership 93% P' :nr 

UgdStructureOwnership 93% r.J~ ~- ·n· 

PctNormaiTerrain 26o/. 

PctMediumTerrain 46% 

PctHardTerrain 28% ·n~"" 

Build Assumptions tAutofilled) 
-

Aerial Buried 

I Rural 34.10% 55.49% 

r Suburban 23.04% 44.93% 

I Urban 15.42% 33.51% 

Build Summary 
Splice Setups 8 

Splices 384 

Total Cost for Fiber $ 24,917.55 

Total Cost for Aerial Structure $ 14,398.52 

Total Cost for Buried Structure $ 50,136.03 

[rotal CM1 kl.r lJKd Stri.I~Ur.fl $ 57,933.53 

! -~~~-1) 5l p ~-' - P!.1·1~ --
$ 38,909.81 

FOCostPerMiie Tool V1 new PlntMx_011813_w CQ updates.xlsx 

Notes 
n b: ·'id, ·,· 1tat rs· _,_ f 4 -ume build distance 

.:(lr b"~ 1 o: ~hL1t i:;, rnt 'fYj11.Ca; JJfStiiJitl'"ll!' 1n~·.:lo ... , r n~Jrre~. 

. 'a • ,( ( rnJ!.I _ ,t..~IT. _..'!__ 

Ll.."~ ~ _fOr QI•I'!'D~t , fC+r U:-er ::AJ~Dh't:.a ' . OIE:G$~ <?nt~ .. ,~ r,'r.r)Ut'" ;mrl•: 

Sr01· .. .:. l.UA m ·tJK pr'ar?r 17!'./ IatJ,'e or:~ci '!at~ lG't~' :ux •abrL.. 

(()0 tl " --- r - ·o' fL ii: lrJ r.-;nl t:Jert.:ilt~ . ':•Vil(i .·+"?nr rr ·1 · r.:- " ItJ_, ;. ."f -~-r"rt!J 'rr 

f=or bulfd, wh- n( ..-,lut· " 1:11: ,:Jc; 
Fa.r Dl.tJid.. what _ .Dj ..:.H~\1 urJ: r~ riC' ~ and .;~·nC"o' 
!'"a• t.:11d. wb~T v_r ~t-• ..._~N1~rll IS ntw ~na· otNneo 
it:Jr-b~•Jd~ tNf,a[ _of , 1 "'1Jl~!ur~1 ~~ ,,, . ..._. .llfJO Dl·.·r.ru' 

f='"ur ,.,.,.._!0, •. ~ . J '" ~ ·~~or t,:n'Q. 1 

~or ~~_IL.~ :J.J#::.L •. _•j __ ,,_.,e -~ .. rr, ~·.;. _lt.fl1 rtTlfi-,_JLf-- _""!fl 

Fo nulld., .,.~at ~ ,g I'D!.'! I! l.l1fl ~J:>rc do}(itt~rl~ rer ru1n 

Underground 

10A1% 

32.02% 
This table is automatically filled in. To adjust, select the 

51.08% 
appropriate State value above. 

This is the cost for a dedicated fiber build. 

I 

I 

Nel ig1ble influence 

CQBAT Input (TypicaiCableSegmentlength) 

PublicFTid CQBAT dataset, Cable Unserved 

Publicffid CQBAT dataset, Cable Unserved 

Publicffid CQBAT dataset, Cable Unserved 

CQBAT Input 

CQBAT Input 

CQBAT Input 

Publicffid CQBAT dataset, Cable Unserved 

PublicFTid CQBAT dataset, Cable Unserved 

Publicmd CQBAT dataset, Cable Unserved 

Summary 
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Node0£1ectronicslnvC Node2Eiectronlcslnv2 

156.230,776 4,057,633,509 

Wtd Avg OSLAM Per 

Data Take 

269.24 

Wtd Avg FDI Per 

Data Take 

12.73 

Wtd Avg RouterRegen Per 

Data Take 

35.73 


