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current basic factors and found them to be reasonable. lO• We sought comment
on a width of one standard deviation because, under a normal distribution
pattern, a majority of the carriers·' basic factors would fall within that
range.

62. After careful consideration of the comments and analysis of many of
the basic factors underlying current rates, we believe that our proposal may
be too rigid. Our analysis indicates that, becau.se· of variances among LECs'
basic factors, a range width of one standard deviation around the mean could
be either too narrow or too wide for some accOunts. Moreover, because we will
review ranges on a schedule that will not coincide with every carrier's
represcription schedule, 105 we believe we should, when appropriate, consider
company retirement and modernization plans to determine whether there are
technological trends that might not be fully reflected in all of the carriers'
current rates. Therefore, in establishing ranges, we will start with ranges
of one standard deviation around an industry-wide mean of basic factors
underlying currently prescribed rates. FrOlll that point, we will consider
other factors such as the number of carriers with basic factors that fall
within this initial range and future LBC plans in determining the actual range
width for any one account.

c. Accounts for Which Ranges will be Bstablished

(1) Introduction

63. In the Ngtice, we sought comment on whether we should adopt ranges
for all accounts. lUi We tentatively concluded that we should not because we
believed that the divergence of basic factors frOlll company to company made a
number of accounts less adaptable to ranges. We sought comment on this
conclusion and on criteria to be used in the selection of range accounts.

(2) Comments

64. All carriers support adoption of ranges for all accounts, arguing
that there would be little measurable savings without ranges for all
accounts. 107 They also contend that establishing ranges for all accounts
eliminates yet another regulatory hurdle .- establishing criteria and
reviewing accounts to determine whether they meet the criteria. The state

However, as we have stated previously, because the basic factors
are estimates, they are subject to the exercise of reasonable judgment. By
establishing ranges, we recognize this fact, and give carriers more
flexibility in the final exercise of this reasonable judgment.

105 Although we intend to ••tablish ranges for all accounts if feasible
and will allow carriers to move within those ranges annually, we will continue
the three year represcription cycles for carriers because ranges will not be
established all at once and not all carriers will use ranges for all accounts.

106 Notice, 8 FCC Rcd at 148-149, para. 16.

107 ~~, Pacific Comments at 6; and SNET Comments at 18. ~~
USTA Comments at 17.
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cea-i••ions generally .'.lIrt r..... for 1••• than all of the accounts. lOB
They sugge.t a vide range of erit.ria for determining which accounts are
appropriate for range ..1eet!.. Por eXUlple, the Missouri Connission
suggests that only a~t. that individually constitute less than 2t of total
plant investment ~-vide be used. lO'

"( 3) Discussion

'65. we belie"'" that .stablishing range. for all accounts would further
our administrative savingtt goal for this proaeeding. We will therefore, to
the extent feasible, e.tabli.h ranges for all plant accounts. 110 However,
because we wish to iJll)leMnt this range approach for 1994, we find it
iq)racticable to have r&ng«ts .stablished for all accounts at once . With
limited staff and'resources, the analysis nece.sary to establish ranges for
all accounts by 199t cannot be completed. Thus, we direct the Common Carrier
Bureau to identify tho•• accounts readily adaptable to the' range approach and
recommend them to u.ao that we may invite comment on the initial ranges for
those account. for iq>l-'ntation in 19'.. We further direct the Bureau to
establish ranges for the r ....ining plant accOunts' where feasible and as soon
as possible.

d. Range Participation

(1) Introduction

66. In the ,otiCl, we proposed to mandate ranges for all carriers. We
reasoned that our range. would provide sufficient flexibility for carriers 80

that mandatory participation would be reasonable. ll1 At the same time, we
recognized that some carders' bade factors initially would fall outside of
the established ranges; and we WOuld need to move these carriers' factors
toward the ranges gradually. Also, we conceded that, in certain situations,

108 ~ ~, Missouri Commission Comments at 2; New
Comments at 9; and South Dakota Commission Comments at 1.
Commissi6n Comments at 5.

York COl'III'Iiission
IlY.t ~ Indiana

109 Missouri Commission Comments at 2. Other suggested criteria include
the amount of variance in basic factors among carriers and the extent to which
accounts are affected by rapid technological or competitive changes.

110 There are a few plant accounts for which it is technically difficult,
and not feasible for 199., to establish ranges because we have allowed the
carriers flexibility in how the accounts are studied for depreciation
purposes. For example, Carriers are allowed to subdivide their buildings
account and estimate lives for each category, although only one rate is
prescribed for the account. As a result, there are a wide variety of
categorization schemes --some categorize based on the size of the buildings,
some by location, and others based on the use of the buildi~g. Because of
the great differences among the categorization schemes, the projection lives
among the companies are currently incompatible. If we are to establish ranges
for this account, we must examine the categorization schemes in depth to
ascertain the feasibility and desirability of ranges.

111 Notice, 8 FCC Red at 149, para. 17.
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~ carri.r.' ba.ic factor. would n••d to r ...in out.ide the range•
••tabliM.d. we al" propo.ed to lillit L8C.' ability to IDOV8 "ithin the
range.. W••ought ~nt on each of th••• b.ue•.

(2) C~nts

" • 'ft1ere i. no gene'ral con.en.us on thb b.~2 A n\¥lber of partie.
conclude that the 1,1•• of rang., should be mandatory, "hil. other. argue
that they .hould be optional. 113 A third po.ition ia to II&ke range. optional,
but to not allow a carrier that has Ml.cted range. to later opt out of
them. 114 However, all partie. generally agr•• that carrier. Mould be
required to 1,1•• ranee- wbeD fea.ible.

61. Therei. geaeral agr.~t UIDII9 a _iority of the parti•• that, if
the C~••:Lco ....te. the 1,1•• of r ....., carrieR "ithcurrent bUic factor.
outside the range. Mould be allow.d to IDOV8 into the range. over time, a
pIIa..- in approach. 115 -The c~t.r. diff.r over the length ot the pha..- in
period; .CDI argue fOl:' a thr.e-year tran.iliOD period. to coincide "ith a
carrier'.~ deprec~iOl1pr.acriptica, whil. other. conteud that a
10l1ger pha.... in Deriocl .ith L8C discr.tiOl1 for tr8l1.'itioning into the range.
i. appropriat•. l~7

.,. There i. al80 g.neral agr..-ent that, if the CClIiIIIi••iOl1 mandat••
range., a "aiver prooe.. would be required. IIDwewr, the part:ies diff.r over
the appropriate ..iver .t8l1dard. Por 8XIIIIPle, the llichigan CaIIIi••ion Staff
aadPacific, agr.. that a ..i ver should not be granted except under unique
cirC\8lltanee. INCh .. when th.r. b • sigaific:ant divertenc.betweeu expect.d
depnciti'ClIl .......... cSepr.ciatica upen... r ••ultiag fran 1,1" ot the
range. . ,'l'he Ok1..... C~iasiOD Staff and the Be" J.rsey Ce-d••ion Staff
.ugge.t a ..iIff .tandard that incorporate. .tat. action affecting
depreciation. 1 OSTA argue. that a carrier should al"ays have the right to

112 llichigan ee.u...iOD Staff Ce:-ent. at 5; Be" J.rsey CCIII8li••ion Staff
Ce:-ent. at 5; Pacific cc...nt. at 18; aad BRIT C~t. at 18-19.

113 RAItUC Cc.-nt. at 6; NYRBX COIIIDent. at 14; and Otah CCIlIIli••ion
ee...nt. at 2.

114 California CCIII8li.sion C~ts at t.

115 ~, He. York Commi••iOD C~nt. at 9; Pacific COIIIDent. at 19;
OSTA Coaaents at 18; and Washington CCIII8li••ion Ca-ents at 3.

116 ... L..Sl.a., Colorado CCIlIIliBsiOD C_nt. at 15; 8I1d Ots.h CCllDiB.ion
CClIIIII8nt. at 2. 'l'he SCA propose. a three-year transition period "ith
percentage adju.tmenU specified each year - - 33t adju.tment fran current
rate. allowed each year. SCA COIIIMnt. at U.

117 ... ~, Pacific Comments at 19; and OS We.t Comments at 11.

118 Michigan Commi.sion Staff COIIIDent. at 5; and Pacific Comments at 18.

119 Ne" Jersey Commission Staff comments at 5; and Oklahoma Commission
Staff Comments at t.
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request factor. outsi_ r~, but: Ithould t>t required to make a showing using
the current depreciation .tudy requirements. 20

70. Pinally, partie. acldl:ee. the is.ue of whether carriers should be
allowed to move within e.tabli8bed range. if their current basic factor. for
an account fall within that ranee, both initially and thereafter. A few state
caamissions recommend l~ting ~iers to their current basic factors for
their initial range .election. 1 The LBCs argue t~i they should be allowed
to choose any basic factor within a range initially. 2 The LECs also coatend
that after their initial range .election, they should y! able to select any
basic factor from within the range on an annual basis. 3 BellSouth reasons
that additional flexibility i. warranted in light of th! price cap regulatory
scheme, and current safeguard. such as GAAP and ARMIS. 1 4 The state
commissions are divided; a few agree that the LECs should be given additional
flexibility,125 but others would limit the flexibility by ~ring a limit on
the percentage change a carrier could make within the range. Moreover,
several state commissions would allow a carrier to Ch~ge its basic factors
only at the time of a new depreciation prescription. 1 7

(3) Discussion

71. After careful consideration, we believe that we should not force
carriers to use the basic factors within established ranges if their basic
factors are now outside the ranges because of the Commission's long-held
principle that an asset ~OUld be depreciated on a straight-line basis over
the life of that asset. 1 8 That is, plant costs should be allocated to

120 USTA Comments at 18.

121~ A.a.SL., Colorado Commission COIIII8Dt. at 14; Michigan Commission
Staff Comments at 5; and Utah Commission Ca.ments at 3.

122 a.. A.a.SL., Pacific Comments at 19; and United Comments at 9. iIA A1aQ
Wisconsin Commission Comments at 3.

123 ~ ~, BellSouth Comments at 36-38. ~ AlI2 CST Comments at 11-
12.

124 a.. BellSouth Comments at 38.

125 s.. ~, Wisconsin Commission Comments at 3. a.. AlI2 NAROC
Comments at 7.

126 a..~, Michigan Commission Staff Comments at 5; Colorado
Commission Comments at 15; and Utah Commission Comments at 3. These
commenters do not propose a specified percentage change.

127 iAa~, Idaho Commission Comments at 4; Indiana Commission Comments
at 5; and Nissouri Commission Coanents at 3.

128 s.. 47 C.P.R. S 32.2000(g) (1) (i) ("depreciation percentage rates
shall be computed in conformity with a group plan of accounting for
depreciation and shall be such that the loss in service value of the property
... may be distributed under the straight-line method during the service life
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depreciation expense at a rate representative of the consumption of the plant.
If a projection life range of 20 - 25 years was established for a particular
account, but a carrier, because of its unique circumstances, is currently
using a 10 year projection life, forcing the carrier to use a life within the
range would violate this principle. Prescribing depreciation rates that
allocate plant costs over the useful life of plant is central to our
depreciation policy. Thus, a carrier should use the basic factors that
reflect its company operations. Obviously, if a carrier is using a 10 year
life because of its unique circumstances, we have reviewed that company's
operations and plans and determined that the 10 year life is consistent with
such plans. Becaus. we will not mandate the use of ranges for carriers
outside the ranges, we need not address the issue of a transition period for
moving carriers' basic factors within the ranges.

72. The basic factor range option we adopt today should achieve
simplicity, conserve resources, and allow LlCs greater flexibility in the
depreciation process while remaining consistent with the public interest. We
will allow a LlC to seek to change basic factors within the ranges as long as
(1) the basic factors.underlying that carrier'S current rate for an account
are within the established ranges and (2) the basic factors proposed to be
used for a new rate are within the established range. If these conditions are
met, the carrier will only be required to ,ubmit the streamlined data, as
determined by the COIII'IlOn Carrier Bureau, 12' in its request for a new
depreciation rate. Additionally, for range accounts, LECs may seek to change
basic factors on an annual schedule as opposed to the current triennial
schedule. However, in order to ensure adequate time for us to conduct our
represcription proceeding, LECs must file for those changes by April 1 of the
year in which new rates are sought. Finally, consistent with our current
annual update process, carriers must update all plant accounts at the time
they propose any new rate for a range account. 13U

73. We believe this approach is reasonable because the factors that
will be the basis for establishing the ranges will have been analyzed and
found generally reasonable. We further ensure the reasonableness of the
ranges by seeking carment on them. The added degree of flexibility given by
this approach means that for any carrier with a prescribed rate derived from
basic factors within established ranges for an account, a presumption of
reasonableness attaches to all basic factors within the established ranges for
that account, However, such a presumption is not conclusive. Any proposed
basic factor changes, either inside or outside the ranges, should be based on
company operations. If a LEC makes a reasonable showing, based on current

of the property.").

129 We delegate to the Common Carrier Bureau the authority to determine
the information to be submitted for these range accounts consistent with our
decision here.

130 ~ prescription of Revised Percentages of Depreciation pursuant to
Section 220 (b) of the Carmunications Act of 1934, as amended, for: American
Telephone and Telegraph Company - Long Lines Department, et al., ~, 96 FCC
2d 257, 268 at para. 33 (1984) ("[w]e can find no reason not to extend this
procedure [annual updates] to all accounts to assure that composite rates are
kept as current as possible.").
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data requirements, that its baaic factors should be different from those
within established ranges, we wau14 pr.scribe rates using appropriate basic
factors. If other interested. parti•• -.ke reasonable showings that a LEe I s
operations require the use of basic factors different from those within
established ranges or those proposed (although they fall within the ranges),
we also would prescribe rates using appropriate basic factors. In either
case, the showing would necessarily include a study consistent with our
current depreciation analysis process.

74. Finally, we recognize that there may be instances when, for anyone
account, one basic factor may fall within an established range, but the other
does not. 131 We have considered whether to allow a carrier to use the range
approach for the factor within the range, but to require the LEC to provide
data consistent with the current process to support the factor outside the
range. However, because there is an interdependence between the LECs'
decisions on appropriate life and salvage estimates, 132 we believe the better
approach would be to require a LEC to provide supporting data for both factors
consistent with the current depreciation practice. Therefore, if aLEC's
current basic factors for anyone account do not both fall within the
established ranges for that account, the LEC may not use the range approach
for that account.

e. Implementation Date for Ranges

(1) Introduction

75. In the Notice, we sought camnent on when and how ranges should be
implemented. We asked whether we should have a one-time conversion to ranges,
or allow carriers to use ranges only after their next prescription. 133 We
noted that, although a one time conversion would be expedient, converting all
carriers at once might produce such an administrative burden upon regulators
and carriers alike that implementation on a staggered basis might be
warranted. We invited comment on these issues.

(2) Comments

76. All state commissions commenting on the issue and GTE favor phasing
ranges in over the three-year prescription cycle. 134 Other suggestions

131 As discussed infra, we are not adopting a range of survivor curves
for any range account. Instead, we will require carriers to use company
specific data to determine the appropriate survivor curve to be used for range
accounts. The carriers will be required to submit sufficient data to support
proposed curves. See infra para. 86.

132 For example, motor vehicles kept in service for two years and then
sold would likely yield higher salvage amounts than motor vehicles retired
after ten years of service.

133 Notice, 8 FCC Red at 149, para. 19.

134 See ~, GTE Comments at 11; Michigan Commission Staff Comments at
5; and Utah Commission Comments at 2. See A!AQ CBT Comments at 12.
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include implementing ranges by 1994 for all carriers,135 or beginning
implementation of ranges in 1994, but allowin~ carriers to move to the ranges
at their discretion over a 3 - 5 year period. 36 Mel would allow the range
approach to go into effect only after the LlC price cap review is
canpleted. 137

(3) Discussion

77. We agree that the basic factor range approach should be iq)l...nted
as soon as practicable. However, given current administrative resources, we
are unable to c~lete a new depreciation prescription for every carrier in
1994. For that reason we set forth the following schedule:

1994 depreciation prescription carriers:

- if a carrier'S current basic factors fall within the ranges, the
carrier may use the range approach;

- if a carrier'S current basic factors fall outside the ranges, the
carrier must conduct and submit the regular depreciation analyses (and may
show that its basic factors now fall within the established ranges);

- for non-range accounts, the carrier must conduct and submit the
regular depreciation analyses.

1995 and 1996 depreciation prescription carriers:

- if a carrier's current basic factors fall within the ranges, the
carrier may seek to change a basic factor as long as it is within the range,
but the carrier must file for the change by April 1 (consistent with the
Common Carrier Bureau's submissions requirements) and must update all other
accounts consistent with our annual update process;138

- if a carrier's current basic factors fall outside the ranges, the
carrier must wait until its next prescription date to show, through a
depreciation study, that its basic factors fall within the ranges.

We believe that this approach balances the carriers' interest in
simplification and flexibility provided by the range approach, our interest in
reasonably allocating scarce administrative resources, and state commi.sions'
right to present their views on depreciation rate changes. We recognize that
1995 and 1996 campanies will not be able to make use of ranges for those
accounts in which their current basic factors do not fall within the
established ranges until their next prescription. However, we believe this
minor inconvenience is outweighed by the LECs' ability to use ranges for those

135 ~ ~, Bell Atlantic Comments at 11; and SNBT Comments at 19.

136 ~~, Pacific Comments at 19; Southwestern Comments at 18; and
USTA Comments at 17.

137 Mel Comments at 9.

138 ~~ n. 130.
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accounts in which their basic factors do fall within the established ranges
and our ability to continue to prescribe depreciation rates in a timely
fashion.

f. Reviewing and Updating Ranges

(1) Introduction

78. In the Iotice, we IIOUght coaaent on how and when we should review
and update the established ranges. We invitedcoament on the length of ti...
any set of ranges should be in place, the process for updating, and the data
to be used for review. ll' one option we proposed was to complete a
depreciation review on an industry-wide ba818, which would result in carriers
analyzing data and company plans and submitting such information for
determination of new ranges. We also asked specifically whether we should
simplify this review process further by reviewing data at the regional
operating company level or by a sampling method.

(2) Comments

79. Commenters overwhe~ngly favor a review period of 3 - 5 years. 140

However, at least three LECs would have us conduct an annual review of the
ranges for some or all of the accounts. 141 Por the actual updating process
and the data to be used for review, RAROC argues that the Commission should
establish new range. based on the CClq)&nies' COI'ltinuing property records and
mortality data. 142 RARUC also states a preference for review of data at the
LEC level, but concludes that use of data aggregated at the regional level may
have merit. 143 A majority of CCIIIP&nie...intain. that the Commbsion should
establish new ranges on the basis of ben~k studies of other cammuniiations
companies, individual company plans, and filings with the Commission. 14

United, however, proposes new ranges based on the recanmendation of an
informal depreciation review board composed of industry, Commission and state

139 Notice, 8 FCC Red at 149, para.22.

140 California CCllatssion CcaDentB at 3 (3 years); CBT Cea-mts at 12 (3
5 years, depending upon the aCCOUDt); WbOOlUlin C~s.ion CClllllents at 3 (3
years). Both Utah and the SCA favor a two tier review approach. Utah would
have the CQIIIIlis.i.on review accounts i.-pacted by technological changes every
three years and other accounts every five years. Utah C~ission Caa.ents at
3 . The SCA would have the C~.sion review accounts using BLG every three
years and other accounts every five years. SCA CatIIlents at 14-15.

141 ~ NYNBX Comments at 18; Pacific Comments at 19; and United
Comments at 9.

142 NARUC Comments at 7.

143
~.

144 ~~, CBT Comments at 12; and Pacific Comments at 19. ~ AlI2
USTA Comments at 20.
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representatives. 145

(3) Discussion

80. We agree with tho.e ca-ent.r. who .ugge.t that a thr•• year r.view
period. is reasonable. We are per.uaded that a three year review is nece••azy
to k.ep ranges in lin. with technological, ~d, and CClaIp8titive change•.
Th.refor., barring unfor••••n regulatory, ..rket, or t.chnological chaDges, we
will begin a r.view of the rang. s.t for a given account three years after the
range is introduced.

81. We believe it premature to e.tablish an all inclusive li.t of
specific data to be used in our review. Regulatory and ..rket change.'ilay
require us to consider a broader range of infortaation than our current
process does. However, carriers must continue to ..intain continuing
property records. If we lat.r determine that a review similar to that which
we use today is appropriate, carriers will be required to provide such data.

3. Belated Iss~s

a. Price Cap Treatment of Depreciation Bxpense

(1) Introduction

82. In the Notice, we tentatively CClDCluded that adoption of this range
process will not alter our .ndogenous treat-.nt of depreciation expense
change.. We rea.oned that, under the ba.ic factor range option, carrier.
would continue to eQrt CODtrol over their depreciation rate. and expense.
because the rang.! would reflect the carrier.' actual depreciation .xperience
and future plans. 46 We found that this would result in carriers controlling
the ranges to approximately the same ext.nt that they control thtl rate
.etting process today. Moreover, we r.cogni.ed that th.y would have added
control over the basic factors they s.lect.d within the ranges, and thus added
control over depreciation rates and expen•••. 147

(2) Comments/Discussion

83. No party to this proceeding object. to our conclusion that the
basic factor range option does not undercut our analysis supporting endogenous
treatment of depreciation expense. We therefore conclude that incorporation
of the basic factor rang. option into the depreciationpre.cription process
does not affect our determination that depreciation expense should be an
endog.nous cost under pric. caps.

145 United Comments at 9.

146 Notice, 8 FCC Rcd at 150, paras. 2J~24.

147 1,g.
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b. Bqual Lite GJ:'OUP Procedure.

(1) Introduct!OIl

.•~. In t;he JIOSriM, we.~t ee-nt ClI1 wbether we should continue our
equal life grouP (SIS) prOc:edunain light of our proposal to U8e ranges for
all of the basi'C factors u.ed in the deprec:iatiOll rate formula. A8 we
explained there, we do not detezwine a future life expectancy for every asset
in every account. Rather, we group asset. by age (by vintage) and may further
refine the group by .ubdividing a...t. of the .... age into equal life groups.
This grouping procedure is known a. BLG. We believe BLG allows for more
accurate depreciation than vintage grouping. However ,because BLG rates are
very sensitive to the .urvivor curve shape, we have only allowed the use of
BLG when the necessary data to determine th: cu~ shape is available for a
specific account of an individual carrier. 1 ' Because we proposed to
establish a range of survivor curves for plant accounts based on industry
wide data, we que.tioned whether this should affect our continued use of ELG.

(2) Caml\8nt;s

85. A majority of state commissions c~ntingon this issue advocates
eliminating the use of SLG becau.e company-specific data would not be used to
develop the actual .urvivOr curve selected by a carrier. 149 MOreover, these
parties ar9ue that eliminating BLG will grutly .i.llplify the current
depreciation ~re.cription proc•••. 150 The c~ies argue for the continued
use of BLG. 15 USTA contends i~t BLG rates would not be -.terially affected
by the use of indu.try curves. 5 CST states that the Commission could devise
one standard curv. for each account for which range. will be adopted. This.
CST contends, would allow the Commission to continue to u.e BLG because a
standard curve would create a standard ELG recovery pattern for all
carriers. 1S3

(3) Discus.ion

86. Carriers employ various curve fitting techniques to determine the
appropriate survivor curves to be used in computing their depreciation

148 ~ j,g. at 150, para. 25, citing, lUi Depreciation Order.

149 lIA~, Colorado Commission C~t. at 19; Florida Commission ~
~ Comments at 3 -4; and Washington COIIIDi••ion Comments at 3.

150 ~~, Colorado Commission comments at 19.

151 ~ ~, GTE Comments at 11-12; and Pacific Comments at 20.

152 USTA Comments at 21.

1S3 CST Comments at 12.
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rat••. ll"Tbis cliver,ence in curve-fitting t.chnique. makes it impracticable
to &pecity a range of Cl\IZ"Ve' that all carri.r.can apply. In addition, •• we
.tatecl in the MiM, the u.. of 8LGp~•• if Ir_ised on the
availability of CO'IPIUIY-specific survivor curve•. 5 we have recQ9Jlhed that
8LG pzooedure. allow for IIOre ti_ly depNciatiOll. 1I6 Tbu', we find that the
-.t rational. approach to the.e issue. i. to allow carrier. to ...loy CCIIIIPaDy
specific curve" refl.et1D9 their actual uperience and current curve-fitting
t.dmique.. This IIIIProac:h "ill allow for the COIltinued u.e ofBLG procedure•.
carri.r....t wmit clata ~rtiD9 their curve. "ith t~ir I;Cpo.ee1 rate.
for J:'1lD98 account. u reqW.red by the COl CW' Carrier B~au.l 'or non-
rugeacoount., carrier. "ill berequirecl to continue to follow the current
~roce... BecaWi. _ "ill not e.tablish ~. of .urvivor curve., .the isltUe
of eliainating BLG is IIOOt.

c. "'..rve Deficienci••

(1) C~t.

17. A nWlber ~ parti•• uk what 8boulcl~ to current and future
re..ne defici_ci•• if any .iJlplificatica optica _re adapted. A number of
.tat.~••iOll' CClDCl\Mle that, beC&UM all of the optica. give L8C. a
greater degree of fl-Dtility, L8C, BhculCS _ rMpClS.ibl. for any future
re..ne defici8Qcie.. . In eff.ct, the.. ~ie. argue that any re,ulting
re..rve defici_ClY WCUld ~ cau..CS by Yc:: dlllc::i.iOllB. The L8C., on the other
haDd, bfif that. ~r any optica, except pe~ the price cap car:d.r
cptiOll, current IIDd future r •••~ deficiencies would need to be taken care
of tIU'ougb..,the .UIOrtbatiOll proc•••. UO '!'bey ceaclude that any r ••erve
deficiency would be ca~d by regulatory over.ight.

11" Por .-.pl., .-t of tlW BOCa UN GcIIIIperts-1Iakehaa cum fitting
t.dmique. . The CJalperts -1Iakehaa curve. are __..d on equation. that BIDOOth
and extend an obHrved life table. lIo.t of the other L8C. u.e Iowa curve•.
Iowa curve. are .tandarclisecl tabl.. that are fit to an ob.erved life table by
trial and error.

155 Roti;e, 8 PCC Rcd at 150, para. 25.

156 IT9 PtmgciAtiCll Orclor, 83 PeC 2d at 281 and 283, paras. 48 and 55.

157 Carri.r. .hould continue to u.. the curve. currently det.rmdned for
thoH range ~ccount. for which mortality data may not yet definitively
de.cribe retirement clispe;r.icas.

158 IAa LJL,., California CODIfti••ica ce Rlnts at .; Colorado Coaaission
Cam-ents at 16; and Be" York commi••ion Cem-ent. at 10.

159 .BellSouth .uggest. that the price cap carrier option would provide
sufficient fl.xibility for carri.r. to deal "ith r ••erve problema "ithout
regulatory intervention. BellSouth Cea-ents at 38 -40. bt.au southwestern
Comment. at 20-21.

160 IAa LJL., BellSouth Comments at 38-40; Southwe.tern C~nt. at 20
21; and os .e.t CClMllnts at 1].
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..... ba.- .1~~ .t... to correCt tor reserve detiiiencie.
that -ay.. be... __ cau••d, iD pec1:, by PINt regul.tory decision•. 1
ll\artbe..-:ma, nMrn .tudie. do !II d....tr.t. a .igniticant overall LIlC
re..rveclefici..cy .t tbi. t~. .. a1ao do not tind persuasive either
po.itiOll taIteD by the parti.sreprding future re.erve deficiencies. we
beli.ve the bett.r -'preach i. to evaluate aay future reserve deticiencie. on
a ca.e-by-oa.. bUb. Although we have adapted a depreciation rate fo~la

that should correct tor pa.t inaccuracies iD the depreciation process, we
CAnDot say that every pot.ntial future re..rve problem is, or should be,
solved thrbugh that tormula. we will contiDue our case-by-case approach.

C. Simplification tor AT&T

1. Intrgductign

89. The _ie:- sugge.ted that we were CCftsidering adopting the __
siJllplificl\tion option tor AT&T and the LaC.. Por example, in discussing the
implementation i ••ue. for the ba.ic tactor range option, we sought cem.ent on
whether Ye should adopt separate range. tor LaC. and AT&T for any particular
account. in At the ... ti_, we recognised the differences between AT'T and
the LBC, in regard to the competitiveness of their markets and their price cap
plans. 16"

2.. cr-Dt.

ttl. AT&T .tate. thfi the price cap carrier option is appropriate for
it, but not for the LlCs. 5 AT'T cite. a. di.tinguishing factors the c.

difterences in the cClq)etitivene.s of AT'T'. and the LBCs' respectin IUrkets
and th! absence of a .haring obligation under AT'T' s price cap plan. 1 6 In
addition, a number of state cem.i.sion. and RARDC indicate that they believe
the peice cap carrier option "ha. lllerit" under a pure price caps system, J....Jl.,

161 Amortisation of Depreciation Re.erve Imbalances of Local Bxchange
Catriers, Report ap4 Order, 3 PCC Red 98t (1988).

i

162 ~~ 12.86.

163 Notice, 8 PCC Red at 1t8, para. 15.

164 1M !d. at 147-148, para. 8 ("signiticant competition in the
iinterexchange market, ...rging coapetition in the local exchange IUrket") and
! at 152, para. to ("under the I.I': .price cap .~, L8C. IllUst share earning.
I with their customers if earniDgs tall within the specified sharing zone") .

165 AT'T C~nts at 5-8.

166~. In it. Reply, AT'T al.o points out that, for the period 1988
1991, its plant retirement rate wa. nearly three ti_s greater than the LBCs'
camposite retir..-nt rate. AT'T Reply at Appendix B.
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price caps without a sharing component. 167 MOreover, the Virginia Commission
Staff ex,pressly liates that AT&T should be peraitted to use the price cap
carrier option. 1 However, the LlCs argue tift the price cap carrier option
Mould not be turned into the "AT&T option." BellSouth states that AT&T
re~i.es the benefits of the price cap carrier: optiClft,butthenAT&T
"blithely suggest! fihat only it should be .regulated under the [price cap
carrier option) ." 7 AT&T's suggestion! rccording to Bel1South is "blatantly
self-interested, and must be rejected." 7

3 , ni,qu,.ion

91. As we have stated, the goals of this proceeding are simplification,
administrative savings, and flexibility. we have concluded that the price cap
carrier option is the simplest and most flexible option. MOreover, if a
carrier is not required to perform detailed depreciation analysis in the
intrastate jurisdiction, we believe that this option would produce the most
savings. Thus, we would adopt this option for any carrier if other public
interest concerns were not raised.

92. After careful consideration of the record, we conclude that AT&T
lIbould .be allowed to use a .edified form of the price cap carrier option. OUr
reHrvations about adopting this option for the L8Cs do not extend to AT&T.
AT&T's price cap plan does not include a sharing coaponent. Thus, AT&T will
not have an incentive to manage earnings to avoid sharing them with
ratePfDrs. Furthermore, AT&T faces a more c~titive mar~et than the
LaCs. We have rec~i.ed this by moving many of AT&T's services into
streUllined regulation. 173 Only Basket 1 services, containing residential and
_11 business services, remain fully under price cap regulation. Baskets 2

167 IIA California C~ssion Comments at 9; and NARDC Comments at 12.
IIA Alm GSA Comments at 3 (" [a) t best, an argument could be made for
deregulating AT&T's depreciation rates .. because AT&T is now a competitive
enterprise.") .

168 Virginia Commission Staff Comments at 3.

169 ~~, BellSouth Reply Comments at 10-12.

170 .ld. at 10.

171
ld·

172 We note that AT&T's recent plant retirement rate is approximately
106 .n, and its cClq)Osite depreciation rate ·is -wraa.-tely u.n. In
comparison, the LBCs' recent cOlllPOsite plant retirell8Dt rate is approximately
4', and their composite depreciation rate is approximately 7.~'.

173 Most of AT&T's basket 2 and 3 s.rvices have been streamlined. SK
Competition in the Interstate Interexchang. Marketplace, Report ond Ord.r, 6
FCC Rcd 5880 (1991) , Acon·, 6 FCC Red"" (1991), fu;t;her recou., 7 FCC Rcd
2677, petl. for racgn. pepdipq; ... Competition in the Interstate
Interexchange Marketplace, *m?rondum Opia!. yd OWr on Reconlideration, 8
FCC Rcd 2659 (1993).
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and 3 .".only c:-. ...-.t. __ ¥II ria:!.., ~r price cap regulation. 174 Por
the.. TMItOIltf, .. ti... ·tbae .. 1IIMIul4 II'IJe allowed greater flexibility than
the LaC. in tbedlilpdc:iati_ pl'NCI:iptiOll proee... Thus, we will adopt a form
of tb4t price c8IP carrier apti_ e~ Jtntr.

J3. Altl'loU9b:" tiM u.t a price c-. carrier option is reasonable for
AT&T, we belie"'" that ATf1.T Ithou.ld pz:ovide ~what more information than that
proposed in the lotiM bec:au.. tNd1infol'lllltion will help us monitor the
effectiveness of AT&T's price cap plan. onder the price cap carrier option
proposed in the Mgtig., a carrier would need only to provide its current
depreciation rate., its proposed depreciation rates, and the changes in
depreciation e~n.. tbat would occur if the proposed rates become effective.
Onder the price c:a.p carrier option .. adopt today, AT&T must submi t the
information' set forth in the Iotic:e, plus geIleration data, a SUlllll&ry of basic
factors underlying proposed rate. by account, and a short narrative. supporting
those basic factor., includi~ cc.paay plan. of forecasted retirements and
additions, and recent annual retir-.nts, salvage, cost of removal. These
submission requirenmts are IIIUCh less burdenscme than the current submission
requirements; decreasing the filing requirements from approximately 25 pages
per account to approximately 5 pages per account. 175 AT&T may also seek
revised depreciation rates under this new prescription process annually.

94. We note that in the lotia, we ..ked whether the propQsed price cap
carrier option met the requirements of Section 220 of the Communications
Act. 17' The partie. addressing this i.sus are divided. The carriers claim
that the option as propoaed does not violate the Commissions's obligations
under Section 220; the state c~.sions claim that it does. we, need not
addres. the. issue, however, because we are not adopting that proposal.
Moreover, although we dQ not reach the issue of whether the price cap carrier
option as proposed would be legally sufficient pursuant to Section 220, we are
confident that the modified plan we adopt today, as applied. to AT&T, addresses
the concerns raised by the state commissions because this plan will provide us
with the information necessary to review AT&T's proposed depreciation rates
for reasonableness.

D. Simplification for Alascom

,95. As we stated previously, we had conBidered whether applying the
same simplification option to the LlCs and AT&T and Alascom would serve. the
public interest, al tl\ough we noted the difference. among these carriers.. NO
party spoke directly to the issue of which simplification option should be
adopted for Alascam; neither Alascam nor the Alaska state commission has
participated in this proceeding. After careful consideration, we have
determined that simplification for Alascom should be deferred. .

174 The service continuing under price cap regulation in basket 2 is BOO
Directory Assistance. The service remaining under price cap regulation in
basket 3 is analog private line service.

175 These information submissions shouldpe consistent with the Common
Carrier Bureau's depreciation study guide in format, style, and content.

176 Notice, 8 PCC Red at 152-153, paras. 41-42.
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'C. '!'be Alaaka !Dtent.t. int.1'W'dYIIfrI -.rut structure is currently
!D t ....itica.. A .....r.l-.tat. Jo!Dt IIoKdbU r.oently HUgill: C" Int ClIl •
teatatift ~C'C .ndlItica. to the c~..ioD ill regard to the prort,ioaof
inter.tat. int.~ ..nice that directly aff.cta AlUCCII. In light
of thia, .. will def.r aillplific:atiClll fO&" Alucc. until * Joint~ "'a
• final reco: tDCSatica. reprding the c:lwDges that IIhoulcl be ..de in the
provi8iOl1 of int.rat.t. int.rexc:hange s.ni~ in Alua.

•. S.l-vage

1. Iptmd"etiCl1

17. In the hiM, .. uked wbethu .. IIbould c:baDte. our ~ob ty
M1~ and c:eqe to CClIl8iCSer it in the .....ci.tica. presc:riptica. proc:ea.. 71
Iqt..cs, carriera. would .e:count for the OOIIt of ~l and s.lvage .. current
periOli! obarges aDd creCSit. on their regul.ted books of .cc::ount. Specifically,
carri.ra wou14ac:c:otmtfor cost of rellClVal,·wbeII it occurr.d, ••• curr.nt
period Clbarge aDd ..lva.. .a a current period crecSi t .

a. 9 ant.

". The reeord 011 thia iaau. ia aixe4. '!'be lACs overwl)elaiDtily cwo
this ClbaD9*. Por exIlIIPl., G'l'B and Pacific, .-:JDg others, argue that ~9 chMge
t:beaCClOUDtiDg t~e-nt of olvage would be inClClDliatent with GAU. 1 , The
atat. ~1I'ClIlI, ~r do not provide 8UCb • united froot. lIMy QSIIOM
t:be ~, whil. ot:bers beli.ve the idea bat -.rit, but requiret further
atudy. . GSA. and the SCA give their unqualified support for thi8 c::haDge,
tayiDg tllat this will reeult in gnat.r sillpUficatiOl1. 112 or.o pu-ti.a off.r
alternativea to the .coountiDg c:baDge. The 0k1~ ee-i.aiOl1 Staff ......t.
that the eo.aissioa treat ..lvage as • s~te r.t. whiob changes
i~tly of the "ie dtpr.ci.tiClll r.t•. 113 The Wubingt:aa Ce-issiaa,
1Ibil. aupporting. the prcpoul in the "iM, off.ra another .-pproach; it
pz~. that we .liainat. ..lvage aCClOUa!ating for .ach inCSividual plant
acc:oLaat,and ••tabUsh a .ingle salvage .c:c:ount applic:a!)le to all plant

177 ... AUIJa n. 10. '!'bat TgtAt&D Mn apdeUcm enCSorae. eliainaticm
of the Joint Service~nt (JSA), .ubject to tM inatitution of .uitable
transition mec:hani.., between Ala.com and AT5.T. Un~r the JSA, AT5.T
re:t..bur..s Alasc:cm for its interstate interexc:hange coats incurred in the
provi.iClD of iDteratate _saage telephcae a.nice and wide area
teleo: micaticm .ervice, including a return aa investaaent.

171 IQt&QI, 8 POe Red at 153, para. t3.

17' GTI Cc.ments at 1t; and Pacific Cem.enta at 21-22.

180 L.SL., Mic:bigan Coaai.saiaa Staff CClaMnts at 6; Oregon C~i8sion
C~nts at 3; and SOUth Dakota CaIIRi.aicm Ce-ents at 3.

181 _ LL" .uouri Cca.ia.icm C~tt at 6; New York Coaai.s.ion
Ce:-enta at 9; tr.I4 lfathington Coaab.ion. Ca-ent. at 5.

18a GSA cc::..nta at 8-10; and SCA CCIIIIIII1ts at 27-30.

183 Oklahoma Comais.ion Staff Comments at 6.
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accounts. 11..

3. piswasicp

" • we have ccasidered whether we should eliminate the future net
salvage dete~naticp from the depreciation prescription process and instead
consider it in current period accounting. We conclude that we will not change
the accounting of salvage .-aunts based on the record before us. 'ft1e record
is mixed, and is replete with the suggestica that further study is needed to
detendne .if the change could and should be 1I&de. Additional issues that
would need to be studied include whether the proposed change is consistent
with GAAP and whether it will create a matching problem. We find that
delaying this siJaplification proceeding to study whether an accounting change
should occur is unwarranted, especially in light of the simplification taking
place. Therefore, we will continue to deterl1ine the future net salvage value
in the depreciation process.

100. Accordingly, IT IS ORDBRID. pursuant to Sections 1. t(i), 4(j),
220, and 403 of the Ce-munications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. II 151,
15t(i), 154(j), 220(b). 403, that Section 43.43 of the Commission's Rules IS
AMRHDBD, 47 C.P.R. I 43.43. to reflect the changes to our depreciation
prescription process as described herein.

101. IT IS POR'l'HBR ORDBRlD, that the motion for leave to file late
filed pleadings by California Cable Television Association IS GRARTBD.

102. IT IS PURnlBR ORDBRlD, that pursuant to Section 1.427 (a) of the
Cc:.aission's Rules, 47 C.P.R. 5 1.427 (a) , the amendment to Section 43.43 of
the Ccamission's Rules, 47 C.P.R. § 43.43, shall be effective no later than
January 1, 1994.

PBDBRAL C~ICATIONS COI8IISSION

V:L1~
.illi~ P. Caton
Acting Secretary

184 Washington Ccamission Comments at 4.
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Comments Filed

Ameritech Operating Companies (Ameritech)
American Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T)
Bell Atlantic (Bell Atlantic)
BellSouth Telecommunications,·· Inc. (BeliSouth)
California Cable Television Association (CCTA) (late filed comments)
People of the State of California and the Public Utilities Commission of the

State of California (California Commission)
Cincinnati Bell Telephone (CBT)
Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Colorado Commission)
Deloitte & Touche (Deloitte & Touche)
General Service Administration (GSA)
GTE Service Corporation and its affiliated domestic telephone

operating companies (GTE)
Idaho Public Utilities Commission (Idaho Commission)
Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission (Indiana Commission)
MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCl)
Michigan Public Service Commission Staff (Michigan Commission Staff)
Missouri Public Service Commission (Missouri Commission)
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC)
Nebraska Public Service Commission (Nebraska Commission)
New Jersey Board of Regulatory Commissioners Staff (New Jersey Commission Staff)

(late filed comments)
New York State Department of Public Service (New York Commission)
New York Telephone Company and

New England Telephone and Telegraph Company (NYNEX)
North Dakota Public Service Commission (North Dakota Commission)
Oklahoma Corporation Commission Public Utility Division Staff (Oklahoma

Commission)
Oregon Public Utility Commission (Oregon Commission)
Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell (Pacific)
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (South Dakota Commission)
Southern New England Telephone Company (SNET)
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (Southwestern)
District of Columbia Office of People's Counsel, Florida Office of the

Public Counsel, Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor,
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate (State Consumer Advocates or SCA)

Tennessee public Service Commission Staff (Tennessee Commission Staff)
Public Utility Commission of Texas (Texas Commission)
United States Telephone Association (USTA)
U S West Communications, Inc. (US West)
United Telephone - Southeast, Inc. (United)
Utah Division of Public Utilities (Utah Commission)
Virginia State Corporation Commission Staff (Virginia Commission Staff)
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (Washington Commission)
Public Service Commission of Wisconsin (Wisconsin Commission)



Reply ComPInts Fil.d

AT&T
Amerit.ch
S.ll Atlantic
S.llSouth
Colorado Offic. of COD8UMr C0UD8.1 (Colorado Cozwumer COUDs.l)
Deloitte & Touch.
GSA
GTE
International communication. Aa.ociation (ICA)
Iowa Office of Consumer Advocate (Iowa Con.umer Advocat.) (late filed comments)
Mel
Minnesota Department of Public Service (Minn.sota Commission)
NARUC
NYNBX
Pacific
Southwestern
USTA
US West
United

Ix Part. rilina,

ImMlritech
Sell Atlantic
S.11South
Plorida Public Service Commission (Plorida Commis.ion)
GTE
Mel
NARUC
Pacific
Southwestern
USTA
US West



Part 43 of the Commission's Rules and Regulati0D8, 47 C.P.R,' Part 43 is amended
as follows:

Reports of Communication Common Carriers and Certain Affiliates

1. The authority citation for Part 43 continues to read a. foll~:

Authority: Sec. 4, 48 Stat. 100', ...eaded, 47 v.a.c. 154, ua1..s
otherwise DOted. Interpret or apply saos. 211, 21., 220, 4. atat. 1073,
1077, as ...nded, 47 U.S.C. 211, 21., 220.

2. Section 43.43 is amended by revising paragraph (c) to read as follows:

*****

(c) Except as specified in subsections (c) (i) and (c) (ii) of this rule,
when the change in the depreciation rate proposed for any class or subel..s of
pl'ant (other than one occasioned solely by a shift in the relative invest-.nt
in the several subclasses of the class of plant) A1ftOunts to twenty percent (20t>
or more of the rate currently applied thereto, or when the proposed change will
produce an increase or decrease of one percent (1') or more of the aggresate
depreciation charges for all depreciable plant (based on the A1ftOunts detaraiDed
in compliance with paragraph (b) (2) of thb saction) the carrier sball suppl~t
the data required by paragraph (b) of this section with copies of the uncI8rlying
studies, including calculations and charts, developed by the carrier to support
service-life and net-salvage estimates. If a carrier must submit data of a
repetitive nature to comply with this requirement, the carrier need only subMit
a fully illustrative portion thereof.

(i) A Local Exchange Carrier regulated under price caps, pursuant to II
61.41 through 61.49, is not required to submit the supplemental information
described above in paragraph (c) of this section for a specific account if: the
carrier'S currently prescribed depreciation rate for the .pecific account is
derived from basic factors that fall within the ba.icfactor range. established
for that same account; and the carrier's proposed depreciation rate for the
specific account would also be derived from basic factors that fall within the
basic factor ranges for the same account.

(ii) Interexchange carriers regulated under price caps, pursuant to II
61.41 through 61.49, are exempted from submitting the supple.-ntal info~tion

as described above in paragraph (c) of this section. They shall instead .w.it:
generation data, a summary of basic factors underlying proposed rates by account
and a short narrative supporting those basic factors, including: company plans
of forecasted retirements and additions; and recent annual retirements, salvage,
and cost of removal.

*****



is essential for the
between FCC-prescribed
of new infrastructure

separate Stat..-nt
of

Commi••ioner Brvin S. Duggan

In Re: Simplification of the Depreciation Pr••cription Proc•••

Today we take a major step toward simplification of the
Commission's depreciation prescription process by adopting a Ii range
of basic factors" approach for as many accounts as we feasibly can.
I support wholeheartedly the goal of simplifying regulation and
conserving resources, both ours and the carriers', if we can do so
without risk to consumers.

I also support our plans to explore, in a future proceeding,
whether there are ways that we can make our depreciation process
more responsive to the accelerating pace of carrier investment in
their networks. The local telephone companies increasingly will
find themselves impelled--- whether by foresight, competitive
realities, or consumer demand--- to speed up infrastructure
investment. They face increasing competition on all sides, often
from companies lucky enough to be able to start with the newest
technology. Consumers also stand on the threshold of an explosion
of new services that the latest technology has made possible, and
they deserve to benefit from that technology.

As we seek to encourage that, it
Commission to maintain the close tie
depreciation rates and the actual rate
investment by the affected carriers.

Carriers that accelerate their replacement of plant with
sophisticated new technology should know that their stepped-up
investment will also lead to a step-up in their depreciation
expense. The promise of accelerated depreciation provides a strong
incentive for carriers to invest in network upgrades--- to install
digital switches, fiberoptic cable, and sophisticated signalling
technology, for example.

Consumer protection also requires that the link between the
,rate of actual network investment and the rate of depreciation
remain intact. First, that link preserves the integrity of the
price caps sharing mechanism. Second, that link ensures that
ratepayer revenues attributable to increased depreciation are not
being funnelled into other telco endeavors- - - or even abroad- - - but
instead are being pumped into the network. Any plan we adopt in
a future proceeding must protect consumer 'interests as well.

The Commission, in its depreciation policies, must respond to
the real world changes that telephone companies are undergoing.
We must do so in a way that also continues to protect consumers.
I have great confidence that we can accomplish both goals.

# # #



SBPARATB STA'l'DIBNT
OF

COMIIISSIONBR »mOW c. BARRBTT

RB: Simplification of the Depreciation Prescription Process fCC
Docket 92-296].

This decision is a substantial step forward in making
adjustments to the Commission's depreciation prescription process,
but it is clearly not reform. It streamlines the process of
setting depreciation rates and provides both AT&T and price cap
local exchange carriers needed flexibility in the determination of
depreciation rates. These adjustments will result in significant
resource savings for both the companies and the Commission. They
also respond to the changing marketplace realities of increased
competition faced by these carriers and the impact of that
competition on the economic lives of their productive assets.

We adopt in this Order the so-called price cap carrier
approach for AT&T. Under this approach the company will propose
depreciation rates, with substantially reduced supporting
information requirements. After receiving comment on the
reasonableness of those rates from interested parties, the
Commission will prescribe depreciation rates based on AT&T'S
submission and the comments received. AT&T may seek revision of
its depreciation rates annually rather than the previous schedule
of every two years.

Ranges for the basic factors that determine depreciation rates
will be established for local exchange carriers under interstate
price cap regulation. Carriers using basic factors within these
established ranges will not need to submit the detailed supporting
data required under the current scheme. Further, carriers may seek
to change these basic factors annually, as opposed to the current
triennial represcription cycle.

I am gratified that the Commission indicates its willingness
to consider additional adjustment with an eye toward reform of its
depreciation practices as changing circumstances warrant. In
particular, the Order notes that elimination of the rate-of-return
based sharing backstop for price cap LECs, or lack of LEC's ability
to manipulate this to ratepayer's detriment, would warrant
reexamination of the appropriate depreciation prescription process
for these carriers. So while this is a step in the right
direction, much will be needed as the environment continues to
change.


