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1. INTRODUCTION

The Virginia State Corporation Commiss1()11 I VSCC) Staff Division of

Communications respectfully submits these comments In response to the FCC's Notice oj

Proposed Rulemaking III this Docket, released March ~( 1q96 (Notice). The VSCC had

already initiated its own 1I111versal servIce proceedmg with an Order in Case No.

PUC95008L issued Decemher 13.199" Whde the Staff is in the early stages of its work

to produce facts for the \/SCC's considerati(\n III its proceeding. we trust these comments

will nevertheless he helpit" in the FCC"s conslderal ion of this VItal subject.

2. SERVICE QUALITY

The VSCC addressed the servIce qualily I.ssue In its Rules for certification of ne\\

entrants into the local \~xchange busmess ("Order /\dopting Rules". Case No.

Pl rC950018. December ~ .. J9(5) The VS('( reqUIred new entrants 10 comply with the

service quality critena that have been applied to Incumbent I FCs for many years (and

formally adopted hy the VSCC 10 its Order In ('asc '\in PI)( 'C)30009: June 10. J9(3).

We urge the FCC to base ltS qualilv measurements Oil eXIsting slandards in the states.

Service quality has long been of importanc( to state commissions. and their experience

should be valuahle



The goal should he to encourage competitIon 10 meet or exceed existing service

standards. We believe the way to do that is to maintain minimum standards. Some may

believe that in a competitive environment. it IS not necessary 10 provide excellent service.

but merely to provide hetter "ierV1Ce than the,:ompetitlnn if the competition's quality is

poor, the competitor need only be a little hetter than pnor However. good and reliable

service quality in the ( inited States. hased on historical commitment has corne to be

assumed, and it should not he allowed tn detenaralc

3. SERVICES TO SUPPORT

In defining the services to be eligihle far support. we suggest that the definitions

be expressed as capabilitIes. not as existing service,s For example. in paragraph 16 of the

Notice. "touch-tone" IS expressed in the core group of services, rhis should be expressed

as O'rMF signalling. hccause "touch-tone" i:-; a Bell System name that was not used by

the Independents, To remain technological Iv and competitively neutral. service

definitions should be expressed genencallv as commU11ICaliOnS capabilities. which has

been done for the rema1l1der of the servIces expressed 111 paragraph ]6.

The VSCC's Rules for certification require neV\ local exchange entrants to provide

a core group of capabilitIes that the FCC should ,:onsider III its determination of services

to receIve universal sen Ice support The VS( '(' -; Rules specIfy the provision of (1)

access to 911 and F91 services, (2) white page dIrectory listmgs. (3) access to telephom

relay services, (4) access In directorY assistance "I ;JCcess to operator services, (6) equal

access to interI.AT/\ earners" and (7) free hlockll1g of 900- and 700-type services so long

as the same requirement applies to mcumhent loca! exchange companies. These Rules

presume, of course. that d new entrant will he prm Jdlllg voice-grade calling. among other

exchange commUJ1Icatlons services \Ve I'llI.' 1111', IISl111 urge that peripheral capahilities

be considered. along WIth ITaditlOnal vOlce-lelephonc ,;.:apahilities. to concentrate attention

on customer sen'lce. rathe" than technology



The same group of capabilities that the FCC determmes to be worthy of universal

service support should he supported for low-mcome suhscribers. rhe problems in

achieving universal service with affordahle rates mav he ditferent in high-cost areas and

among low-income groups. hut the goals should he the "ame: Ie universal.

4. AFFORDABILITY

The VSCC addressed the issue of affordahilit:! 1Il Its Order of October 18. 1994.

(Case No. PUC9100361 f(lllowing legislation which established an affordability standard

for the first time in the priclllg of Virginia telephone services The legislation. which

permitted the Commisswll to adopt alternative regulatory plans /\]r LEes.. directed the

Commission to ensure that alternative regulat(lr\ plans protect the affordahility of basic

telephone service In Ils Order of October t x. 1994 the VSCc. among other things.

found that the LFCs' current rates were af1(.1rdablc and could he expected to remain so

under alternative regulation The VSCC hased Its declsioll on affordability primarily on

the residential penetration rate in Virginia .. hut first took notice of the fact that there: had

been no increases in hastc rates in Virginia "111el' the spate of rate cases during 1983-85;

indeed. there had heen nnlv decreases m haslc rates smce Ihat time. Moreover. the

residential penetration rale 1Il Virginia had increased sll1ce J 983-85. Based primarily on

these findings. the VS("( I(mnd that eXIsting rates ill Virginia were af1ordable.

The FCC could lake an approach similar to the VSCC's. Residential penetration

rates should be a malor nart of the consideration, l,!oing into a determination of whether

rates are affordahle lr should always he recognIzed,! course. that penetration rates are

influenced hy the strong. demand f()!" haslc tdephonc servIce But one cannot escape the

conclusion that I f penetratIon rates are hIgh then nlOSl people are able to aff()rd the

servIce 111 some way

The Virgmia I llIversal Service Plan \Va~, expanded as a result of the

Commission's Octoher l X. 1994. Order It directed the alternative regulatory plan



companies to expand their offering of discounted rates 10 Food Stamp recipients. in

addition to Medicaid reclpicnts. who were alrea(h bemg offered the lower rates,

The FCC should rely on existing identifier" oflo\\-lncol11e people, instead of pursuing or

inventing new methods 10 define and identify them 1\ more pressing problem seems to

be informing eligible low-income people of the <lvailahility nf economy options for basic

servIce.

Experience in Virginia has shown that InItial nonrecurring charges and deposits

are the major barrier to many would-be suhscrihers rile Lmk Up America plan was very

successful in Virginia, particularly hecause maIn VIrgll1Ja [Fes voluntarily relaxed their

deposit requirements eomcident with the introduction of the plan, Moreover. the Link Ur

plan was introduced in Virginia along with the Subscriher 1 inc Charge waiver plan, The

FCC should remember thIS experience in conSIdering universal service plans now,

Monthly rates are generalh available in Viqnnicl at le\lels where they should be

affordable. and even with discounted initial ..:harges, some areas ofthe Commonwealth

have relatively lmv residential penetration rates In considering services eligible lor

universal service suppon t is important to rememher lhe lI1itial nonrecurring charges and

deposit requirements as well as the monthh ratc

5. RECOVERY OF SUBSCRIBER LOOPCOSTS

It is fundamentally Important for 1he F( '(' to realize that subscriber loops are just

as traffic sensitive as anything else in the network 1r they were not traffic sensitive. there

would be only one loop 1(' each subscriber location. iVlost all residences and many

businesses are served \\1111 one loop hecausi.~ there !s not enough traffic to justify more.

customers are deterred ti'nm getting more lines hecause of the pnces. customers are

willing to wait to place their calls, and the) arc "vtllmg to let theIr callers endure busy

signals up to a pomt f lowever. the popularrt\ l/ I 'al Waiting shows that this latter

willingness is quite hmlled It IS cssentJal 'o reall/.e Ihat the number ofloops serving a



given customer's premIses IS always determined hv the amount of husy-hour traffic

carried to and from that customer's premises. rhere mav be reasons to have flat rates for

the use of subscriber loops. hut non-traftic-sensiti Vltv 1<'; not one of them.

One of the proposals discussed III the Notlec in paragraphs 112 - I J 5 is to

eliminate the Carrier Common Line ('harge (CCl C \\hile concurrently increasing the

Subscriber Line Charge (SI C). We believc that thinking abollt communications prices in

terms of "cost-recoven" is out of date It IS related !() revenue requirement regulation.

Prices should now be considered as payments tlJr the use offilcilities, and when

interexchange carriers make use of suhscriher loops to nermit therr customers to originate

and terminate calls. there '" nothing wrong with interexchange carriers paying for that

use. The prices they pas may be flat (per line). ilr usage-hased (per minute), or other

designs, but there is no compelling reason to jump 10 (:()DeluslOns that they need not pay

at all.
Subscriber loops arc dedicated to the usc of one subscriber only for the origination

of calls. It has long heen assumed that the ongmatof ora cali is responsible for it: i.e .. the

origmator pays for it unless the charges are'reH~rsed" in some \vay In this sense. any

switched (end to end) suhscriber loop i.s "dedicated" !()r short durations to anyone who

originates a call Thus there is no good reason 10 conclude that each subscriher should

have a f1at charge covering his or her loop costs .:;mcl' loops are available for the use of all

subscribers and dedicated 10 none We are ,.:oncerned that increasing the Subscriber Line

Charge could he contran 10 universal service



6. CONCLUSION

We have long held in Virginia that poor senTce at any pnce is no bargain,

Affordable rates must alwavs be hased upon good servIce. We believe good service can

be maintained, and we urge the FCC' to adopl it a~ a firm objective

There is much to do at both the Federal and State levels to ensure a successtlll

implementation of the TelecommunIcations \ct of I 99(). We look forward to

cooperating with and heing as helpful to the H '( as possible

Respectfully submitted.

[~~.tctor
DivliSIO!1 of Communications
Virgl nla Statc ( .. orporation Commission

April 1L 1996
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