
VI. CONCLUSION

These reply comments have shown that the imposition ofrate increases for core services

proposed by many ofthe local and long distance companies is inconsistent with the intent ofthe 1996

Act, unnecessary as a matter ofeconomics, and unjustified as a matter ofpublic policy. These rate

increases would shift the burden ofcost recovery onto those residential ratepayers who are least able to

pay. The proposed rate increases are based on an erroneous allocation ofjoint and common costs to

core services that is inconsistent with Section 254(k) ofthe Act.

The proposed rate increases have been refuted by the evidence when they have been litigated at the

state level. The manner in which the industry recommends that these increases be imposed exceeds the

legal authority ofthe Commission under the 1996 Act.
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Wherefore, Commentors urge the Commission and Federal-State Joint Board to
adopt the universal service proposals contained herein.

Respectfully submitted,

!~(.J-I~~-
Kevin 1. Donnellan
Acting Director, Legislation and Public Policy*
American Association ofRetired Persons
601 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20049

/j ~.

>~L 7 ,S. {{~.~~
Bradley Stillman, Esq.
Director, Telecommunications Policy

Dr. Mark N. Cooper
Director ofResearch

Consumer Federation ofAmerica
1424 16th Street, NW, Suite 604
Washington, D.C. 20036

* For more infonnation about this filing from AARP contact Kent Brunette of the Federal Affairs Staffat (202) 434
3800.
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APPENDIXB:
ESTIMATING INCREASES IN MONTHLY RATES FOR CORE SERVICES
UNDER VARIOUS INDUSTRY PROPOSALS FOR RATE REBALANCING

This Appendix discusses the increases in monthly charges for core services explicitly

recommended by various industry representatives in their initial comments. These range from a

national average of$8.40 per month to $10.80 per month

These rate impacts are derived by combining recommended pricing policies discussed in the

comments ofvarious industry representatives with the data entered into the record. Also incorporated

are basic demographic and economic data from the statistical abstract ofthe United States. While

specific price changes for individual exchanges would be based on data that is more detailed than that

which is presently available, in the aggregate the estimates are consistent with the available evidence

and represent a very good order-of-magnitude estimate ofthe likely impact ofthe pricing policy.

A. INCREASES OF $10.80 PER MONTH FOR CORE SERVICES RESULT FROM
FULL RATE REBALANCING AND REVENUE REPLACEMENT WITH NO CAP
ON RATES FOR CORE SERVICES

The highest estimate derivable from the industry in proposals set forth in their comments is

$10.83. This figure is derived by starting with $13 billion ofcosts that would not be recovered in the

high cost fund. This is AT&T's estimate ofthe magnitude ofexcess costs recovered in access charges

paid by IXes in the interlata and intralata markets. Since several ofthe local companies argue that they

should be assured complete revenue replacement and unlimited rate rebalancing (without any

affordability benchmark limits), aU ofthis shift in cost recovery would wind up being passed on to

residential ratepayers in monthly charges for core services.

This number is calculated by simple arithmetic. Divide $13 billion per year by 12 months and

100 million lines to arrive at the rate increase per month per line.



B. INCREASES BASED ON A PERCENT OF INCOME CAP AMOUNT TO $8.81 PER
MONTH FOR CORE SERVICES

To derive the other estimates, we must combine several sets ofdata. First, Southwestern BeU

(SWB) and the United States Telephone Association (USTA) suggest that 1% ofincome is a

reasonable level to require people to pay for telephone service. SWB recommends that this payment

limit be applied on a state-by-state basis. Under this approach, rate increases would be limited to the

difference between current rates and the 1% ofincome limit

Appendix Table B-1 derives this number. It uses the 95 urban areas for which detailed rate

information is available in the FCC annual review ofrates.36 The 95 urban areas are identified by

number, state, and major city in Table B-1. Column 1gives the monthly rate for core services

(including touchtone and SLC) as ofOctober 1994. Column 2 gives the population (in millions) ofthe

urban area.37 Column 3 gives the median income in the state.38 Columns 4 and 5 give the weight that

each urban area constitutes in the average ofincome and rates. The weighted average rate is $18.89,

almost precisely the published figure. Column 6 shows the maximum rate allowed under a 1%

standard. The cap would be 1% ofincome. Column 7 shows the rate increase that would result if

rates are increased to this I% ofincome limit. Column 8 shows the weighted share ofeach urban area

in the national total. The weighted national average increase for these urban areas would be $8.81 per

month.

~r, Susan E. and James Lande, Reference Book: Rates. Price Indexes. and Household EXJlCnditures for
Te1q)booe Seryice (Industry Analysis Division, Common Carrier Bureau., Federal Communications Commission,
November 1995) (hereafter, Reference l3ook, Appendix 2).

37u.S. Department ofCommerce, Statistical Abstract ofthe United States, September, 1995, Table 43 (hereafter,
Statistical Abstract).

38StatisticaI Abstract, Table 44.
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C. COST CAPS AND RATE REDUCTIONS RESULT IN INCREASES OF $8.02 PER
MONTH FOR CORE SERVICES

In Table B-1, no rate reductions occur even ifcurrent rates are above the 1% ofincome limit.

SWB suggests that rates might rise to the lesser ofthe 1% benchmark or statewide costs. Ifrates are

above costs, they would be lowered in the aggregate. Table A-2 incorporates this aspect into the

analysis.

Columns 1through 6 are the same as in Table B-1 Column 7 displays the cost per household

as reported to the FCC's ARMIS data base.39 This is the cost figure that the local companies insist they

be allowed to recover. Column 8 gives the rate change based on the lesser ofthe 1% benchmark or the

ARMIS cost. It allows rate reductions where costs are below current rates. The weighted national

average increase would be $8.01 per month.

D. INCORPORATING A SURCHARGE FOR THE DEPRECIAnON RESERVE
RESULTS IN INCREASES OF $8.40 PER MONTH FOR CORE SERVICE

SWB also argues that the current depreciation reserve should be recovered through a

surcharge on current bills. This surcharge is not subject to the cap. In the case of SWB, it amounts to

$3 per month per line. Since the surcharge would have to be paid in order to obtain service, it operates

just as the SLC. Table B-3 models this impact by setting the upper limit on rates as the lesser of 1% of

income and cost plus $3. The result is an average increase of$8.40.

This analysis suggests monthly rates for basic service in the range of$27 to $30 per month.

This is certainly what the local exchange companies are contemplating.

E. RURAL RATE INCREASE WOULD BE $2.40 LARGER ON AVERAGE THAN
URBAN AREAS

3Th nwnbers are taken from the US West filing (Schedule 3).
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Tables B-1 to B-3 deal only with urban areas. Under any ofthe above approaches to rate

rebalancing, rural rates would be subject to increases up to the benchmark. Moreover, because rural

areas are high cost areas, the increases would not likely be restrained by a cost limitation. Only the 1%

ofincome limitation would restrain rate increases.

On average, rural rates for core service appear to be approximately $3 per month lower than

urban rates.40 Presumably, rural rates could rise $4 more than urban rates.

There is one caveat to this observation. To the extent that rural households have lower

incomes and, therefore are more likely to live in states with lower incomes, the benchmark price in rural

states would be lower.

Tables B-4 and B-5 demonstrate that this has a small effect on the likely price increase in rural

areas. Table B-4 calculates the average income and average cost for the 40 states covered in the FCC's

rate survey. It uses the urban population (as a percentage ofthe total urban population in these 40

states) as the weights. We observe a weighted average income of$32, 171 and an average cost of

$31.91.

In Table B-5, we do the same calculations except we use the rural population ofthe 40 states

for purposes ofweighting. We observe that the average income ($31,431) is lower than the urban

weighted average; the average cost ($34.33) is higher than the urban weighted cost. We conclude that

the benchmark price affecting the rural population would be approximately $.60 lower than that

applied to the urban population. Thus, rural rates would rise approximately $2.40 more than urban

areas ($3.00 - $.60 = $2.40). Thus, rural rate increases would be in the range of$ll to $12.

4~reoo: Book. Table 8.
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The 41 jurisdictions represented in the survey cover approximately 95% ofthe total population

in the country. In these jurisdictions, the rural population represents approximately 24% ofthe total

population. Since the excluded states are likely to be more rural, we give the rural population a weight

of25% in the national total in order to estimate a weighted average national increase.

It is also interesting to note that the average cost ofservice in this 40-state sample is $32.52,

just slightly less than the national average of$32.92. The difference reflects the fact that the more rural

(and more likely higher-cost) states have been excluded,

F. THE STATES NOT IN THE SURVEY

Table B-6 provides information on the states not included in Tables B-1 through B-5. These

states have only 12.1 million people, just 5% ofthe total U.S. population. The median income of

$31,501 in these states is a little below the national average. Reported costs ($43.40) are well above

the national average. Thus, rate increases in these states would be constrained by the income

limitation, but they would be at least as large as in the surveyed states.

Average rates are $16.84, which is below the national average but appears to be slightly higher

than the national average for rural rates ($15.80). Average rates were estimated by taking a weighted

average ofthe local rates in each category ofexchange, 41 The SLC and the national average of

surcharges for 911 and taxes were added to the base rates

Because cost caps would not restrain rate increases in these states, the projected increase under

a 1% ofincome limit would be $9.64, about $] more than in the other states. Because these states

41National Association ofRegu1atoJy Utility Commissioners, Bell Operating Companies Exchange Service Telmhone
Rates, December 31, 1994.
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have such small populations, this analysis would not change the national average figures discussed in

the text by more than a few cents.
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APPENDIX B TABLE B-1:
ESTIMATION OF RATE INCREASES RESUL TfNG FROM I, IN OF 1 PERCEN r OF INCOM, AI [ORDASII I (', EF NIHMARK

COLUMN NO -1 6 I B
COLUMN FORMULA 7, ( I CI );, 3 x 01 1 I x 4

URBAN ARFA t;lJRREN POPULATION MED1AN wllGHT SHARE OFMONTHL1 RATE INCREASE SHARE 01
RAT! 1NCOM, IN NATJONAL NAT AVG. AT H OF TO 1 % INCREASE

I'OPUI I'Tl ONMONT HI " RAH INCOME OF INCOME

AL HUNTS .32 26000 00 06 21. 67 00 Oil
AK ANCHORAGE 25 -14000 110 03 36.67 ZZ .24 114
Al TUCSON 73 31500 01 10 26.25 8.03 114
AR WEST MEM 15 24001l 110 03 20. 110 00 00

PINE BLUFF .05 24000 110 01 20.00 00 00
CA ANAHEIM 2.9 35000 02 25 29. 17 17.06 .36

7 SAKERSF1 ELD 6 35000 00 05 29.17 17.06 .07
8 FRESNO 8 35000 III 07 29 17 17.06 .10
9 LONG BEACH 2.5 35000 02 32 29.17 11.80 .21

10 lOS ANGELES 12.7 35000 09 23 29 17 15.86 I. 46
11 OAKLAND ? ? 35000 02 21 29 17 16.16 26
1? SALINA 4 35000 00 04 29 17 16.34 05
13 SAN BERN 2 9 35000 117 36 2917 12.04 .25
14 SAN DEIGO 7 6 35000 112 23 29 17 17 116 32
15 SAN FRAN 2, I' 35000 02 25 29]7 16.54 32
16 SAN JOSE 5 35000 00 05 29.1l 16.46 06
17 CO BOULDER 25 35500 00 04 29.58 8.20 01
18 COL SPRINGS 45 35500 00 07 29.58 9.37 03
19 DENVER 1..8 35500 01 28 29.5B B.36 11
20 CT ANSOMIA 5 40500 00 06 33 75 16.15 06
71 NORWALK 5 40500 00 06 33 75 17.24 06
?2 DC -1.5 28500 03 II 23 75 1. B8 06
23 FL MAIMI 3. -1 29500 02 42 24.58 7.54 19
74 TAMPA 7 2 29550 02 .28 24.63 7.22 12
25 W PALM I 29500 01 11 24.58 8.88 06
26 GA AL8ANY 05 32700 00 01 27 25 6 80 00
77 ATLANTA 3 3 32700 02 58 27.25 2.91 01
28 III HONOLULU 9 43701l 01 13 36.42 15 91 10
29 IL CHICAGO 8.5 33900 06 11 28.25 11l.25 63
30 DECATURE 05 33900 00 01 28.25 6.25 00
:31 ROCK I SL 115 33900 00 01 28 25 5.25 00
32 IN 1N01ANAP 1.5 35000 01 22 2917 S.77 10
:!3 TERRE HAUTE 115 35000 Oil 01 29.17 6.24 00
34 IA FORT DOOGE 115 29700 00 01 24.75 III 7Z 00
:!5 KY LOUISV I 25400 01 17 21 17 00 00
36 LA BATON R 6 27300 00 09 22 75 I. 80 01
:!7 NEw ORL 1.3 27300 01 19 22.75 ?45 02
38 ME PROTLAND 115 28400 :JO 01 23.67 5.42 Illl
39 MD BAL TlMORE 2 5 40900 O? 45 34 08 9 21l 11
,10 MA BOSTON 4.5 38000 03 15 31. 67 8.67 28
41 HYANNIS 05 38000 Oil 01 31.67 8.67 00
42 SPRINGFIELD 115 38000 00 III 31. 67 8.67 00
43 MI DETROIT lJ _3 33100 D4 74 2B.08 8 B8 34
44 GRAND R I 331110 DI l? 28.08 III 98 .08
45 SAGINAw 33700 DO III 2808 11.38 00
46 MN DET LAKES 34100 Dil .01 2B.92 9.21 00
41 MINNEAP 34700 02 42 28.92 /.39 14
48 MI PASCAGOULA :1 23201l Dil 116 19.33 00 00
49 MO KANSAS J 6 29700 01 22 24.15 5.90 07
~)O MEXICO .05 29700 IIIl 01 2415 9.07 Oil
~}1 ST L 2,5 29701l 02 34 24.75 5.85 .11
',2 M1 BUTTE .05 27500 00 III 2292 4.10 00
~:,3 NE GRAND I SL 05 32000 DO 01 26 67 4.83 00
54 NJ PHILLIPS 05 41501l 00 00 34.58 21. 58 01
~)5 NM ALAMGORDO 05 27800 00 III 2317 2.59 00
56 NY BINGHAMTON 3 32701l 00 05 27.25 7.61 01
~) l BUFFALO 1.2 32700 01 28 2725 Oil Oil
~)8 NYC 05 32700 DO IlJ 27 _25 438 00
~)9 OGDENSBURG 8 8 32701l 06 1 71 27 25 40 03
61l ROCHESTER .1l5 32700 DO 01 27 25 :U8 IlO
61 NC RALEIGH I 1 32700 01 15 27 25 8 50 · 117
62 ROCKINGHAM 1 29801l OJ 13 24.83 6 96 115
63 OH CANTON 05 29801l 00 01 24.83 8 37 Ilo
64 CINCINATTI 4 32300 00 Ilt 26.9? (, 68 02
65 CLEVELANO I 9 3231lo 01 Z9 26 92 :) .82 ·IlB
66 COLUMBU ? 9 3231lo C2 45 26.9? ".68 12
67 TOLEDO I 4 32300 ol 22 26.92 ".68 ·06
6B OR CORVALI S 6 32300 DC 09 ?6 92 :) _68 02
69 PORTLANO 05 34100 IlC OJ 28 A? 10 10 110
iO PA AUENTOWN I / 34100 01 22 2842 10.05 1?
i] ELMwooO 320110 OC 08 26 67 8.90 .04
12 JOHNSTON 3201l1l DC 01 26 67 11.63 00
/3 NEw CASTLE )1 32001l DC OJ 26.67 ,1.94 Oil
74 PHIL :5 32000 DC OJ 26 61 11 12 00
is PHiL 19 32000 04 87 26.67 Ii 76 ?9
/6 PITTS 18 320110 tit 3:' 26.67 ! 92 14
i7 SCRANTON 16 32000 O[ 07 26 67' III 29 114
18 RI PROV WENCE ;'3 34501l 01 19' 28 75 !} 28 114
/9 SC BEAUFORT ?O 2l1oll oe 01 22 58 :'32 110
80 TN MEMPHI S ')0 26100 01 IE Zl 7~, I 60 01
81 NASHVILLE 19 26100 01 It 21 _7~) 2.50 02
82 ]X BROWNSVILLE l~ 29701l 00 0:' 24 75 10 48 02
W RPUS CHRIST! 297110 oe OE, 24 .7~, 8 94 03c,
84 DALLAS 29700 Oi: 38 24 7E, 6,92 Ei
85 FORT wORTH 29700 0] 18, 24. IE, 8.14 09
86 HOUSTON 29700 0: 5: 24, Itl 646 19
87 SAN ANTONIO 29700 01 II 24. IE, 8.26 118
88 UT LOGAN 36800 (I) It 31l 6;' 14 85 IS
89 VA RI CHMOND 37400 01 H 31 I;' 6.74 04
90 SMITHFIELD 37400 00 III 31. ]) 14.53 01
(il wA EVERETI 36700 00 01 31l.58 11.67 00
92 SEATTLE 36700 {Ii 40 31l 58 13.34 31
93 wVA HUNT! NGTON 23400 DC Ilf 19.511 00 00
94 wI MIL WAUKEE 32800 111 Hi 27.3:1 11.43 13
% RACINf 3280r 'II III ?? 3:\ 11.38 00

TOTAL URBAN IN SAMPLI 131 8 18 8' 8.81



APPENDIX B TABLE B~2.

ESTIMATION OF RATE INCREASES RFSULTING I~ROM " CAP OF THE LESSER OF COST OR i PFRU Nl OF I NCOMF AFFORDABIL I fY BENCHMARK

COLUMN NO 6 8 9
COLUMN FORMULA ?/ ( I 3 x 01 LESSER OF 8 x 4

(6.7 ])

URBAN AREA CURRENT POPULATION MEDIAN WElGHl SHARE OFMONTHLY RAn ARMIS CAP INCREASE SHARE 01
11AH INCOME IN NATIONAL NAT AVG AT 1% OF TO 1 % INCREASI

POplllATT ONMONTHI . RATE INCOME OF INCOMF

AL HUNTS 24 26000 06 21 67 36.38 00
AK ANCHORAGE 14 440DO 03 36 67 37+ 22 24
AZ TUCSON 31500 10 26 25 31.18 8 03
AR WEST MEM 24000 03 20 00 4348 00

PINE 8LUFF 24000 01 20.00 43A8 00
6 CA ANAHEIM 35000 25 29 17 27.97 1586
/ BAKERSFIELD 35DOO 05 29 17 27.97 15.86
8 FRESNO 35DOD 07 29 17 27.97 15.86
9 LONG BEACH 35DOD 32 29[/ 27.97 10.60

10 LOS ANGELES 35000 j 23 29 17 27.97 14.66
11 OAKLAND 35000 21 29.17 27.97 14 96
12 SAUNA 35000 04 2917 27.97 15.14
13 SAN BERN 35000 36 29.[/ 27.97 10.84
14 SAN DEIGD 35000 23 29.17 27.97 15.86
15 SAN FRAN 3500D 25 29.17 27 97 i5.34
16 SAN JOSE 3500D 05 29 17 27.97 15.26
\7 CO BOULDER 35500 04 29 5B 3572 8.20
18 COL SPRINGS 355DO 07 29.58 35.72 9 37
19 DENVER 35500 28 29.58 35.72 8 36
('Q CI ANSOMIA 40500 06 33 75 38.72 16 15
?l NORWAL K 40500 06 33 75 3B 72 17 24
?2 DC 28500 II 23.75 21lJ 76
::3 FI MAIMI 29500 4? 24.58 3D 32 7 54
?4 TAMPA Z9500 27 24.5B 30.32 7.54
25 W PALM 29550 13 24 63 30.32 7.22
26 GA ALBANY 29500 01 24 5B 37.41 8.88
27 ATLANTA 32700 49 27.25 37 Al 6.80
28 HI HONOLULU 32700 16 27.25 29.06 2.91
29 IL CHICAGO 33900 I 27 28 25 30.65 7.74
30 DECATURE 33900 01 28 25 30.65 iO.25
:1] ROCK ISL 33900 01 28 25 30.65 6.25
32 IN INDIANAI' 339DO 2:-: 28.25 30.50 5.25
:)3 TERRE HAUTE 350DD 01 29 17 30.50 8.77
34 IA FORT DODGE 35000 01 29 17 41.50 6.24
35 KY LOUI SV 29700 10 24 75 35.37 10.n
36 LA BATON R. 25400 Ie 21 17 36.37 00
37 NEW ORl 27300 2C 22 75 36.37 1. 80
38 ME PROTLAND 27300 01 22.75 44.16 2 A5
39 MD BALTIMORE 2B400 33 23 67 2848 5.42
40 MA BOSTON 40900 81 34 08 23. D4 1. 84
'1J HYANNIS 3BOOO 01 31 67 23 04 04
,12 SPRINGFIELD 3800C 01 31.67 23.04 04
43 MI DETROIT 3800C 88 3167 32.87 8.67
44 GRANO R 33700 II 28. D8 32.87 8.88
4b SAGINAW 33700 01 28.D8 32.87 10.98
46 MN DET LAKES 33700 01 28.08 39.38 11.38
47 MINNEAI' 34700 39 28.92 39.38 9.21
4B MI PASCAGOULA 34700 0:1 28.92 32.87 7.39
49 MO KANSAS 232DO 31 19 33 38.36 00
SO MEXICO 29700 III 24,75 38.35 6.90
')1 51 L 29700 n~ 24.75 38 35 9. D7
;);? MT 8UTT! 29700 01 24.75 64.50 5.8b

SJ NE GRANO 151 27500 01 22.92 4645 4.70
:)4 NJ PHILLIPS 3200D DI 26.67 26 78 4.83
:)5· NM ALAMGORDD 41500 oe 34 58 44.59 21. 58
~)6 NY BINGHAMTON 27800 04 23 17 26 50 2.59
j)} BUFFALO 32700 ?l 27 25 26.50 1. 86
1)8 NYC 32700 OJ 2/ 25, 26.50 4.38
r)9 OGDENSBURG 32700 I I' 27 25 26.50 40
60 ROCHESTER 32700 0 27 25 26.50 3.78
61 NC RALEIGH 32700 l~ . 27 2~) 37.24 8.50
62 ROCKINGHAM 29BOO I:'. 24 83 37.24 6.96
63 OH CANTDN 29800 0 24 8:1 3J .32 8.37
64 CINCINATTI 3230(' 01, 26 92 3132 5.68
65 CLEVELAND 1. cl 3230C ~() 26 92 3132 5.82
66 COLUMBLJ ? (} 32300 4~) 26 92 31.32 5).68
61 TOLEDO 1,' 32300 2" 26.92 31.32 5.68
68 OR CORVAL! S 323DO 011 26 92 37.91 5.68
69 PORTlAND 34101' 0; 2841 37.91 10.10
70 PA ALLENTOWN 34100 2:~ 2842 30.16 10. Db
71 ELMWOOD I, 3200n OH 26.67 30.16 8.90
72 JOHNSTON O~_) 32DOn 0

'
26 67 30 16 11.63

n NEW CASTLI OS 3200D 0, 26 6' 30 16 4 94
7,1 pHIi 0', 3200n 0; 26.6/ 30.16 11 L'
J~) PHIL , 3200n 8 26 6/ 30.16 6.76
76 PITTS ? ,1 32000 3 " 26 6: 30.16 1.92
/1 SCRANTON 32000 o· 26 67 30 16 10.29
/S RI PROVIDENCf 3450C [.) 28.71, 27.59 4. I?
79 SC BEAUFORT 27101: 01 22.58 38.47 2.33
811 TN MEMPHIS 2610!: h 21.7f) 31.19 l.60
81 NASHVILLI 2610" h 21. 7b 37.1'! 2.50
87 TX BROWNSVILLI 297D',1 OJ 24.7b 35.06 10.48
83 RPUS CHRIST [ 29700 0', 24. 7~l 35.0Ei 8.9'1
84 DALLAS 29701) 38 24 , 7~.l 35 06 5.92
85 FORT WORTH 297011 IH 24.7'1 35 05 8.14
86 HOUSTON 29701l 51 24.7) 35.06 6.46
8/ SAN ANTONIO i 29701l U 24.7 f

) 35 06 B.26
88 UT LOGAN J ,1 36800 h 3D 6i 37.9:' 14.81)
89 VA RICHMOND 37400 Ib 31 Ii 29,77 5 34
90 SMITHFIELD 37401l oi 3111 297/ 13.13
9I WA EVERET I 36701l .0 i 30.58 33.4IJ 11.67
9? SEATTLE 36700 40 30.58 3340 J3.3,1
9;] WVA HUNTINGTON 23400 06 I') 50 4136 .00
94 WI MILWAUKEI 3280C 18 ?:' 33 37 10 1143
% SACINI 3280" (1 i 3, J7. ]:1 11 3B

T01 Ai URBAN IN SAMPU 137 If! _<)':1 8. J:'



APPENDIX B TABLE B-3
ESTIMATION OF RATE INCREASES RESUl TING FROM .4 ,:4P Of THE I ESSER OF caSE PLUS IJEPRE :IATION OR PERCENT Of INCOME AFFOROABII ITY BENCHMARK

COLUMN NO. 4 h 9 J0
COLUMN FORMULA 2,' I i OF i'l i x 4 3 x OJ LESSER OF 9 x 4

(6.8 l)

URBAN ARFA CURRFNT POPULATION MEDIAN WEIGHT SHARf OFMONTHLY RATE ARMIS CAP ARMIS + INCREASE SHARE OF
RATI INCOME IN NATIONAL NAT AVG. AT 1% OF DEP RES TO 1 % INCREASE

POPUI Af 1ONMONTHI \ RAn INCOMf OF INCOME

AL HUNTS 32 26000 110 36.38 39.38 .00 00

AK ANCHORAGE 25 44000 CO 37+ 40+ 22.24 04

Al TUCSON 73 31500 ill 31.18 34.18 8.03 04

AR WEST MEM 15 24000 GO 43.48 46 48 00 00
PINE BLUFF .05 24000 00 43.48 46.48 00 00

CA ANAHEIM Z.9 35000 il2 27.97 30 97 17 .06 36
BAKERSF I ELD 6 35000 eo 27.97 30 97 17.06 07

8 FRESNO B 35000 01 27.97 30 97 1706 10

9 LONG BEACH 2 5 35000 02 27.97 30 97 II. 80 21

10 LOS ANGELES 12 7 35000 09 27.97 30.97 15.86 146

Jl OAKLAND 2 2 35000 0" 27.97 30.97 16.16 26

12 SALINA 4 35000 00 27.97 30.97 16.34 05
13 SAN BERN 2 9 35000 02 27.97 30 97 12.04 25
14 SAN D£lGO 2 6 35000 02 27.97 30 97 17.06 32

15 SAN FRAN , 7 35000 O? ?7.97 30 97 16.54 32

i 6 SAN JOSE 35000 DO 27.97 30 97 16.46 06
II co BOULDER 35500 00 35.72 38.72 8.20 01
1B COL SPRINGS 35500 1i0 35.72 38 7? 9.37 03

19 DENVER 35500 III 35.72 38.72 8.36 11
,0 CT ANSOM1A 40500 0(' 38.12 41 72 16.15 06
:'1 NORWALK 40500 DO 38.72 41. 7? 17.24 06
22 DC 28500 03 21.11 24 11 1.88 06

23 FL MAIMl 29500 0;: 30 32 33 32 l54 19
?4 TAMPA 29500 fl2' 30.32 33 32 154 12

?5 W PALM 29550 1',1 30.32 33 32 i22 05
"26 GA ALBANY 29500 DC 37.41 40.41 8.88 00

'!I' ATLANTA 32700 II; 37.41 4041 6.BO 16

:'8 HI HONOLULU 32700 0·1 29.06 32.06 2.91 02
:'9 Il CHICAGO 33900 IH, 30.65 3365 7.74 48
30 DECATliRE 33900 lie 30.65 33 65 10.25 00

:Jl ROCK ISL 33900 110 30.65 33.65 1)25 00

32 IN INDIANAP 33900 II 30.50 33.50 5 25 06
33 TERRE HAUTE 35000 ]1: 30.50 33 50 8.77 00
34 IA FORT DODGI 35000 Di 41. 50 44.50 6.24 00
35 KY LOUISV 29700 Uj 35.37 3B.37 10 72 08
36 IA BATON R 25400 or 36.37 39 37 .00 00
37 NEW ORl 27300 11 :J6.37 39.3/ 1. BO 02
38 ME PROTLAND 27300 IJI' 44.16 47.16 2.45 00

39 MD BALTIMOR! 28400 0; 28.48 31.48 5.42 10

40 MA BOSTON 40900 (I, 23.04 26.04 1.16 04
41 HYANNIS 38000 JI: 23.04 26.04 :J.04 00
,V SPRINGFIELD 38000 'H' 23 04 26.04 3 D4 00
1" MI DElROn 38000 0': 32.87 3S.87 8.67 33

"44 GRAND R 33700 11, 3287 35.87 8.88 06
4~) SAG1NAW 33700 iJ( 32. B7 35.87 10.98 DO
46 MN (JET LAKES 33700 01 39 3B 42 38 J1. 38 OD
41 MINNEAP 34700 J: 39.38 42 38 9.21 18
48 MI FASCAGOULr, 34700 0: 32.87 3!i81 139 oz
49 MO KANSA, 23200 0 38.35 41.35 00 OD
50 MEX ICC 2970D 01 38.35 4135 5 90 00
51 5T. L 29700 ',): 3835 41 .35 907 16
S? MT Bum 29700 31 64.50 6150 5.85 DO
5:, NE GRAND lSI 27500 01 46.45 4945 4.70 00
54 NJ PHILLW, 3200D 0' 26.78 29 78 4 83 00
5b NM ALAMGORDO 41500 0: 44.59 4759 21. 58 .01
5h NY BINGHAMTON 27800 0' 26.50 <'9 50 2.59 01
51 BUFFALC 32700 D 26.50 29.50 1. 86 .02
58 NYC 32700 0' 26.50 29.50 4 38 00
59 OGDENSBURCi 32100 0, 26.50 29.50 40 .03
60 ROCHESTER 32700 0' 26.50 29 50 3.78 00
61 NC RALEIGH 32700 0 37.24 40.24 850 07
6) ROCKINGHAM 29800 C 37.24 40.24 6.9f> .05
63 OH CANTON O~~ 29800 0' 31. 32 34.32 8.31 00
64 CINCINATT ~ 32301i (I 31. 32 34 32 5.68 02
51) CLEVELAND 32300 0 31. 32 3~ 3" 5.82 08
66 COLUMBH 3230C 0 31.3<' 34.3, 568 12
61 TOLED(I 32301i (I 31. 32 :,4 32 5.68 06
68 OR CORVALI: 1 32300 01 37.9] 40.9] 5.68 02
69 PORTLAND O~ 34101! 0' 37.9\ 41i 9\ 10.10 .00
iii FA AllENTOWN i 34100 ( 30.16 :33.16 1Il. O~, 12
i ~ ELMWOOD 32000 (Ii 30.16 33.16 8.90 04
/,( JOHNSTON 3200(' I 30.16 33.16 1163 OC
7:' NEW CASW 32000 I, 30.16 33 ]() 4.9'1 00
/11 PHIl 32000 (II 30.16 :33.16 11.1i DO
I'~, PHIL 32000 0 30.16 33.16 6./6 29
/6 PITT', 2 ,1 32000 I 30.16 33] 6 ?9? 14
Ii SCRANTON 32000 ("I 30.16 33. Jb ]0 29 04
IB RI PROVIDENCI 34500 27.59 :10.,,9 5.28 04
/9 SC BEAUFOR 1 <'71(111 38.47 41. 41 2.33 .00
811 m HEMPHI', 26100 37.19 40 19 1. 60 01
81 NASHVILlt 26100 ,') 3/ 19 40] 9 2.50 02
82 IX BROIINSVILU I 297()0 OJ 35.06 38.06 10.48 02

83 RPUS CHRIST I ,1 2970i! lh 35.06 38.06 8.94 03
84 DALLAS 'I 29700 :18 35.06 :18.06 6.');' Ei

85 FORT WORTH 1 " 29700 18 35 06 3B.06 814 09
86 HOUSTON ,I 297011 '.," 35.06 38.116 6.46 19,.;,)

81 SAN ANTONJO 1 297011 1/ 35 06 38 06 8.26 08
88 UT LOGAN '1 36800 II, 37.93 40 93 14. B~, 15
89 VA RICHMOND I 374011 16 29/7 J2 II 6.74 .04
91l SMITHFIEI U 37400 !II 29./7 32 /I 14513 01
91 WA EVERET' 3671111 'II 3340 3640 11 61 DO
97 SEATTl) 36700 4r: 3340 36 40 13 34 :H
(JJ WVA HUNTINGTON 23400 06 41. 36 44 36 OD DO
'J,1 III MILWAUKI f 3280i Ii 31.1D 40 Ii! 11 43 13
Cp., RAC1NI 32811! 31 \0 ,111 "I 11 :111 DO

10m HRBAN IN SAMPI [ 131 M III !P 8 40



APPENDIX B TABLE B-4
ESTIMATES OF INCOME AND COSTS WEIGHTlIl BY STAlE IIRBAN POPULATI ON

COLUMN NO. 3
COLUMN FORMULA I! ( E OF I)

, x :I

STAn URBAN AREA POPULAlION MEDIAN WEIGHT WEIGHTED ARMIS WEIGHTED
INCOME IN NATIONAL SHARE OF ':OSl SHARE OF

POPULATION NAT INCOME '\RMJS COST

AL HUNTS 26000 OJ 348.80 36 38 49
AK ANCHORAGE 44000 00 9838 4/ 00 JI
AZ TUCSON 31500 02 563.44 3J .18 56
AR WEST MEM 24000 01 174.40 43 48 32
CA ANAHEIM 35000 15 5,399 66 2/.97 4 32
CO BOULDER 35500 02 535,77 35.12 54
C1 ANSOMIA 40500 01 588.60 38 12 56
FE MArMI 28500 06 1 752 3B 30 32 86
GA ALBANY 29500 02 676.08 37 41 86
HI HONOLULU 32700 0] IB2.78 ;'9 06 16
JL CHICAGO 33900 05 ,838.07 30 65 66
IN INDIANAP 33900 0;' 682,11 :10 50 61
IA FORT DODGE 35000 01 33;' 59 41 50 39
KY LOUISV. 29700 0] 315,43 35 31 38
LA 8ATON R, 25400 0;' 411.74 36 3' 59
ME PROTLAND 27300 00 76 30 44 16 12
MD BALTIMORE 28400 ,02 619.12 28 48 62
MA BOSTON 40900 03 I 165 96 ;'3 04 66
MI DETROIT 38000 04 I .401. 90 32 B7 12]
MN DE T LAKES 33700 02 583 96 39 38 68
MS PASCAGOULA 34700 01 232,76 3287 2{

MO KANSAS 23200 02 453,88 38 35 75
Ml BUTH 29700 00 6641 64.50 14
NE GRANO ISL 2750e III 153.72 4641, 26
NJ PHILLIPS 32000 114 ,234 21 26 18 03
NM ALAMGORDO 41500 OJ 25511 44 59 2/
NY BINGHAMTON 2780D 08 2 361. 99 16 5D 2. 2~)

NC RALEIGH 32700 02 603 19 :17 24 69
OH CANTON ?9BOe 04 332 59 31 3? 40
OR eORVALIS 3230e 01 361.10 37 9' 42
PA ALLENTOWN 3410r 05 ,563,00 :10 16 I 38
RJ PROVlOENCE 'I 3450( OJ 173,56 /7 :)9 14
SC BEAUFORT 1 ,q 2110r 01 287.81 38 4' 41
TN MEMPHI S 2610r, 02 437.61' .17 19 6i
IX BROWNSVILLE 2970(' 08 1 27440 35 01, l.68
liT LOGAN 36800 01 308 5~; 31' 93 32
VA IHCHMOND 3/40ll 0') 898.94 ?9 n 7('

WA EVERETT 367011 02 759, OJ .13 4( 6'1
WVA HIINTl NGTON 734011 OD 7848 41 :1, ]4

WI MIEWAlJKU V8Q1' 02 586 71' ~ 7 I 61

IOTAI URBAN J18 :11:' 32 LlO _n: :Il



APPENDIX B TABLE B-5:
eSTIMATES OF INCOME AND COSTS USING SIATf f1UR~1 WF IGHTS

COLUMN NO. 3 4
COLUMN FORMULA 1/( F OF )) 2 ., , ,

STAlf URBAN ARE~ POPULATION MEDIAN WEIGH] SHARE OF ARMI' SHARE Of
I NCOMF IN NATIONAL WEIGHTED WEIGHTED

POPULATION NAT INCOME NAT COST

AL HUNTS 26000 03 726 00 36 38 I 02
AK ANCHORAGE 44000 00 153 58 47 00 16
AZ TUCSON 31500 01 274.87 31 18 27
AR WEST MEM 24000 02 460.73 43 48 83
CA ANAHEIM 35000 04 1,343.80 27 97 I 07
co BOULDER 35500 01 37173 :15 /? 37
Cl ANSOMIA 40500 01 494 76 38 1/ 47
Fl MAIMI 28500 03 994 76 30 32 1 06
GA ALBANY 29500 04 235 60 31 41 1 57
HI HONOLULU 32700 00 57 07 29 06 05
IL CHICAGO 33900 03 1.064.92 30 65 96
TN INDIANAP 33900 03 .124.08 30 50 I 01
IA FORT DODGE 35000 02 671.90 41 SO 80
KY LOUISV 29700 03 932.98 3'0 37 J 11
LA BATON R 2,,400 02 '076.27 :16 37 83
ME PROTLAND 27300 01 333 '01 4416 54
MD BALTIMORE 28400 02 446 07 -'8 48 45
MA BOSTON 40900 02 64241 23.04 36
MI DETROIT 38000 OS ,790 58 32.87 55
MN DET LAKES 33700 02 764 57 39 38 89
MI PASCAGOULA 34700 02 847 82 32 87 80
MO KANSAS 23200 03 647.82 38 35 07
MT 8UTTE 29700 01 207.33 64 50 4:,

NE GRAND ISL 27500 01 239.97 46 45 41
NJ PHILLIPS 32000 OJ 446.77 /6 78 3)
NM ALAMGORDO 4150(1 01 289 70 44 59 3J
NY BINGHAMTON 27800 05 .358 46 /6. SO .2 G

NC RALEIGH 3Z700 06 ,883 25 \7 /4 2.14
OH CANTON 29800 O~j .456 2D 11 32 I 53
OR CORVALIS 32300 01 450 96 .11 91 5':
PA ALLENTOWN 34101l Ob ( 201. 92 10 It 9b
RI PROVIDENCE 345011 Oll 60.21 n ss O~:

SC BEAUFORl 2710(' 0:1 756.7? 18 47 0;
IN MEMPHIS 2610(' 03 8654' 17 J 9 2:'.
IX BROWNSVILLf 29701 Of·. ., .762. 31i 35 06 OE
UJ LOGAN 3680(, 00 128 .4~ U 93 l:i
VA RICHMOND 37401 .0:1 .240 I~ )S il 9(;

WA EVERETT 3670[, 02 704.5t. 3:' 4( 6t:

WVA HUNTINGTON ?3401 0:- 449 2' \1 :IE 7(j

WI MILWAIiKEI VAal 0'\ 9731: I: If 1 II

I 1I1i 31 .,130 34



APPEND I X B TABLE B-6
INCOME. PRICE AND COST CHARACTFRISTICS 01 NON SURVEYED STAns

COLUMN NO. 4 " b 110 8 10 II 12
COLUMN FORMULA (1+21/(E 1+2 4 x 3 ., x (3 x III) iI2 9 x 4 8 11 * 4

STAIF UR8AN POP RURAL PDP MEDIAN SHARE Of SHARE OF ARMIS CO',I SHARE OF 1 % OF CURRENT SHARE DE RATE SHARE DE
INCOMf POP '''EIGHTED ARMIS COST INCOME RATES AVG. RATE 1NCREASE RATE

INCOMf 8FNCHMARK LNCREASE

DE 5 370011 .06 2.14050 31 8" 30.83 15.10 87 15.73 .91
ID .5 32000 07 2.380 17 50 86 26.67 14.58 108 12.09 .90
KS 7 30800 .21 6.363 64 42 93 25.67 16.80 3.47 8.87 183
NO 3 291011 .07 2.16446 60 52 14.25 17.95 134 6.30 .47
NH 6 39000 09 3.54545 38 23 32.50 13.56 123 18.94 1. 72
NV 11 36800 10 3.64959 39 09 30.67 15.70 156 14.97 1.48
OK 2.1 273110 26 6.99421 36 51 22.75 17.71 454 5.04 129
SO 3 28700 OS 1.42314 60 94 23.92 19.25 9S 4.67 23
VT 2 :12100 OS 1,59174 4~) _94 26 75 20.90 1 04 5.85 29
l..iY 3 304011 04 I .256 211 58 06 25 33 19.54 81 b.79 24

TOTAL "7 6 I~ _h Jl .509 09 H) 16 89 9.37
10 STATfS



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Bradley Stillman, hereby certify that copies of the foregoing "Reply Comments of the
American Association of Retired Persons, Consumer Federation of America and Consumers
Union have been mailed by first class United States mail, postage prepaid, on the 7th of May,
1996, to all parties of record as shown on the attached list

1.
1

i I~ i

Bradley Stilrman, Esq.
Telecommunications Policy Director
Consumer Federation of America



Attachment: Service List

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 yl Street. ~.W. - Room 814
Washington. D.C. 10554

The Honorable Rachelle Chong, Commissioner

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W. - Room 844
Washington. D.C. 20554

The Honorable Susan Ness, Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W. - Room 832
Washington. D.C. 20554

The Honorable Julia Johnson, Commissioner
Florida Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

The Honorable Kenneth McClure. Vice Chairman
Missowi Public Service Commission
301 W. High Street. Suite 530
Jefferson City, MO 65102

The Honorable Sharon L. Nelson. Chainnan
Washington Utilities and Transponation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia., WA 98504-7250

The Honorable Laska Scboenfelder, Commissioner
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
5ao E. Capital Avenue
Pi~ SD 57501

Martha S. Hogerty
Public Counsel for the State of Missouri
P.O. Box 7800
Harry S. Truman Building, Room 250
Jefferson City, MO 65102



Deborah Dupont. Federal Staff Chair
Federal Communications Commission
1000 L Street N. W.. Suite 257
W:lShington. D.C. 10036

P3ul E. P~derson. St3te Staff Chair
Missouri Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 360
Troman State Office Building
Jefferson City. MO 65102

Eileen Benner
Idaho Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 83720
Boise. ID 83720-0074

Charles Bolle
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State Capital. 500 E. Capital Avenue
Pierre. SD 57501-5070

William Howden
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W.• Suite 812
Washington. D.C. 20036

Lorraine Kenyon
Alaska Public Utilities COQlI1ission

. 1016 West Sixth Avenue. Suite 400
Anchorage. AK 99501

Debra M. Kriete
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Clam Kuehn
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W.• Suite 257
Washington. D.C. 20036



Mark Long
Florida Public Service Commission
1540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Gerald Gunter Building
Tallah:l.SSee. FL 31399-0850

Samuel Loudenslager
Arkansas Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 400
Little Rock. AR 72203-0400

Sandra Makeeff
Iowa Utilities Board
Lucas State Office Building
Des Moines. IA 50319

Philip F. McClelland
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate
1425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120

Michael A. McRae
D.C. Office of the People's Counsel
1133 15th Street, N.W. - Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20005

Ran Mohammed
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 812
Washington. D.C. 20036

TerT)" Monroe
New York Public Service Commission
Three Empire Plaza
Albany, NY 12223

Andrew Mulitz
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington. D.C. 20036



Mark Nadel
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.• Room 542
Washington. D.C. 20554

Gary Oddi
F~deral Communications Commission
2000 L 5treeL N. W.• Suite 157
Washington, D.C. 20036

Teresa Pitts
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia. WA 98504-7250

Jeanine Poltronieri
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N. W., Suite 257
Washington. D.C. 20036

James Bradford Ramsay
National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
1201 Constitution Avenue. N.W.
Washington. D.C. 20423

Jonathan Reel
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W., Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036

Brian Robens
California Public Utilities Commission
50S Van·Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102·3298

Gary Seigel
Fed~ Cc?mmunications Commission
2000 L Street. N.W., Suite 812
Washington. D.C. 20036

Pamela Szymczak
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street, N.W•• Suite 257
Washington, D.C. 20036



Whiting Thayer
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street. N.W., Suite 812
Washington. D.C. 20036

Deborah S. Waldbaum
Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel
1580 Logan Street. Suite 610
Denver. Colorado 80203

Alex Belinfante
FederaI Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Larry Povich
FederaI Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554


