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resulting in 8 modeled network capable of handling basic telephony traffic many times aver. Many
of the shortcomings of BCM] remain uncorrected in BCM2. Where BCM2 makes refinements,
they are typically less sophisticated and unrealistic than those made in Hatfield. For example,
BCM2 continues to use unrealistic fill and capacity utilization assumptions.

CPM is little more than a spreadsheet on which are collected input values based on
proprietary data, undocumented judgements or assumptions and the outputs of other models.
CPM reflects embedded rather tan forward-looking costs. CPM's inconsistent use of terrain
modifying factors artificially inflates loop investment costs. CPM bases central office switch and
feeder costs solely on average population density of the grid, ignoring the mumber of lines serviced
by the switch, and employs unrealistically short deprecistion lives.

BellSouth

Universal service support should be based on embedded costs of the incumbent LEC,
Such costs reflect the costs of the network that is in place and used to provide universal service.
Essential to implementing & proxy cost model is that it is accomplished in a revenue neutral
o .

BCM

The flaws in the BCM inciuds:

() sparsely populated areas due to the model's assumption that all households are evenly
distributed throughout the census block group in which they are contained; (®) fails to
include drop wire and terminal expenses; () uses census block groups while LEC networks were

constructed and, hence, costs incurred, on a wire center basis; (d) many census block groups are
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being assigned to the wrong wire center; and (¢) BCM did not include business lines in sizing
plant

BCM2

Ovenal! the modifications refiected in BCM2 improve the model considerably and bring
the proxy costs for each state more in line with each states actual costs. The principle
modifications reflected in BCM2 are:

(a) BCM2 makes an adjustment in determining the locstion of houssholds in sparsely
popuisted sreas. (b) BCM2 inciudes dropwire and terminal investment.  © BCM2 takes
into account the relationship between lines and expenses. In addition, it empioys three
annual cost factors: (1) a cable and wire factor; (2) a circuit equipment factor; and (3) a
switching equipment factor. (d) BCM2 takes into account economies of scale that arise

from providing business lines in a given ares and thereby improves the model's estimating
quality.
CPM
There are several positive features associsted with the CPM model that are not found in
the BCM2 model:

(a) CPM uses grid cells as its geographic area. A grid cell represents a yniform and
relatively small geographic area. A grid cell can be assigned to the wire center that actually
serves the centroid of the grid cell rather than having to assign the geographic area to the
nearest wire center as is the case for BCM2. (b) There is a similarity between the BCM2

and the CPM models. For approximately 77 percent of BellSouth's wire centers in Florida,
the CPM and BCM2 models produce results that are within 15 peroent of each other.

Hatfisld Model

This model still suffers fram mumerous deficiencies.

The model is deficient because the Hatfield model: (a) is in & state of constant change; (b)
many of the algorithms have not been disclosed; (c) it is difficult to fully evaluste and analyze the

model.
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1t would appear that the revisions to the Hatfield model are result driven and the model
gf.&ﬁﬁuS?&ﬁgnﬁEsﬂaguoaii. |

Universal service support should be based on book costs.

¥ a proxy model is used, then select s mode! that is sound from engineering and
economic perspectives. In this regard, both the BCM2 and CPM models are superior to the -
original BCM model or the Hatfield model.

BCM2 model and the CPM model can be merged into a single model and is participsting
with an industry group to achieve such s result.

California PUC
Supports the CPM becsuse:

(1) the CPM's grid cell design is more conducive to an accurste representation of costs; (2)
the CPM is more open and accessible to changes in assumptions and inputs; (3) the CPM is
luQngﬁisgggsgiuggu:gg

universal service fund liability, but it is suggested to reduce that liability by $1.452 billion.

To reduce the liability CPUC recommends to:

_gwggsggswﬁgﬁc;&ggﬁgggg
lines, this adjustment reduces the number of lines subsidized from approximatsly 4.52
million lines to 3.52 million lines); allow high cost recovery for only half the cost of
placing the drop plant due to Pacific Bell's standard engineering practice of burying two
copper pairs per household; revise copper cable costs; adopted GTE's estimate of the cost
of conduit; modify the cable sizes; extend the cut-off of copper feeder versus fiber feoder
from 9,000 to 12,000 fest; higher feeder fill factor than proposed by the CPM sponsor but
does not alter the proposed distribution fill factor; agrees with the ATET/MCI witness that
a network for providing universal service should be subject to less obsolescence than s
network designed to accommodate a variety and discretionary and potentially competitive
services, and thus, requires the use of the Commission approved depreciation lives; require
switches to be sized according to the number of lines st the wire center rather than by
density zone tables; disaliow the urban outside plant adjustment because GTE's actual
practices show that no cost difference exists, and the anecdotal evidence supports the adder
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for business districts and commercial centers rather than residential neighborhoods; assign
$2.00 of shared and common costs to the universal service fund cost estimate rather than the
$6.70 sponsored estimate; set the benchmark at the statewide $18.39 sverage cost; and the

state fund will support the difference between the Census block cost and the benchmark less
offsets from local rates, CCLC, EUCL, and interstate universal servioe fund revenue.

GTE

Cost estimates would merely be a starting point that will be superseded by operation of
the auction, which will provide 2 means to correct estimating errors. Auctions will be more
effective than any cost model in measuring the true value of market intervention

It is not necessary to adapt the model over time to reflect other firms' technology, or
chmguindtedﬁﬁonofmimsdwviogshwd\awﬂlbemdmunﬁuuybyﬂn
suction process.

None of the models yet proposed is sufficiently developed to provide estimates suitable
for use as the staring point for the Federal plan, however, the CFM and BCMII show considerable

promise. Hatfield is not suitable for use in the Federal plan.
| CPM includes many network components amitted from the BCM 1. I also calculates
costs in a way less likely to underestimate them. Preliminary results suggest that the BCMII
produces estimates that are closer to the actual level of investment experienced by GTE.

The wire center unit is too large. The use of CBGs raises certain difficulties. In rural
areas CBGs become quite large so that they are no longer as effective in distinguishing low and
high cost customers. CBGs in urban areas is a problem because they are only based on household
data. The CPM's grid square is constant is size, data on household is available from s commercial
vendor and an estimate of daytime populstion (business) is also available. Census Blocks (CB)
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may be useful to provide more granularity than CBGs, however, business demand by CBs may not
beavaihble.Ahybridapﬁuchmayproveuuﬁn.CBGsuemadﬁorhighdcmityuasmdgﬂd
squares or CBs for low density areas.

The mismatch between wire centers and CBGs does create some concern.

The use of terrain variables at the CBG level is limited because the model can only
capture an average value for each variable. For example, in mountainous areas, all of the
customers may be located on a valley floor.

None of the models actually measure TSLRIC costs. Many of the firms outputs are not
considered by the models at all. However, there is no obvious reason why it is necessary to
measure TSLRIC in order to estimate the markst price of the core service.

The CPM and BCM models differ in the amount of simmistion that is done within the
model itself hﬁenmmeunphlisis}onﬁnwmwhﬂﬁnhmm-npm&w
the tables. In the BCM, algsbrz is used to develop loop lengths and cable size, while in the CPM
this information is developed externally, base on information specific to Pacific Telesis and
reflected in unit cost tables which are input to the model. In the CPM the unit cost for feeder may
assume a given cable size and allow for a separate structure for esch cable. In a real office,
however, several cables may share s route, so that the structure cost per cable is less. GTE has
proposed that in California the unit cost inputs for the CPM be developed using an external
process.

CPM

The CPM should group wire centers into zones by lines rather than density for purposes
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of calculation.

Pair gain devices in the CPM should be set to ensure that such devices are no farther than
12,000 feet from the customer which is consistent with GTE's network practices. |

CPMs approach to estimating business line is not accurate. ILECs have this information
today, by business and residence.

Switching costs in the CPM do not fully capture the deference in unit costs between large
and small switches and the level of costs used by Pacific are not representative of those
experienced by other companies because of unique contracts Pacific has negotiated with its switch
suppliers. GTE is also concerned that most of the expenses in the CPM are reflected as constant
amounts per line, regardiess of where the line is located.

BCM

Chief concern of the BCM 1 is the use of multiplicative factors to drive most of its costs
as & function of materials costs, the inoorrect specification of structure costs as a function of cable
size, and the distribution plen algorithm. The model places 400 pair cable in places that are
wmallylikelytobeserndbyzsmirubluwmhmymmmmmmz,
these concerns are worth noting because they are still contained in the Hatfield Model, which is
based on the BCM.

BCM 2 adds info on roads, has 8 more detailed algorithm for distribution plant, and has
largely eliminated the muitiplicative cost factors which were the weakness of BCM 1.

Preliminary tests of BCM2 suggests that it does a better job of predicting actual costs
than BCM1 did. Due to limited time to analyze BCM2 it is premature to propose any specific
changes to the model. A false sense of precision is created when a very detailed simulation is
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based on very sparse data, however GTE finds BCM2 to be a significant improvement md_will
work with its sponsors to suggest further improvement.

JURISDICTION

The models estimate cost on a total service unseparsted basis. The should determine
what portion of this amount is to be supported through the Federal plan by choosing an appropriate
level of the Federal affordability benchmark.

HATFIELD

The model is intemnally inconsistent, has never been empirically validated and it is based
both on conceptually and empirically on a static notion of costs therefore the model is useless.

Fill factors are t00 high, costs of capital are too low and depreciation rates that are too
slow. |

Any function or cost mode! that fails even one of the criteria required of a cost fimction
cannot represent the minimum cost of producing services using the best forward looking
technology.

The model underestimstes TS/TELRICs by half. ‘

Themodddounotmwlnwbeumnthmuuhdnutoﬂhmgndmpiﬁcﬂ
tests that are routinely used to ferret out modeling esrors.

The model produces a curious anomaly; doubling the price of cable results in & near
doubling of the cost of installation.

The model cannot be fixed to produce the correct TS/TELRICs. The mulitiplicative
structure of the model based on expenditure levels rather than unit levels is totally at odds with
valid costing principles. Using historical expense factors maks it backward rather than forward



looking.
Because it is a static rather than dynamic model, it mishandles growth and underestimates

the tue forward-looking cost of capital.

Maine, Montana, New Mexico, Utah, Vermont, and Wyoming Commissions

The comments are directed at BCM2.

Until the various inputs to the models can be demonstrated to have a direct comrelation to
cost causality and its magnitude, proxy models are not appropriate for determining prices.

BCM2 vastly underestimates the impact of loop length caused by slope. The models
proponents need to provide more documentation about their models, including data sources and
specific algorithms for arriving at each of the user-defined input values.

The switching costs used in BCM2 are not sppropriate for rural aress where customers
must be served by very small switches or remote. Recommend that per line switching costs be
modeled for switches having less than 100 lines, 100 to 500 lines, S00 to 1000 lines, 1000 to 5000
lines and 5000 to 10000 lines.

The magnitude of the slope multiplier is not large enough, it should large enough to
convert the point to point distanoe calculated in the model to route miles of plant.

The higher costs of operations and maintenance in remote aress are not reflected in
BCM2. BCM2 costs are based on ARMIS 1995 data, and thus are historical rather than forward-
looking.

CBGs are inappropriate for rural arcas, and smaller areas should be used.

Use of a road system to determine where households are assumes that if there are no

roads the are no people. That is incorrect. BCM2 caps loop costs at $10,000, assuming that
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wireless would be used for areas with costs above that However, it may be impossible to serve
those people with wireless service due to technical, environmental or logistical problems,
including the lack of electricity.

BCM2 also assumes the same traffic factors exist nationwide, but traffic varies

significantly between areas.

MCl

The purpose of a proxy model should be to compute the forward-looking costs of a
network built using the most efficient technology.

The Hatfield model does not compute the US funding requirement, a future version will.

The Hatfield model more accurately reflects the configuration of a real network than
BCMI1 since itmmummmmwummmmmmmmof
distribution legs vary by density.

Hatfield may not reflect the cost of existing networks since its purpose is to compute the
cost of an efficient network, not the cost of an existing network. The model for the most part uses
depreciation lives and cost of capital allowed by the Commission and the States.

The reasonabieness of BCM2's butiness line estimsate cannot be verified because it uses
an unidentified public source; Hatfield, on the other hand, uses an identified, publicly available
source.

Hatfield computes installation costs in a more desogregated manner than BCM2,
calculating buried and underground cable costs separately.

Hatfield sizes the switch in each office by considering the actual traffic originating and
terminating in the office.
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BCM2 does not model the costs of wireless technologies; it merely assumes that for any
investment above $10,000 per loop wireless would be less expensive,
BCM2 does not attempt to model interoffice network costs.
CPM has two major drawbacks: it employs proprietary data on the location of all
residential and business customers; and it has only been developed for California.

MFS

A proxy model should be used as the basis for US suppart rather than embedded costs.

The US mechanism should emulate and encourage the development of competition rather
than guarantee incumbent's recover of embedded costs.

A proxy model should refiect the costs of the most efficient provider using the most
efficient technology.

Any proxy model should develop costs only for the core services set out by the Joint
Board.

An industry forum should be directed to develop an appropriste proxy cost model

The Joint Board does not need to have a complete, comprehensive model developed
within the statutory time limits, but can allow an industry forum to address the technical details.

USF support could be based on the difference between proxy costs for small peographic

areas and 130% of the national average proxy costs.

National Cable Television Association (NCTA)
BCM2 plant specific annual cost factors are lower than the ARMIS factors in BCM.

There is no documentation for these lower factors.
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BCM?2 non-plant specific expenses are excessive, and that alternative analysis of
expenses factors shows that costs can be reduced.

BCM?2 switching costs are in line with the Hatfield estimates and significantly lower
than BCM switching costs.

BMindudesmmeswitchs.whiohismimpmvmthCMBCMZw
places remote according to current practices rather than determining where a remote should
replace a small stand alone unit.

BCM2 improves on BCM by allowing limited user flexibility in determining the fiber-
copper crossover point; limiting households to within 500 feet of either side of a road network in
low density areas; and including business and second residential lines.

BCM?2 has increased the structure and placement costs so that cost per line increased by

31%.

BCM!ﬁllﬁam:mliythomuﬂnHﬁﬁoldmodd

NCTA prefers to aggregate st the wire center level rather than at the CBG for the
detarmination of high cost funds.

BCM2 does not allow users to aggregate to the wire center level.

National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA)
NECA compares the outputs from BCM2 with USF data. It shows that:
1) the BCM2 average loop cost is higher than the USF average loop cost,

2) the model resuits and USF data vary by greater amounts as the study area line size
decreases; and
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3) Universal service support, measured according to the Part 36 rules for the existing USF,

increases as the geographic region used to measure suppart requirements decreases from the
current study areas, to the wire center level and then to the Census Block Group.

NYNEX
Supports use of proxy models only for price cap companies and their competitors.
Do not believe cost estimates from the models are sufficiently accurate for use by small

companies.

BCM2 is an improvement over BCM, but further improvements may be appropriate.
Lacking data for the NYNEX region, they have not evaluated the specifics of the CPM.
Lack of documentation for the Hatfield model.
Hatfield significantly underestimates LECs' incremental costs dus to:

(1) excessive fill factors;

(2) use of unrealistic switch prices and instalistion schedules;

(3) use of unrealistic cable fucilities costs; and

(4) use of unrealistically low deprecistion rates.
Hatfield's cost of capital is too low(testimony of Timothy Tariff).
BCM2 is the best currently available model.

Pacific Telesis

California adopted the CPM as the more appropriate model for estimating the cost of
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basis local service in California.

The BCM 1 is no longer sponsored by any party.

While differences remain between the CPM and BCM2, the models are producing very
similar results for California.

The CPM yielded a total loop cost of $2.9B, while the BCM2 yield was $2.6B.

The two models might be combined.

The CPM uses actual switching equipment prices paid and properly reflects the long run
incremental analysis of switch prices, taking into account actual variability in prices over time.

The CPM property uses actual fill factors rather than objective fill factors because that is
how the network is built

The Hatfield mode! is inoomplete, it uses factors, rather than actual costs, to calculate
total loop costs.

Hatfield omitted certain costs such as engineering and cable splicing costs.

Hatfield estimates the cost of cable materials and then takes the estimated cost and
applies and factor to attempt to estimate total loop costs including structures, engineering and
installation.

Since cable materials acoount for anly about 20% of loop invmﬂ:ederivedabl;
multiplier accounts for the other 80%.

Hatfield understates switch investment and costs.

Hatfield does not model the way distribution plant is actually sngineered today.

Hatfield assumes unreasonably long economic lives for investment.

The grid targets costs and minimizes the problem of incorrectly assigning customers to



the wrong wire center and ultimately the wrong company.

Hatfield uses CBGs which may result in too much averaging of costs.

CPM separates operating expenses from investment unlike other models that where
operating expenses gre driven by investment.

CPM can flexibly accommodate differences between smaller companies which have
higher fixed costs and lower equipment purchasing power and larger companies where the
opposite is true.

Hatfield uses algorithms that are hard coded into the software. For example, the cable
multiplier used to estimate 80% of the loop investment is a locked item

Many Hatfield parts of the model cannot be verifiable.

Hatficld uses embedded cost factors and incorrectly represents the results as an
incremental study.

Hatfield contains errors that incorrectly determine the cost factors it applies to
investments,

Hatfield consistently either understates or omits expenses.

Hatfield understates switching and loop investment and the costs of support structures.

The primary difference between the CPM and Hatfield models is the investment per line.
This investment difference cause the capital costs for the Hatfield Model to be less than half the
CPM value.

Hatfield costs results for loop maintenance and network operstions are close to CPM
values. Hatfield appears to significantly overstate the loop maintenance costs for the network
interface device.
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Rural Telephone Coalition (RTC)

It is premature to use & proxy model.

More study of the models is required.

Models could be detrimental to small and rural companies.

BCM2 and Hatfield are replete with unproven assumptions.

Since Hatfield is based on BCM1, which is flawed, it also should not be used.

Concemed with the use of a purely incremental costing approach. That approach would
not yield sufficient recovery to achieve the requirements of the Act that US support mechanism be
specific, predictable, and sufficient. Also, the Constitution does not permit the Commission to
deny carriers the opportunity to recover prudently incurred real costs of their real, existing
networks.

CBGs do not adequately correlate to rural LEC populstions patterns.

BCM2 has made adjustments to consider where peopie actually live, there will be telcos
where households are substantially farther than 500 feet from the road.

BCM2 has not explained how it will update Census data.

CPM uses a smaller ares, there is no evidence that CPM is any better at predicting real.

The models need further refinement to account for terrain conditions in part because for
small companies the feeder and subfeeder plant may lie outside the CBG.

RTC does not know which of the proposed approaches is best to deal with the question of
whether both business and residential lines should be included.

Due to the under predictions of costs by the models, the FCC cannot lawfully impose &



proxy model on small carriers, but must provide a process by which carriers can choose to use
actual cost and obtain relief for under predictions by the models.

Sprint

BCM2 provides the means to fund and distribute support to loosl exchange customers.

BCM2 assumes that all plant facility requirements are placed at single point in time
according to an engineering model that matches engineering practioes used today by an incumbent
LEC or net entrant.

Census block groups are more appropriate as the geographic unit for determining cost
support.

BCM2 relies on public data.

BCM2 has been run for all states and servioe territories while results for the Hatfield
model and the cost proxy model are available for only a limited number of states and service

territories.

Southwestern Bell (SWBT) |
The various proxy cost models that have been submitted are generally quite complex,
having variable inputs, tables, and calculations, and neither sufficient time nor sufficient
information sbout the models has been provided to perform a detailed review of any of them.
The wide disparities in the models' cost outputs support SWBT's position that universal
service support calculations should be based on an eligible carrier's actual costs.
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Proxies should be judged on the following criteria:
(a) easy to administer and simple to implement
(b) reasonably reflect actual costs in order to engure that support is “sufficient”
(c) appropriately relate costs and support levels
(d) reflect cost differences that actually exist geographically by LEC

BCM and BCM2 purport to use CBGs, in reality neither doss. Simplifying and faulty
assumptions are made about their shapes which makes mapping actusl wire centsr boundaries
difficult Use of either real CBG boundaries or the assumed boundaries would also result in
additional expense to LECs in order to perform the necessary mappings.

Various SWBT comparisons of outputs from the BCM2 model and from the CPM model
with USF funding and actual SWBT costs demonstrate the variances between the modsls
themselves, and between the models and reality.

TSLIRC is an inappropriste basis on which to base universal service calculations. Hs use
fails to acoount for investment that has not been recovered and is being used by LECs to provide
local service and to fulfill carrier of last resort obligations.

Hatfield model shouid be rejected. mwddmwduksmmﬂyﬁmpMN
mbﬁcﬁwmdmmmwumnmmmmmm@mc
networks. Its results therefore do not reflect actual LEC oosts, especially those taken in order to

fulfill readiness-to-serve obligations to meet customer expectations and regulatory requirements.

United States Telephone Association (USTA)
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Proxy model could be used to identify high cost areas, but not to determine the costs of
providing US in those areas because they do not include embedded costs.
No proxy model should be mandated for rural teloos.
Embedded costs should be used because they reflect the resuit ofputoommiunemstﬁ

provide US.

BCM!I and Hatfield should not be used, because they produce incremental costs, not
actual or embedded costs.

Hatfield does not provide costs of any realistic local service provider.

U S WEST

(BCM2) updated should be used.

There is limited information on which to evaluate the CPM, but think that the "grid cell®
methodology can potentially provide a better approximation of customer location in sparsely
populated areas.

Are considering future improvements in the BCM2,

Difficult to obtain Hatfield data.

Proxy cost models should satisfy the following criteria:
1. Mode! should be publicly svailable and easy to understand and operate.
2. Inputs and outputs should be reasonable.

3. The network designed by the model should be capable of providing high quality
telephone service.

4. The model should accurately reflect the elements which it purports to reflect.
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5. The model and its application to the targeting of high-cost support to specific geographic

areas should assure the continued provision of affordable basic telephone service and
encourage the efficient evolution of local competition.

Hafield model seriously underestimates the cost of constructing a network to provide
basic telephone service. |

Hatfield understate prices and discounts are overstated.

Hatfields fill factors are incompetible with providing an adequate quality of service.

There are significant discrepancies in the loop costs between BCM and Hatfield.

CBG is the sppropriste level of geographic disaggregation to avoid cross-subsidies
between areas.
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Monitoring

State | BCM BCMM/H | Hatfield Monitoring/mo
ARMIS

AL | $26.46 $19.19 $20.22 $264.00 $22.00
AR | $33.56 $24.34 $23.41 $338.00 $28.17
AZ |$21.26 $15.41 $15.94 $280.00 $23.33
CA |8$18.05 $13.09 $13.49 $207.00 $17.25
CO |$25.80 $18.71 $17.84 $260.00 $21.67
CT |$18.80 $13.63 $17.27 $244.00 $20.33
DC | $11.19 $8.11 $17.07 $77.00 $6.42
DE |$2193 $15.90 $16.48 $214.00 $17.83
FL |$20.40 $14.79 $17.11 $301.00 $25.08
GA [$27.49 $19.93 $17.77 $311.00 $25.92
IA |$31.58 $22.90 $16.33 $202.00 $16.83
ID |$40.94 $29.69 $17.80 $310.00 $25.83
L $20.73 $15.03 $17.38 $167.00 $13.92
IN |$2058 $14.93 $16.63 $231.00 $19.25
KS |$33.01 $23.94 $21.71 $284.00 $23.67
KY |$25.45 $18.46 $20.64 $294.00 $24.50
LA | 32645 $19.18 $18.74 $311.00 $25.92
MA |[S$I3.12 $9.52 $15.25 $225.00 $18.75
MD | $18.56 $13.46 $17.80 $214.00 $17.83
ME |$34.24 $24.83 $19.32 $337.00 $28.08
M |$22.95 $16.64 $18.96 $227.00 $18.92
MO |$28.43 $20.61 $20.51 $252.00 $21.00
MS | $32.04 $23.24 $26.49 $347.00 $28.92
MT |$54.58 $39.58 $20.41 $323.00 $26.92
NC |$2732 $19.81 $18.95 $301.00 $25.08
ND | $50.60 $36.69 $21.96 $263.00 $21.92




NE $36.53 $26.49 $20.19 $217.00 $18.08
NH |$2831 $20.53 $18.10 $335.00 $27.92
NI | $16.86 $12.23 $16.03 $203.00 $16.92
NM | $34.67 $25.14 $18.51 $313.00 $26.08
NV [$20.17 $21.15 $21.32 $186.00 $15.50
NY |$16.58 $12.02 $16.58 $264.00 $22.00
OH |s21.40 $15.52 $20.44 $227.00 $18.92
OK |$26.59 $19.28 $21.17 $276.00 $23.00
OR |$27.99 $20.29 $16.63 $276.00 $23.00
PA | $2024 $14.67 $15.08 $214.00 $17.83
RI |$17.67 $12.82 $15.23 $229.00 $19.08
SC | $28.55 $20.70 $18.77 $346.00 $28 83
SD |$51.02 $37.00 $21.88 $245.00 $20.42
N |s2727 $19.77 $20.09 $269.00 $22.42
TX |$25.14 $18.23 $16.96 $264.00 $22.00
UT |s28.01 $20.31 $16.45 $209.00 $17.42
VA |51985 $14.39 $18.43 $252.00 $21.00
VT |$36.02 $26.12 $21.88 $383.00 $31.92
WA |s23.48 $17.03 $14.94 $235,00 $19.58
WI |s27.18 $19.71 $16.68 $220.00 $18.33
WV [$3l.44 $22.80 $23.42 $361.00 $30.08
WY |s4814 $34.91 $23.16 $354,00 $32.83




' Monthly Revenue Requirment

Models vs Actual

Rev. Req. / Mo

60

@BCMARMIS mMonitoring

State

50 f---------eememea-

Source USW Comments 8-9-96 & Monitoring Report 87-339




