One option for a cost mode! would be to consider the use of existing facili-
ties placed by other industries. For the most part, the nation’s CATV and
power networks are in-place and in-service. (The Joint Board quite cor-
rectly does not suggest that a model of telephone network construction
costs should assume “green fields” for every utility or be predicated on the
complete reconstruction or new construction of these other utilities’ net-
works.) If these utilities sized their structures to permit leasing of excess
capacity to another company or companies, there might be capacity avail-
able for use by a new telephone company...

In their supplementary Hatfield Model (Version 2.2.2) filing, the sponsors
stated that: “It is more than reasonable to assume that, on a forward-
looking basis, ... ILECs will be able to recover an increasing portion of
their structure costs through joint ownership or rental arrangements.”*
This appears to be an unreasonable assumption, given that the electric
companies and CATV companies already have their networks built.

If. on the other hand, the ILECs were o place all new structures for their
new, forward-looking network, we must assume they would size them in
compliance with the FCC'’s constraints on the model, including the “least
cost” constraint that precludes construction of surplus structure capacity.
A design engineer might assume that under some circumstances the true
“least cost’” might be a shared new construction cost and that the tele-
phone company should build and lease excess new, forward-looking
structure capacity to reduce aggregate costs. In this case, the telephone
company will face a marketing problem: the networks of the other utilities
already exist. There are no other companies with whom to share these
structures, except, perhaps, a hypothetical ELEC. (We must exclude the
cases of new sub-divisions because the guidelines given to the model de-
velopers preclude considerations of future growth in demand.)

Practical Considerations

Beyond the philosophical issues associated with these observations, there are sev-
eral tangible practical issues associated with structure sharing. Regarding aerial
plant, currently accepted, industry-wide engineering practices dictate minimal use of

aerial facilities. This design principal recognizes 1) the higher whole-life costs (in-

* AT&T and MCI Submission on the Hatfield Proxy Mode! (Ex Parte Presentation - Proxy Cost Model
Questions, CC Docket 96-45), January 7, 1997, page 20.
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cluding maintenance) of the facilities, 2) the exposure of the aerial facilities to more
and greater environmental hazards, and 3) the zoning requirements of many local
governments regarding design aesthetics. Consequently, any assumption regarding
the mix of aerial, buried and underground plant based solely on first costs would
likely be untenable. Indeed, the FCC recognizes that a model should "minimize the

total lifetime cost, including maintenance, of outside structure plant mix. "%

Similarly, an undersized manhole would not provide the capacity necessary for sig-
nificant sharing or lease.” Specifying small manholes in the model would serve to
reduce the cost of manholes in the model’s calculation, and therefore understates
the true cost of network construction. More significant to the present discussion, it
would preclude the high volume of structure sharing suggested by some model de-

velopers.

Under certain circumstances, regulatory authorities or responsible outside plant
planning design principles dictate the sharing of duct. In these cases, users must
make substantial modifications to the model, including changes in the size and price
of the manholes and in the number and cost of multiple ducts. Moreover, users
would need to incorporate the costs attributable to “proving” the duct and to cable
pulling in the duct. These supplementary costs would obviate some or all of the

benefit of structure sharing.

Shared trenches are more expensive than standard trenches. There will be an in-
crease in construction placement costs in most cases if trenches or other facilities

are shared or jointly occupied. In most cases, a shared trench must be deeper and

*® Federal Communications Commission, Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 97-256, Re-
leased July 18, 1997, paragraph 56, page 27.

" Outside Plant Engineering Handbook, August 1994, AT&T Network Systems Document Number
900-200-318, Winston-Salem, North Carolina (Republished October, 1996 by Lucent Technologies),
page 8-43, Table “Precast General Use Manholes.”
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wider to accommodate the additional utilities that are participating in the shared or
common trenching. This is a function of the requirements for minimum separation in
horizontal and vertical planes mandated by the governing authorities. These sup-

plementary costs also would obviate some or all of the benefit of structure sharing.

Summary

Because the assumed percentage of structure sharing impacts calculations in such a
profound manner, it seems intuitively obvious why the developers of the models
have been preoccupied with suggesting the specific percentages that have been
used in the models. In this context, the findings by Christensen Associates are ex-
tremely important.?® To determine the effect of structure sharing on average monthly
line costs, they standardized these costs and compared the results with the aver-

ages for five states (Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Missouri and Montana).

In aggregate, with raw data inputs, the Hatfield Model 5.0 generated average
monthly line costs that were 43% lower than the average monthly line costs gener-
ated by the BCPM 3.0. With standardized data inputs, the Hatfield Model 5.0 gener-
ated average monthly line costs that were only 16% lower than the average monthly
line costs generated by the BCPM 3.0. Christensen Associates observe that the re-
maining differences are attributable in large part to other input values and to basic

loop engineering methods.

We conclude that structure sharing is far too critical a parameter in these models to
be left to user discretion. The FCC's tentative conclusion to adopt 66 percent as "an
acceptable aggregate default input value for the percent of costs assigned to the

telephone company for all other shared facilities" is a reasonable step toward re-

%% Analysis of Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.0, Hatfield Model, Version 5.0 and Hybrid Cost Proxy
Model, Christensen Associates, January 14, 1998, pages 31-34, especially Tabie 11.
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solving the problem.? During the final stages of the development of these models,
public discussion must be directed to resolving the matter of structure sharing to
prevent gross distortions in the output of the model finally selected by the FCC. At
the very least, we encourage the FCC to moderate discussion of this issue and de-

fuse this particularly disputatious situation.

Input Prices and Related Input Values

The are numerous instances of on-going problems with the input data used by the
developers of the models, despite the guidance offered by the FCC and other com-
mentators. Aside from the question of structure sharing, for example, the developers

still appear to be divided on the issue of the cost of capital.

The fundamental issue in loop engineering is the level of investment in given tech-
nologies. The sponsors of the models clearly diverge along an easily defined line.
The BCPM sponsors have selected inputs that they believe will define a reasonable
guality communications network under the constraint of minimizing whole-life cost.
The Hatfield Model sponsors have selected inputs that they believe will minimize ini-
tial construction costs under the constraint of providing minimally acceptable trans-
missions. In this sense, none of the models is truly optimizing, although the BCPM
3.0 certainly comes closest to meeting this description (of the three models consid-

ered here).

It is no surprise, then, that based on the expected quality of telephone services the
BCPM 3.0 remains the superior model. In matters such as basic engineering, the
Hatfield Model 5.0 selects wire gauge based on pair count, which is a dubious meth-

odology at best. The selection of gauge should be based on transmission quality,

% Federal Communications Commission, Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 97-256, Re-
leased July 18, 1997, paragraph 81, page 35.
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while the selection of pair count should be based on current and near term require-
ments. (Similarly, it is no surprise that the Hatfield Model 5.0 consistently provides
estimates of construction costs that are substantially lower than the whole-life costs
of the BCPM 3.0.)

In another example, the Hatfield Model 5.0 has made little progress in clarifying the
costs of switching, preferring to use a "blended configuration of switch technolo-
gies." This lack of progress is most striking in view of the FCC's specific guidance

on this topic, which encouraged more explicit definition of switching costs.*

The question of appropriate inputs is absolutely fundamental to the model building
process. AT&T and MCI assert that the HCPM "appears to taper cable size exces-
sively."? The sponsors of the BCPM observe that the Hatfield Model uses resis-
tance parameters in loop design that "necessitate the use of an extended range line
card which is twice the cost of a standard POTS line card."* The record of debate
on universal services, which FCC Commissioner Susan Ness observed "stands at
more than 100,000 pages and counting," is filled with such examples of the impor-
tance of standardizing the inputs to these models to permit true and equitable

evaluation of the models *

* HAI Consulting, Hatfield Model Release 5.0 Model Description, December 11, 1997, page 52.

" Federal Communications Commission Public Notice, Guidance to Proponents of Cost Models in
Universal Service Proceeding: Switching, Interoffice Trunking, Signaling and Local Tandem Invest-
ment, DA 97-1912, Released September 3, 1997, section |, pages 2-4.

* Comments of AT&T Corp. and MCI Telecommunications Corporation, November 26, 1997, section
3, page 5.

** Joint Comments of BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., US West Inc., and
Sprint Local Telephone Companies to Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Sections Il].C.5, 7, 8
and [11.D Platform, I11.B.3 & IIl.C All Inputs and IV and V, October 17, 1997, Section 1l.A.3, page 8.

. "Separate Statement of Commissioner Susan Ness," December 30, 1977, page 2, released in con-
nection with FCC Common Carrier Action Report No. CC 97-61, Commission Addresses Universal
Services Issues Raised by Petitioners," December 30, 1977.
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Loop Engineering Assumptions

Advanced Services

The BCPM supports the provisioning of advanced services, allowing for deployment
by density zone to reflect the localization of business demand. However, in its de-
fault mode the Hatfield Model 5.0 does not permit such provisioning. Even when the
model is modified to permit high bandwidth transmission, the service cannot be of-

fered differentially across density zones.

This is particularly compelling in view of the expected growth in demand for services
that the Joint Board currently defines as “unsupported,” but which must be incorpo-
rated in the engineering plans of telephone companies. The FCC acknowledges this
necessity in its Public Notice that states a forward-looking mechanism "should not

impede the provision of advanced services "

The authors of the HCPM acknowledge that the "HCPM models only those compo-
nents of the network that are associated with providing residential and business

services using the least-cost equipment available today."

Network Growth

In addition, there is a problem with calculating distances from the central offices only
to current subscribers. The Hatfield Model 5.0 incorporates no provision for growth,
presumably because of the “scorched node” approach dictated by the proceedings

to date. However, sound engineering principles and least total cost economic plan-

* Federal Communications Commission Public Notice, Guidance to Proponents of Cost Models in
Universal Service Proceeding: Customer Location and Outside Plant, DA 87-2372, Released Novem-
ber 13, 1997, page 5.

* Correspondence: William W. Sharkey and D. Mark Kennett to Magalie Roman Salas, "Subject: Ad-
ditional Information Pertaining to the December 11, 1997 Release of the Hybrid Cost proxy Model,"
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ning principles dictate the assumption of some growth and the design of a distribu-

tion system that will accommodate ultimate demand.

This problem is related, in part, to the use of line density measurements rather than
household density measurements. The network is still being built in many parts of
the country. Current line density, as opposed to household density, does not reflect
the need to connect all subscribers who desire service. The selected model should
identify the locations of all current and potential customers and build the network to
satisfy this demand. The fact that such construction is inconvenient to market en-

trants who focus their efforts on business customers in urban areas is irrelevant.”

The Hatfield Model 5.0 seems to assume that telephone companies will build this
network instantaneously. This, of course, is an unreasonable assumption. We em-
phasize that this is more than a philosophical problem. The assumption precludes
satisfying the Hatfield Model 5.0's expectations related to joint construction and
structure sharing, certainly for buried placement and probably for many underground

placements.

The Hatfield Model 5.0 assumes that the telephone company will build the local net-
work to satisfy a perfectly known demand. Consequently, the Hatfield Model Version
5.0 does not appear to include any break down of costs to reflect variable construc-
tion quantities. This makes any attempt to compare the specified unit prices with

prices established by professional experience very difficult. *

December 23, 1997, page 1.

* This observation responds directly to the query in Federal Communications Commission, Further
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 97-256, Released July 18, 1997, paragraph 67, page 30.

% Robert F. Austin, Ph.D. Engineering Evaluation of Cost Proxy Models for Determining Universal
Service Support: Hatfield Mode!l 3.0/3.1, Ex Parte Filing, Federal Communications Commission
Docket No. 96-45, March 17, 1997, page 30.
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According to its authors, the HCPM “assumes that the network being modelled would
be built today to meet the user determined demand."* It seems clear from this
statement and from the operation of the model that the authors have not provided for
network growth.

As with distance, structure sharing and other input values, specific parameters for

loop engineering must be agreed upon to advance the discussion.

* Correspondence: William W. Sharkey and D. Mark Kennett to Magalie Roman Salas, "Subject: Ad-

ditional Information Pertaining to the December 11, 1997 Release of the Hybrid Cost proxy Model"
December 23, 1997, Page 1.
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Conclusion

In conjunction with its release, FCC Commissioner Michael K. Powell observed that
the Fourth Order on Reconsideration "makes minor adjustments to a universal serv-
ice framework that, if one assumes the framework is valid, are themselves relatively
unobjectionable." Mr. Powell noted further in issuing the order, the FCC "misses an
opportunity to review the assumptions and structural underpinnings of the Universal
Service Report and Order." He expressed concern that the interpretation of the rele-
vant sections of the Telecom Act of 1996 (specifically, section 254(h)(2)) offered "lit-
tle guidance or discipline to this agency with respect to the range of 'advanced serv-
ices' ... that the Commission may ultimately determine must be supported by univer-

sal service subsidies." “°

We share many of Commissioner Powell's concerns and extend his observations to
the models being built to support the implementation of the universal service portion
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. There are numerous grounds upon which
one might debate the validity of cost proxy models, particularly (in the present case)
in the underlying assumptions regarding "scorched node" network design. Never-
theless, if one accepts the validity of this approach, we suggest that the models may
be close to being "unobjectionable." Although certain minor structural issues must
be addressed, the fundamental and truly substantive issues that remain are related

to the inputs agreed upon for use in these models.

The specification of input values will not be a simple matter. The ubiquitous tempta-

tion will be to simply permit user adjustment of values for the sake of compromise.

0 ngeparate Statement of Commissioner Michael K. Powell,” December 30, 1977, page 1, released in
connection with FCC Common Carrier Action Report No. CC 97-61, Commission Addresses Universal
Services Issues Raised by Petitioners," December 30, 1977. Comment related to Federal Communi-
cations Commission Fourth Order on Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 96-45 Report and Order in
CC Docket Nos. 96-45, 96-262, 94-1, 91-213, 95-72, Released December 30, 1997.
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This is not an acceptable approach to resolving the problem. The greater the al-
leged flexibility in input selection, the greater the risk of inappropriate and inaccurate
results. The effect of modifying user inputs on the results of calculations is clearly
shown in the example of standardizing structure-sharing assumptions. This is the

next key step in implementing a cost proxy model.

We also recommend that the FCC provide clear and unambiguous definition of the
direction in which model builders should direct their energy regarding "advanced
services." We share Commissioner Powell's concern about the range of such serv-
ices that must be accommodated. Consequently, we cannot agree with the Hatfield
Model 5.0's sponsors when they claim that the network designed by their model will
be capable of supporting any level of service which will receive service in the fore-

41 Ignoring the veracity of that statement, we do not know with cer-

seeable future.
tainty what those services may be. [t would be naive and shortsighted to design a

network using east cost, and therefore least capability, technology.

“" Correspondence: Richard N. Clarke to Magalie Roman Salas, Re: Ex Parte Presentation - Proxy
Cost Models, December 11, 1997, attachment entitled: "Items in the Public Notice with which the
Hatfield Model is in Conformance," paragraph V.
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Appendix A. Evaluation Criteria

[Excerpt from the Joint Board Recommendations to the FCC, Paragraph 277]%

“The Joint Board recommends that the Commission use the following criteria to
evaluate the reasonableness of any proxy model.

(1)

Technology assumed in the model should be the least-cost, most efficient and
reasonable technology for providing the supported services that is currently
available for purchase, with the understanding that the models will use the in-
cumbent LEC’s wire centers of the loop network for the reasonably foreseeable
future. :

(2) Any network function or element, such as loop, switching, transport, or signaling,

necessary to produce the supported services must have an associated cost.
Only forward-looking costs should be included.

A forward-looking cost of capital and the recovery of capital through economic
depreciation expenses must be included.

The model should estimate the cost of providing services for all businesses and
households within a geographic region. This includes the provision of multi-line
business services to allow the models to reflect the economies of scale associ-
ated with the provision of these services.

A reasonable allocation of joint and common costs should be assigned to the
costs of supported services. This allocation will ensure the forward-looking
costs of providing the supported services do not include an unreasonable share
of the joint and common costs incurred in the provision of both supported and
unsupported services, e.g., multi-line business and toll services.

The models and all underlying data should be available to all interested parties
for review and comment. The data should be verifiable, engineering assump-
tions reasonable, and outputs plausible.

The model should be able to examine and modify the critical assumptions and
engineering principles. It should also allow for different costs of capital, depre-
ciation and expenses for different facilities, functions, of elements.”

2 Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket 96-45, Recommended Decision, No-
vember 8, 1996, (“Joint Board Decision”), page 9, paragraph 277.
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Appendix B. Comparison of Company Results

Data was taken from the output of the Hatfield Model 5.0 and Benchmark Cost Proxy
Model 3.0.

The results from the models produced some questionable results. For example, the

cost per loop was the same for the default sharing values and the 100% telco sharing.

Although this data is included in the raw data files, it is not in the summary to this
Appendix.
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HATFIELD - BCPM DIFFERENCE
100% | Default | 100% | Ratio:
Telco Percent . 100% Telco Percent BCPM- | BCPM- | 100%/
Default - Sharing : Difference Difference Default | Sharing | Difference | Difference Hatfield | Hatfield | Default
Company I VAveragvewMontthv Cost ~___Average Monthly Cost
Florida 1 [ -
Alttel Florida $4634 95674  $1040 2245% 5 6760 % 7212|8  452|  669% 21126 |$ 16538 7232%
Central Telephone Company $2068 $27.61  $493 2176%EH$ 3648 § 3808|6160 4.38%H S 1380 |$ 1047] 7583%
Frontier Communications $53.22° $6615‘ $1293 2420%# $ 8351°§ 8930|8579 6.93% 3029 | § 2315 76.43%
GTE Florida $15.08, $1809  $301 1994% S 2942 § 3038|$ 097 3.28% 1434 |$ 1230 85.76%
Indiantown Telephone System 837.96 623 $827 2179%FS 5154 $ 5470|8315 612015 13588 847 6233%
Northeast FlondaTelephoneCompany $41.82  $50. 90’ $9.08 $ 5587, % 59271% 34 6.10% 1405|$ 837 59.60%
Quincy Telephone Company $34.74  $41 4] $6.72 $ 5118'8 5428[$ 310 6.06% 16.44 | § 1283 78.01%
BellSouth $1540 $1809  §269 $ 28708 2962]s 092/ 319% 1330 $ 1153 86.70%
St Joseph Tel And Tel $4431 $5379)  $9.48, $ 7147 $  7648|$ 501 TO1%ES 2716|$ 2269 83.55%
United Telephone of Florida $18.72  $23. 80 $5.08° $ 3648 $ 3808|$ 160! 438%ES 1776|% 1428 80.38%
Totals ‘ - 5.41%
Georgia L
Alltel Georgia Inc $30.11 $4693]  §7.82 $ 5630 $ 5989|$ 359 638%$ 17.19|$ 1296] 75.42%
Alma Telephone Company §5403 $67.20  $1347 $ 7658 $ 8248|% 59| 771% 255 |$ 1528| 67.78%
Brantley Telephone Company ©$7081. $8884)  $18.03 $ 9567.% 10309 % 742| 7.76% 2485|$ 1425] 5732%
Bulloch County Rural Telephone Coop $59.32] $7390] $1459] $ 9200]$ 10362]% 1163| 1264% 3268 |$ 2972 90.94%
Coastal Utilities $2557, $2996  $4.39] $ 4219]$ 4414|$ 195  463% 1662 |$ 1418 8531%
Georgia Altel Telecom $48.97 $5081)  $10.84 § 5630 $ 5989|$ 359 6.38% 73318 008| 1Li6%
Georgia Telephone Corp $55.22| $66.50]  $11.28 $ 748118 8039($ 558| 7.46% 1959 [ 1389 | 70.92%
Glenwood Telephone Company ' $100.37) $12656]  $26.20 $ 11627] 6 12498|$ 871 7.49% 1590 | $ (1.59) -9.99%
[Hart Telephone Company $33.76/ $4007,  $6.31 $ 5282 5596($ 314 595% 1906 | $ 1589 8337%
Nelson-Ball Ground Telephone Company  $44.28] $53.15|  $8.87 § 76055 8084|% 478 629%# S 31.78($ 2769 87.15%
Pembroke Telephone Company ~ $60.61! §$75.78]  $15.18 $ 7516|% 8042'$ 527 7.01% 1455|8464 31.90%
Pineland Telephone Cooperative $64.29 $80.720  $16.43 #§ 10084 § 10884 S 800 7.93% 3655|$ 2812  76.93%

Page 1 of 3




HATFIELD - ~ BCPM B B DIFFERENCE
100% | Default | 100% Ratio:
Telco Percent | 100% Telco Percent BCPM- | BCPM- 100%/
Default  Sharing ; Difference - Difference Default : Sharlng Difference Differenc: Haffield | Hatfield | Default
Company j Average Monmlyggsgmw B Average Monthly Cost s
Plant Telephone Company $6555  $81. 52 $1597  24.36% 94530 10169|$ 7.16 $ 2898(% 2018 69.61%
Planters Rural Telephone Coop $6527 $80.79, 81552  23.77% 8869|$ 9814 |$ 945 $ 2342($ 1735 74.08%
Progressive Rural Telephone Coop §76.13° $9566]  $1953  2565% 11341 ¢ 12603 |$ 1262 $ 3728[$ 3037| 81.47%
Public Service Telephone Company $60.55 $8599  $16.43  23.62% 92011¢ 9880/ 679 $ 2245!$ 1281 57.08%
Ringgold Telephone Company $2897 $34.20 8523  18.06% 4332|$ 4560 |$ 2.8 $ 1435]% 11.40| 79.46%
Southern Bell-GA $1887 $2250  $363  19.26% 387918 3526|$ 147 § 1493|$ 1276 85.49%
Standard Telephone Company §37.86 $45631  ST.77  20.52% 6037 [§  6401($ 364 § 2251|$ 1838] R164%
Trenton Telephone Company $50.45 $6000  $9.55 1893% @ $ 6064 $ 6425|$ 361 § 10198 425] 41.72%
Waverly Hall Telephone Company $56.19 $6'939' $13.20  2350% 8805|8% 9393|$ 588] $ 3186|$ 2454| 77.01%
Wilkes Tel And Electric Co $5033, $6202  $11.69  23.23% 8275$ 9115|$ 840 $ 3242[% 2013| 89.86%
Wilkinson County Tel Co Inc $5373 $6619  $1246  2318% 679718 7251/ 454 § 1423]$ 632] 4439%
Totals 22.33% ll 7
Maryland L o L
Armstrong Telephone Company $2061| $34. 33‘ $472,  1595% 4348 $ 4533'% 185 $ 1388i% 11.00 79.28%
Bell Atlantic $16.65 '$19‘66> $295  17.73% 2847 | $ 2933|$ 086 $ 1182|$ 973 8231%
- Totals L teae% ' ]
Missouri . ‘ :
Alltel Missouri Inc | $10292] $12023]  $17.31  16.82% $ 10602 ($ 11490 [§  8.89 $ 310|$ (5.33)] -172.02%
Aima Telephone Company  §11950 $146.62]  $27.03  2261%3 § 15294 | $ 16474 |$ 1180 7.71%§#$ 3336|$ 18.12| 5433%
Northeast Missouri Rural Tel Company ~ $94.64| $115.13]  $20.49  21.65% 38 § 21483 | $ 23403 [$ 1920 |  B8.94% § 120.19 [ $ 118.90 | 98.93%
Oregon Farmers Mutual Tel Company $66.25 $82.22  $1597 24.11%EES 11779 | § 12764 |$ 9.85| B.36%i § 5155|5 4542] s811%
Ozark Telephone Company $56.33: $67.08 $10.75] 19.09%zH $ 5995 § 6345|§ 350 584%f4 $§ 362§ (363) -100.09%
Peace Valley Telephone Company ~ $204.37| $237.11]  $3275/ 16.02% § 20394 |$ 22259 |$ 1866 9.15%H § (043)$ (14.52) 337285%
Seneca Telephone Company 4954 $6153]  $1199' 2420%HS 7378 |$ 8301|$ 923 1251%ES 2424[$ 2148| 8861%
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Company

|

Southwestern Bell-Missouri
Steelville Telephone Exchange
Spnnt United

Montana
Blackfoot Telephone Cooperatlve

Citizens Telecommunications

Hot ¢ Spnngs Telephone Company
L|nco|n Telephone Company

Mid- Rlvers Telephone Cooperative
US West

Nemont Telephone Cooperative

Northern Telephone Cooperative

Range Telephone Cooperative

Ronan Telephone Company

Southern Montana Telephone Company

Triangle Tel Cooperative Assn.

Totals:

HATFIELD ~ BCPM DIFFERENCE
100% | I Default | 100% | Ratio:
Telco | Percent %100% Telco Percent BCPM- | BCPM- 100%/
Cefault  Sharing ' Difference ' Differenc Default | Shanng Difference | Difference Hatfield | Hatfield Default

‘ AverageyMonthly Cost Average Monthly Cost
$18.75 $2246*‘ 8371 19.80% 3514|$ 3663 150| 426%E S 1639|$ 1417 | 86.49%
$71.72 $9067' $1895 26.42% 13674 | $  14925|§$ 1251 9.15% % § 6502|$ 5858  90.09%
$34.61 3542951 $834 2410%H$ 5693 $ 6067($ 374 657% 1§ 2038 1772]  7939%
! - 2148% 1 | 8.09%
L i -
$14878 $19031‘ $4203  2825%fH $ 14492 § 15871 (8 1379  950% (387)| § (32.10)] 830.51%
| $7560  $93. 47" $17.87  2363%E1 $ 14223 |$ 15608 |$ 1385| 974%fH $ 6662|% 6261 93.98%
13295 16237  $29.42 2213%H $ 21826 | §  23852[$ 2026  9.28%fE § 8531($ 76.15| 89.26%
$16514 520885  $4371  2647%FH S 42920 | § 47391 (S 4471 10.42%5} § 264.06 | $ 265.06 | 100.38%
$29352 $389.08,  $9556  3256%fH $ 55260 | § 61430 |$ 6170 11.16% § 259.08 | $ 22521 86.93%
$2529' $3124 8595 2355%@ S 5932|$ 6356|$ 424  7A5%E{$ 3403|$ 3232  9497%
$178.93 $22061  $4168 2329%%HE § 34878 & 38455 |§ 3577, 10.26%%5H § 169.85 | § 16394 |  96.52%
$373.98, $4843i © $110.35 2051%3H§ 65387 | § 72326 |$ 6939 10.61%H § 279.89 | § 238.93 | 8537%
$47461 $61173  $137.12  28.89% I $ 46539 § 51723[$ 5184| 11.14% (9.22)| $ (94.50) 1024.40%
| 84978 $5887¢JN~_$97709i 1827%HS 7072|7486 |§ 414  586%EH § 2094 |$ 1599  76.36%
$45896 $59163] $13267. 28.91%3H $ 133484 § 148140 [ 14656 | 10.98% § 87589 | § 889.78 | 101.59%
© $319.00/ $41067f $9167] 2874%HE $ 38475|$ 42560 |5 4085 1062%fH S 6576 |$ 1494 | 22.72%
|  26.18% 5 | | 9.73%

Totals.
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Company Selected Results
for FL, GA, MD, MO and MT
(Using default and modified inputs)

Hatfield Model 5.0

Universal Service Summary Sheet o -
T 100% Teico T Percent
Default Sharing Difference | Difference
Company AMC(h) AMC (1)
Floridx ‘;
Alltel Florida Inc $46 34 $56.74 $1040]  2245%
Central Tel Co Of Florida ~ 3268 $2761 $493] " 2176%)
Florala Telephone Company-Fl $88.24 $109.99 $21.75 24.65%
Frontier Comm Of The South-F] $53.22 $66.15 $12.93 24.29%
Gte Floridainc s1508 $18.09 $3.01]  19.94%
Gulf Tel Co-Fl - 84123 $58.38] | snasj :361%
Indiantown Tel System $37.96 $46.23 $827]  21.7%
Northeast Florida Tel Co Inc $4182] | $50.90 $9.08] 21.71%
| Quincy Tel Co-Fl Div 53474l | $41 46 $6.72|  1934%
Southern Bell-Fl - — $15.40 $18091  s269]  1744%
St Joseph Tel And Tele Co $4431) $53.79 $948]  213%%
[United Tel Co Of Flonda $1872] | $2380 $5.08]  2715%
Vista-United Telecomm Systems $0.00 $0.00 $0.00(na
- T Touls ﬁﬂ . - 2213%
Georgia o
Alltel Georgia Communucations Corp . $34.05] $41.23 ] $717]  2107%
Alltel Georgia Inc $39.11 $46.93 $782]  19.99%
Alma Tel Ca Inc ‘ $54.03 $67.20 $1317]  2437%)
Blue Ridge Tel Co I ) $64.79 $1210]  2296%
Brantley Tel Co Inc i S7T081 | 88884 | SI803]  2546%
Bulloch Crty Rural Tel Coop Inc $3032] $73.90 $14.59]  2459%
Camden Tel And Tel Co Inc-Ga %000 $0.00 $0.00|na
Chickamauga Tel Corp 83533 $41 08 SST3. 1621%
Citizens Tel Co Inc-Ga Cop574] 1 $71.86 o $1392)  24.03%
Coastal Utilines Lnc - $2557) | $2996] $439]  1718%]
Darien Tel Co Ine ~ $5788! $71.24, $1336]  2308%
[Ellijay Tel Co i _" T t o snoay [ $0.00 $0 00|na
[Frontier Comm Of Fasmount Ine T Tssygol | $72.10] 1 osi321] 244%
Frontier Comm Of Georgia Inc L siem | $22.50. 282 14260
Georga Alltel Telecom R CS897; | 8598 : $10.834 22.13%
Geona Tel Corp ' L s $66.50, $1128  2042%
Glenwood Tel Co T ; CSW037) 812656, $2620]  26.10%)
HatielCo s3] $40.07 $631]  18.69%
Ildui‘@nsy‘llc Tel (1(1 e 4‘» 3 ),\')“L,f,,,,-_ . _§0 o0 $0.00na
Interstate Telephone Co B . _ Sowa F0O00 $0.00|na
Nelson-Ball Ground Tel Co - o $4428] $5315 $3387)  20.03%
Pembroke Tel Co Inc $60 61 S7578 | $1518]  2504%
Pineland Tel Coop - ) Sed200  SsOT2 $1643]  2556%
Plant Tel Co e - $65 55 SR 52 | S1597]  2436%
Planters Rural Tel Coop tnc ’ o B $es27, SR 19 ] sIss2) :37%
Progressive Rural Tel Coopine . 37013 $95 00 L 81953, 2565%
P'ublic Servic A 60 56 $85 97 L 81643 2362%
Quiney Tel Co-Cia i N o $6646 §R3II i S1664  2504%
Ringgold Tel Co T o $2897  $3420, 8523, 1R.06%
Southern Bell-Ga 7 ) $I887 $2250 $363.  1926%
Standard Tel Co — 77 o T $ITRe 4503 $777  2052%
Trenton Tel Co ) e $s045 $60 00" $955  1893%
Waverly Hall Tel (o inc ) $5619 $6939 | SI1320,  2350%
Wilkes Tel And Eleanc Co S $6202 . slle9,  2323%
Willkinson County Tl Colne - $ITI 86619 [ 81246 2318%
e T e
Maryland ] L L ”Jriﬂ .
laryland — e —
Amstrong Tel CoOFMd I T $3433 $472°  1595%
 And P Tel Co Of Md B o Tsi66s __$1960 $2951  17.73%
S o Totals | : 16.84%)
\'iﬂ?ﬂul’l ’"‘“’7' i o ) e ) _ ) o i T
T T T T
Alltel Missount Inc - $10292] $13023 _ 81731 1682%
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Company Selected Results
for FL, GA, MD, MO and MT
(Using default and modified inputs)

Hatfield Model 5.0

Universal Service Summary Sheet I
: 100% Telco Percent
Default Sharing Difference | Difference

Company AMC (1) AMC (1)
Alma Telephone Company $119.59 $146.62 $2703|  2261%
Bourbeuse Telephone Company 184 $59.03 1118,  2337%
Bps Tel Co $49 46 $49.46 $0.00 0.00%
Cass County Tel Co T T ssex $56.20 [ s000]  000%
Chariton Valley Telephone Co $106.20 $106.20 i $0.00 0.00%
Choctaw Telephone Company $71.10 $71.10 $0.00 0.00%)
Citizens Telephone Co - Missoun $3758 $37.58 $0.00 0.00%
Contel Sys Of Missouri Dba Gte Sys Of Missoun B _ %4361 $43.6) $0.00 0.00%
Craw - Kan Telephone Cooperative Inc - Missoun $98.22 $98.22 $0.00 0.00%
Ellington Telephone Company $190.34) | $190.34 $0.00 0.00%
Fidelity Telephone Company $53.97] | $53.97 $0.00 0.00%
Goodman Tel Co - s $5112 $000|  0.00%] .
Granby Tel Co - Missouri $51.10 $51.10 $0.00 0.00%
Grand River Mutual Tel Corp - Mo $10591 $105.91 $0.00, 0.00%
Green Hills Telephone Corp $142.60 $142.60 $000.  0.00%
Gte And Contel Of Missoun L %4312 $43.12 $0.00]  0.00%
Gte North Inc - Missouri $33.42 $33.42 $0.00] 0.00%
Holway Telephone Company $135.78 $135.78 $0.00, 0.00%
Tamo Telephone Company - Mo ~ $17095 $170.95 $0.00 0.00%
i'ixngdom Telephone Company %9250 $92.50 $0.00 0.00%
Kim Tel Co $106.31 $106.31 $0.00 0.00%
Lathrop Telephone Company $49.90 $49.90 $0.00 0.00%
I.e-Ru Telephone Company o . $93.13 $93.13 $0.00 0.00%
[Mark Twain Rural Telephone Co | $14976 $149.76 | $0.00 0.00%
| Mcdonald County Telephone Co ; $72.03] | $72.03 i $0.00 0.00%
Mid-Missouri Telephone Co ! 812415 ; $124.15 : $0.00 0.00%
Miller Telephone Company -Mo !~ 38482 $84.82 ; $0.00 0.00%
Mokan Dial Inc- Mo L 2 l3+ﬂ ) %7213 | S0 0.00%)
New Florence Telcphonc Co ; $60.46 $60.46 $0.00 0.00%
[New London Tel Co R Y0 $49 70! $0.00 0.00%
Northeast Missourt Rural Tel Co $9464 | §11513 $2049]  2165%
Orchard Farm Telephone Company ) k $4994 0 S6168, | S1174] 2351%
{Oregon Farmers Mutual Tel Co e $69»_7'5\ $82.22, 31597 24.11%
{Ozark Tel Co T 85633 $67 o $10.75]  19.09%

R kY j 83711 $3275]  16.02%
Rack Port Tel Co_ B i $7974 | s210[ 1 81235 154%
_\cneca fcig__ o $49 54 . $61.53] ; $11.99 24.20%
Southwestern Bell-A . B 73 I $22 46/ ; $3.71, _ 19.80%
Steehalle Tel F - T sl L w0 T 318951 2642%
Stoutland Telephone Company X $10128] 8131200 0 83001

United Telephone Co Of stsoun $3461, $42.95 $8.34
o Totals i
N e A — e
Montana : ; o l ) o D -
|

SRvers T Cooperatve Ine T T T ekl T T304 850.22]  26.50%]
Blackfoot Tel ¢ ooperative ln( _ - . $148 7?1T L %1908 $42.03 28.25%
Central Montana C ommumcalmns Inc $172 241 . $221 00 $4876)  28.31%]
Citizens Telecommunications Co ()t M()nld B . $75 60 %9347 51787 23.63%
Clark Fark Telecommunications Inc ) Cs3317, $166 38 $33211  2494%
Hat Springs Tel Co o s13208 $16237 $2042]  2213%)
Interbel Tel Cooperative Inc . $1 172 %1428 $2576]  21.98%]
Lincoln Tel Colne $]0> 14 $208 85 34371 2647%
Mid-Rivers Tel Cooperative Ine T s $389.08 $95.56]  32.56%]
\fountam Bell Montana $3124] 8595  2355%
Nemont Telephone Coop-Montana $220 61 S416R]  2329%)
Northern Tel Coop Inc- Mt $484.33 $11035  2951%
\nnhv.u:lt.rn ILIt.phnnL SystemsInc o $42.90 $6.931‘ 19.27%]
Project Tel o T $21975] $51.46]  3057%
Range Tel Cooperative Ine Wy $611.73) | $137.12] 288%
RomanTelCo 7~ ) $5887 $9.09]  1827%
Seuthem Montana Tel Co $59163, . 813267 2891%
Triangte T (‘:m_peramc Assn Inc - ¥ _$41067. $91.67 28.74%
o Totals: : ‘ 25.88%
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Hatfield Model 5.0 Company Selected Resuits
for FL, GA, MD, MO and MT
(Using default and modified inputs)

[Universal Service Summary Sheet | [l
100% Telco Percent
Default Sharing Difference | Difference
Company AMC (1) AMC 1)
H

(1) AMC is taken from the "input” sheet of the HM Summary Tool file (the USF summary does not inctude this info)
HM 5.0 run with original inputs/variables on 1/1-3/98. |

HM 5 .0 using default values run 1/1-3/98 with "Structure Fraction Assigned
to Telephone” at 100% run on 1/12/98

Individual State/Company reports consolidated using the Model's built in "Summarize” Tool

+ - e

S S—
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Hatfield Model 5.0 (Default) Company Selected Results
for FL, GA, MD, MO and MT
(Using default inputs)
Universal Service Summary Sheet ; ] N - | B | DRRAL: 2 :
Company [ AMC (1) [Fotal Switke
Florids ; ’ - R R
Alltel Florida Inc ] $46 34 69029|  s33m| ) D 10613 | s579856774]8 11,187,644.87
Central Tel Co Of Flonda S2268 376044 | 218300 ~ 16.853 - 9e62] 128,830 | 2396.967676) § 15.378,439.41
E}q@_la_@g@pgf(‘,oﬁmpapy["! $X8 24 1.980 ) gy o 125 33 B 47 | 3.923401423| $ 1,214,728.54
 Frontier Comm Of The South-Fl : 85322 3767 R T ) 164 | 10.78927897| § _ 876,610.32
Floridame S1508 2084068 | 1410480 | 113506 | 65625 480393 | 140520863| § 1.755,387.20
Gulf Tel CoFl 4713 8900 | 6284 | a7 230 1,828 | 101.0213079[ § 1.726,099.56
Indiantown Tel System $3796 3486 2309 | u48| 94 791} 43.46241026) § 314,350.19
Northeast Florida Tel Co Inc I 41 82 7508 5532 L. 54l o138 1227 | 67.02501756| § 1,104,951.33
Quincy Tel Co-F1 Div ] ‘ $3474 12939 ) 8836 . em 241 3028 | 160523196] § 1.474,166.25
Southem Bell-F| - s $1540 5731892 | 3.753.383 300779 2013884 ) 1472294 | 3547 139756| § 15,348,893.58
St Joseph Tel And Tele Co o ” SH31 20057 21467 | 1609 459 5231 279.9056474]$ 4,986,929.34
[United Tel Co Of Florida _ . SIR 72 1426503 | 976,075 76.333 ] 46,073 318,419 | 9593167539 § 14,338,158.59
ista-United Telecomm Systems S000 3463 519 | am - 4 2703 | 1329330444] § -
o Totals! 9758 637 6.461.662 515.179 325,261 2425568 | 30046.93025{ $ 69,706,349.19
Georgia 3 ; I B —— S [ —_—
Alltel Georgia Inc - son| 54540 38603 | EC] 1 10.595 | 561.0174627] § 5592,672.52
Alttel Georgia Communications Corp $3405 271.316 16,297 6,551 71183 | 2712886279 § 21,824,470.14
AlmaTelColnc ! §5403 6478 a76| 108 1129 | s073014915]s  1.504,042.21
BlueRidge TelCo ; 85269 7882 697 EE 197 | 10311976065 1,825,778.10
Brantley Tel Co Inc ~ | $7081 4164 343 ) 9| 140 7310945034 s 175367282
; $59.32 8098 | 632 19 o 193 | 10.43728985] § 2,456,943.67
 Tel nc-Ga ‘ $0 00 8770 - - t172) 36 . 3,951 | 211.5045967| $ -
Chickamauga Tel Corp L | $3535 5652 | ;777 o 435 o 99 - 403 | 2465716045 § 238.930.88
Citizens Tel Co Inc-Ga B | $57.94 A . 334 ) a2 1015 ] 51.88719015[s 1,094,769.54
Coastal Utilities Inc . 1. 8587 32701 { B 2218 389 5947 | 311.0993974| $ 1.022.705.07
Danien Tel CoInc o 1 ss1sg T 380 L 0 o 0 ofs 1.205,228.84
Ellijay Tel Co B I w038 704 - 121 2058 1070125968] § -
Frontier Comm Of FairmountInc ﬁ%_[_ 85889 2116 es R 209 | 12.35440331] $ 561,640.96
Frontier Comm Of Georgialne 319.78 o 22780} 15542 B 1292 508 5171 | 2787437925 § -
Georgia Alltel Telecom . o 8974 80102 | 5410 1342 13,580 | 7326887798 § 16,387,822 86
Georgia Tel Corp ) sss2] 6636 389 150 1511 | 8157462078] 5 1,374,559.81
Glenwood Tel Co R I Y 674 70 0 of ol s 506.474.79
|Hart Tel Co ) o $33.76  9p2 585 139 1726 | 91.60577%9] § 567,386.37
Hawkinsville Tel Co o N AL 4516 - B 333 7] 862 47.057754] $ -
Interstate Telephone Co R soo| 4686 | | 29} ] 118 2065 | 107.1674863] -
Nelson-Ball Ground Tel Co T s 5932 N 39 42 537 | 2842548744 § 794,435 51
Pembroke Tel Co Inc o $60.61 R 3408 2w 44 P 1111 6147070177} § 933,058.23
Pineland Tel Coop - $6420] 7 y1ae3] o 850 92 1,791 | 9245657518] $ 4.250,444.66
Plant Tel Co o T $65.55 8622 - 809 55 1121 | 57.78744873) 8 2.931848.15
Planters Rural Tel Coop Inc o b Tses | 7607 | i 812 48 431 | 2353779206] § 2,662,445.40
Progressive Rural Tel Coop Inc | $76.13 3991 ) I 36| 1919504777] 8 1.964.747 87
Public Service Tel Co I : $69.56] 9195 [ N 812 T 661] 353800188 § 362174229
Quincy Tel Co-Ga Div : $66.46 662 43 0 0 0[$ 263,035.44
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Hatfield Model 5.0 (Default) Company Selected Results
for FL, GA, MD, MO and MT
(Using default inputs)
Universal Service Summary Sheet B e
Compemy T
Florids | IR AR S
Alltel Flonda Inc I's 82160216 | § 84558 |s 91204|s 86308 12omp08085[s 11,188.490.45 | §  17.949,975.30
Central Tel Co OF Flonda .S 116371393 18 3916644 |5 36225108 |s 69475718 1695051843 1$ 1541760585 | §  23,264,131.22
Florala Telephone Company- -H i3 8590168 [ & _ 1547798 (S 2222107 [$ 1851118 1,340,18038 | § 123020653 [$  1,448529.65
Frontier Comm Of The South-F1 :s 6380443 | § 209911 $ 6145743 avas4 s 949.064.45 [ § 87870944 [ § 131172384
|Gte Flondane H 15227119 | $ 3680116 |8 18a3s893|s 569245 s 213450092 | § 179218836 | $  10,557,352.40
[Gulf Tel Co-Fl $ 15058029 | §  eese4 s 1271844 [§ 10627 |8 187895040 1 § 172698540 |§  2416938.23
Inchantown Tel System i's 2788456 |8 YTV O _607m22|s 315873 (s 409723111 $ . 31790860 |$ 48686405
| Northeast Flonida Tel Co Inc ‘s 8589405 | $ - ls - s B 119084537 | § 110495133 |§  1765548.78
| Quincy Tel Co-FI Div $ 11643243 | 5.  13058f8  82781]s  4706]$ 1591594.13 | 8 147428683 | § 226663084
Southern Bell-F1 s 119260401 | 18863323 |5 113811737 |8 281103 |8 17.871,068.22 | § 15537.52681 | §  49.564,012.02
St Joseph Tel And Tele Co s 34235701 % 14744213 74193 [s 10883 ]s 533161242 | § 498840376 |§  7.318.36189 |
United Tel Co Of Flonda $ 112686407 | § T17675831]s 75652083 | § 2453719 | § 16,421,848.04 | § 1351491690 | $ 3627775122
Vista-United Telecomm Systems $ - s - Is- s - $ - $ - $ -
Totals| $ 532991069 | § 465.831.06 | $ 253318551 [ $ 4575138 |8 78.081027.84 | 5 70,172.180.26 | $_164,627,839.62
Alllel Geormalne ‘s 54065389 | § Csaris]s 37408  es5s3fs 613472652 |$ 559381970 | $  9.899,150.79
Alltel Georgra Commumcatmns( orp B $ 1927 350 5918 503884 1% 2222378 1% 956898 | § 237800403318 2182850898 1'$ 36676122.54
Alma Tel Co Inc_ 's 15413545 | § 427582 | ss38332 [ 307670 |§ 172411360 | $ 150831803 |§  2080,501.97
BlueRidge TelCo |s 18141896 | 8 73529 | § ogs068 |5 56890 [ ) 201935193 182651339 |§ 273484388
| Brantley Tel Co Inc I's 16357982 | $ 191911 s 3087750 |'$ 161039 [§ - 195165963 [§ 475559193 1S  2.237,401.87
Bulloch Cnty Rural Tel(oop Inc 3 21701806 {§ 22419818 2157189 [$ 116931 ]§ 269894491 | § 2459,18565 |$  3.413,077.33
| Camden Tel And Tel Co Inc.-Ga 's s Is o Is —Is - Is -~ Is -
Chickamauga Tel Corp S 2216455 |§ N E ] - s K 26108543 | § 23393086 [§  858,008.64
 Citizens Tel Co Inc-Ga_ s B 1s 2365983 5888058 | $ 300734 (S 126564231 | 109713552 | §  1526,948.02
[ Coastal Utilities Inc i $ 8869373 |§ 103443 s 476986 |s 28500 (s 111748810 | 5 102373950 | § 244530869
Darien Tel Colnc /s ~azzeyrso|s - 1s - s - Is 132906664 | § 120522884 |$ 169802276
Ellijay Tel Co s - 15 . - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
 Frontier Comm Of Farmount Inc Is T sa9r171 s 459064 | $ 2239532 [§ 132507 | § 64482371 % 56613160 | $. 78420550
 Frontier Comm ()f{iqorgna Inc s I & - 3 - 13 - $ - 3 - 18 473,145.04
Georgia Alitel Telecom $ 144931656 | § 39,497.83 | 8 24759070 | $ 1409669 | 5 18,138,32463 | § 16,427,32069 | §  23.198.358.14
Georgia Tel Corp s 1267929218 77555 | $ 778668 |5 42042 | 1510,335.39 | 137533636 | §  1,969,056.05
Glenwood Tel Co $ 5462278 | § - Is - Is - Is 561,097.57 | § 50647479 |§ 56626751
Hart Tel Co - 5 5340224 | § - - 1s - Is - s 640,788.61 | § 567,38637 | 130824606
Hawkinsville TelCo $ I & - s -8 - 18 o - 13 e L -
Interstate Telephone Co s - s - s - s - s - 15 )8 -
Nelson-Ball Ground Tel Co 5 6242053 $ - }s I & I &1 - 8568560418 L 794435511% 144728172
Pembroke Tel Co Inc s ) 8283510 | § 780977 |8 4843883 |§ 275162 |8 107468354 1% 94065800 | $ 120370712
Pineland Tet Coop T s 40932274 | § 603209 |5 9106695 | 476778 (s N 77083422 | 8 -  4265476751% 530560247
Plant Tel Co - s 33426261 | § ) 565658 | 3 12250644 [$ 629309 |$ 3,400,566.87 | $ 293750472 |S 380018272
Planters Rural Tel Coop Inc o $ . 25059130 | § . 8681.24 | § 8132974 |§ 441974 ]% 3,007.467.42 | $ 2671,12664 | §  3,519,339.91
Progressive Rural Tel Coop Inc s 179120678 B 640.96 | $ 677111 |5 36395 s 2,151644.56 | § 196538883 [ §  2442,92007
Public Service Tel Co - s 39622742 | $ 6304351 8766950 |S 461433 |8 411655798 | § 362804664 |§ 462841243
Quincy Tel Co-Ga Div T s T yas0133 s - Is - Is - 1s 281536.77 | § 263,035.44 | $ 34462710
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Hatfield Model 5.0 (Default)

Universal Service Sur y Sheet
Company
\
Florida } I | R
! S e
[Alltel Flonida Inc l's 1178615460 | $ 618045400 [§ 125749976 |§ 1.979,59515ﬁ § 90169054 {$ 72378593
Central Tel Co Of Flonda ) ‘ $ 1605077139 [$ 932745160 |$ 342793924 1§ 295402371 [§ 2480.10818 [$  2.006.19266
Florala Iqlgp@levggmnan\ H IS 123598319 |$ 102343673 |$ 81089027 [§ 59834381 38579735 |$ 173,250.88
liqrn’tlc'r Comm Of The South- -Fl 1$ 91518610 |8 520. 608 36 |8 12505062 |% - 3 - $ -
GteFlondaine S 186640203 |§ 156206695 |$ 134726668 |$ 113246640 |$  91766612]$  702865.84
Guif Tel CoF1__ $ 178116820 |$ 145610881 ]S 121786729 S 105359168 |$  889.31608 |§ 72504047
Indiantown Tel System . 'S 33003330 |$ 20016020 [§ 13086266 |S  7956512[$ 1926758 ]$ -
Northeast Flonda Tel Conc [s 116500564 |8 57484163 |s 48709273 ]S 42069962 F§“.15_4.306.51 s 287,913.40 |
[Quincy Tel Co-FIDv $ 154619939 [§ 82576795 |s  10533651]s - |s - s -]
SouthemBellFI " |$ 1811471989 [ 432146026 |5 327304650 | § 222463273 |5 117621897 [§  127.80520
St Joseph Tel And Tele Co ) $ 519738178 | $ 243748254 | s 204195323 |5 1.64642391]S  1250.89460
United Tel Co Of o $ 1603167167 | $ S 697007556 | § 565743862 |5 434480167 |S 303216473
Vista-United I:Iecomm Svstems } 7 S ) - 1S - Is - 1S - 13 - s -
| o i Totals| $_76.021687 18 | $_ 3737536114 | § 21.599.46034 | $ 1724237006 | § 13.115.66691 | $  9.029.993 71
b | ——— .

L I's 591026777 |$ 273431526 |5 94303868 |s 822951775 70486486 |s 58577795 |
Alltel Georgia Communications Corp |5 2281684963 | $ 1289305477 |§ 511590414 | § 420363349 |§ 320136285 |$  2379.09220
AlmaTelColnc .8 154991107 |'§ 109122244 |§ 63253380 |§  199.866.37 |5 1555630115 111,271.68
[Blue Ridge Tel Co o 'S 180916943 |S 119878864 |$ 50213368 |$ 1067743215 6399509 s 21,215.85
Brantley Tel Co Inc B $ 17976481915 135789451 (s 91814083 5 478367158  12426972|S 11415360
Bulloch Cnty Rural Tel ¢ n()p Inc B $ 25438649118 1674652498 82075253 1% - $ - $ -
[Camden Tel And Tel Co Inc- (va $ - s s - $ $ - - $ -
| Chickamauga Tel Corp ~ $ 23§_2_1§B_6 »§ B -l $ L - 18 -
Citizens Tel Co Inc-Ga - $ 113405850 |$ 74148890 |$ 36618974 | $ 16046646 | $ 13408367 |$  107.700.88
Coastal Utilities Inc o o $ 111620962 |8 18116414 |$ 10078766 | § 5976777 | $ 1874788 | § -]
Darien Tel CoInc ) ) B $ 125011010 [§ 86925251 |§ 60198789 |8 33472328 [$ 13078520 41,116.77
Ellijay Tel Co - $ - |8 s - |3 - 13 - 1S -]
Frontier Comun Of Fairmount Inc $ $ 37936081 )% 17693842 | § - |8 - s ]
Frontier Comm Of Georgia Inc 13 - |8 - |s - s - 1S S k) T
Georgia Alltel Telecom o |8 1694382026 | $ 1187805919 |% 696592471 |§ 4.229 229, 35391 $ 35262812218  2,821.20853
Georgia Tel Co ... |5 142860a83|S 88815461]S 34770440 |S  26704902|S 22903973|§ 17103043
Glenwood Tel Co - |5 51372868 | 44118984 [§  368651011$ 20611217 |S  22357334|$ 15103450
Hart Tel Co . $ 65291907 (S - Is - s L - 1s -
Hawkinsville TelCo s - |8 - 15 - |3 - 18 - .18 -
Interstate Telephone Co $ - 18 - 18 L) - 18 - |3 -
Nelson-Ball Ground Tel Co _.$ 85378516 |%  277877.72|% - s L ] - 1% -
Pembroke Tel Colnc ~I's  oe58as49]s 63798187 |$ 33454145 |5 4424194 S 282780 [ § 2.707.80
Pineland Tel Coop _ - S 43536576908 3411527451S 246939722 [§ 152726699 |5 80475225 1§ 63933504
Plant Tel Co B . $ 301078766 |$ 227377137 |$ 156554181 | 85731224 |5 26476665 |$  215094.09
Planters Rural Tel Coop Ine ~|'s 2740344905 196124989 |5 118235488 |§ 40335087 |§ 11404752 |$ 94.015.38 |
Progressive Rural Tel Coop InC S 200821807 | $ 157351607 |§ 113881407 | $ 70411207 | § 4244643218 34139538
Public Service Tel Co s 371326776 |$ 282235610 | § 202840343 |§ 123444875 % 56687889 |$ 43660381
Quincy Tel Co-Ga Div $ 27045286 | § 19627863 | § 12210440 1 § 4793017 | $ - $ -
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Hatfield Model 5.0 (Default) Company Selected Results
for FL, GA, MD, MO and MT
(Using default inputs)
Universal Service Summary Sheet ; 3
Company [ AMC
Ringgold Te! Co S8 07 11548 soas| - 910 T 1489 | 79.07660663| 5 371,744.28
Southern Bell-Ga . SI18 87 3649 626 2197699 | ~az07| 106,584 1418214 | 15015.08918] s 54,097,156.99
Standard Tel Co i $37 86 56 551 43751 3gm| 429 7,966 | 412.2505368] § 5,380,409 69
Trenton Tel Co__ ) $30.45 5228 ) 433 382 15 ) 483 | 2445648604} $ 1,037,964.04
Waverly Hall Tel CoInc ; $56 19 1134 9| 1 8 i} 28 | 1.756563887| $ N 300.763.24
Wilkes Tel And Electric Co 8301 33 11802 i 8565 808 _ 258 2,058 | 113.7024606| § 227663843
Wilkinson County Tel Co Inc $3373 3773 3005 265 31 ) 449 | 23.56407057| § 783,243.20
o Totals 4 349,603 2693475 258,746 118,696 1257309 | 21351.39203] 8 139,615,676.02
Maryland i : o ]
Armstrong Tel Co OfMd $2961 5967 ~ asos| i 473 | 230 713 | 46.30366695] § 41,610.72
CAndPTelCoOfMd $16 65 3.350.092 1926799 234,084 89.085 1065748 | 343753629| 5 21,698,197.34
o Totals 3.356.059 1.931,304 89315 1066461 | 34421.66656] § 21,739,808.06
Missouri’ - ) T - i - - ]
Alltel Missoun Ine L sioe2 52675 azs| 825 1042 ~ 6223] 356730033 % 39,907,802.69
Alma Telephone Company 7 | $119 59 300 -1 B 3] 0 o] ols 315513.93
Bourbeuse Telephone Company | $47 84 1895 1.536 ) 39J o 30 275 | 14.97103201[ 8 308,036.77
Bps 3ps Tel Co I $49 46 3321 2617 103] e 473 | 28.17874391] 5 674,932.16
C ] ) $5620 6317 5.253 90| R 775 | 4563438227|8 _ 1656.702.38 |
Chariton Valley Telephone Co i $106 20 6 901 6442 | | erp 301 | 17.11792428[ 5 595833533 |
[ Choctaw Telephone Company 1 87110 499 453 of 4} 31| 1.735081576] § 217,343.99
[Citizens Telephone Co - Missouri $37 58 3912 2976 o 85 218 ~ 593 | 39.85786247| $ 324,564 64
Lontel Sys Of Missoun Dba Gte st Of Missouri sa361] 51739 38,688 1120 1,861 | - 9807 | 371.7279622] § . 9.665,958.23
| Craw - Kan Telephone Cooperative Inc - Missouri 89822 1, 182 1 1948 | 3 - 1 ) 1] 0.102063917} $ . 157092005
Ellington Telephone Company $190 34} 1.266 | 1248 A o] 0 0}js . 2,379.096.74
Fidelity Telephone Company $5397 12.631 9525 - 2 596 | 2050 | 12895465771 $ 3 3.008,517.26
Goodman Tel Co o - $s112) 1683 | 1496 [ a7 ) 'l 116 | 6578575611] § 374,727 51
Granby Tel Co - Missourt o 757117170 | _2‘6§L’ 22960 -~ 38 - 41 271 | 15.33474698) $ _ 542,945.79
Grand River Mutual Tel Corp - Mo o | $10591] 13115 i 1089 .Y 228 1,756 | 97.35903583{ $ 11,064,838.13
| Green Hills Telephone Corp - $142 60 3076 ) 3009 | 57 N 2 8] 0490614831}$ 4,031,107.16
Gte And Contel Of Missouri - $4312 ) 221,950 171,670 ara3| 482 40283 | 1438.223498| § 41.270,847.46
Gte North Inc - Missouri ) B $3342] 116,183 | 85214 1,662 4,088 24313 |  904.84752| § 11,880,564.82
Holway Telephone Company B $135.78 - 533 485 7 3 36 | 1.919504702| § 607,207.99
lamo Telephone Company - Mo 77 e $170.95 o 1,005 B 988 15 1 1| 0.102083917{ $ 1,661,562.94
Kingdom Telephone Company L $92.50 3804 384 69 2 81 0.490614831| $ 2,827,150.974
Kim Tel Co . $10631 1416 1211 16 3 145 | 8.809742153| § 1,187,238.98
Lathrop Telephone Company $49.90 1293 2] 7 19 - 127 ] 7.207511425] 8 283,730.06
Le-Ru Telephone Company - $93.13 i 120 o % - 4 4] 0408255659] § 872,302.14
Mark Twain Rural Telqghone Co o L $149.76 3579 o 34741 55 5 42| 2.327760428) $ 4,962,520 36
Mcdonald County Telephone Co $72.03} 2376 2.301 N 0 21| 1.020634174] s 1,143,017.74 |
Mid-Missouri Telephone Co - 812415 3493 3112 | 78 241 | 1565912673 $ 3556,317.77 |
Miller Telephone Company - Mo - $s482f 938 915 LN 0 6| 0.306191742s 592,782.35
[ Mokan Dial Inc- Mo R e T 705 503 R ] 29 72| 4946544744]s 291,335.99
[New Florence Telephone Co $60.46 307 303 4 0 0 o|s 107,248.54
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Hatfield Model 5.0 (Defauit) Company Selected Resuits
for FL, GA, MD, MO and MT
(Using default inputs)
Universal Service Summary Sheet
Company
Ringgold Tel C'o ‘s 3850023 | $ s s - Is . 410244511$ 37174428 | § 106791051
Southem Bell-Ga ‘s 507152277 | § 5525821 | § 17914190 |§ 287357 [§ 5340595345 | § 5415241521 | § 106.894,297.33
Standard Tel Co s 49732371 |5 s - Is - Is 587773340 | § 538040969 | § 1058259615
Trenton Tel Co ) 's 9381833 ]'§ _ B667|$  809402]%  40071]% 1,140.343.77 | 103803071 |§ 160863621
[Waverly Hall Tel Colne s 3010920 [ 8 58475)S 206655|% 128718 33362244 | 5 30131798 | $  432277.00
Wilkes Tel And Electnc Co is 217522818 519937 1% 2357835 S 141305 ]$ 252435202 | § . 2281837.80 [ 3,318,543.83
\\1lk1nsnn Counn '161 CO Inc 15 6970284 | $ 8208213 5633544 |§  2806501$ $12,908.80 | § 784,064.03 | & 1,179,899.78
- Totals| § 1301654951 | $ 160,237.46 | § 119271660 | $_5741540§ 154,042,594.99 [ $ 139.775.913.48 | § 239745908 33
Varyiand - R S S—
| Armstrong Tel Co Of Md - ’ s ar0378|s s s T as3taso]s 4161072 |§ 51397052 |
C And P Tel Co Of Md s 259553410 [ $ 1498161 {8 12552197 [$  4.182.30 24438417.33 | § 2171317895 | § 57,055659.04 |
L - Totals| § 260023788 | § 1498161 1% 12562197 | $ 418230 2448473182 18 21,754,789.67 | $  57,569,649.56 ¥
Alitel Missoun Inc o s 75675956 | § 4 1s s 13868253 [ 5 4362760755 | 4033868231 | § 4574544584 |
|Alma Telephone Company I'$ 350271 | % - $ |§ B 31901664 | $ 31551393 | § 354,698.74
Bourbeuse 'Ftﬂjghnﬂg_ffm bany $ 782675|% - $ L B 31586352 | % 30803677 | $ 510,752.01
Bps TelCo - s 1920804 | § 135646 | $ 130478 69692140} § 67628862 | $ 102032354
Cass County Tel C $ 2563993 | § 16.84002 | $ 5376791 |S 346701 s 1756417.24 | § 167354240 | §  2,350,105.98
Chariton Valley Telephone Co $ 8282049 | $ 1269115 |5 8098580 [§ 459975 |§ 613943251 | § 697102647 | S 6.808,623.79
Choctaw Telephone Company s 415458 | § 102785 | § 805223 |5 445858 23102451 | § 21837184 |5 27711289
|C1tizens Telephone Co - Missour: $ 1019035 | $ i R &1 - s 33475499 1% _ 32456464 | $ 642,787.11
Contel Sys Of Missouri Dba Gte Sys Of Missoun | § 18623751 | § 2835921 |8 93694635 389192 9.978.14151 | § o 9694.317.44 [ $  13,266,206.31
Craw - Kan Teleghong( “‘?P,cmt,“,e,g‘,c - Missourt s 2590494 | § _48138]% 519.237} 4913 | 8 1597,883.74 | § o 157141044 | § 1,828,017.53
Ellington Telephone Company s 4166372 | $ - - 18 o - 1% - $ 242076047 | § - 237909674 | § 254389595
Fidelity Telephone Company ~ |§ 6323955 | $ 3837084 | § 7698102 |§ 566403 s 319277271 | § - 3046.888.10 | §  4,265870.27
Goodman Tel Co s 1054925 [ s N - Is - Is 385276.77 | 37472751 |8 57215223
Granby Tel Co - Missouri I _ 7849381s 297012 [ 8 3213087 [$ 172384 s 587.619.70 | § 54591592 [§  845879.34
Grand River Mutual Tel Corp - Mo s 19124487 | § 1894804 | 5 10326848 |$§ 600110 ]S 11,384,30063 | § i 1108378617 | §.  12.494.302.12
Green Hills Telephone Corp $ o 7696582 | $ 199968 | § 639359 | § 4121318 411687837 | § 4033,106.83 | § 442824349
Gte And Contel Of Missouri .18 ~ 81332032 1% 3483381 1§ 20469572 |$ 763716($ 4233134046 |1 § 4130568727 { § 56573,116.43
Gte North Inc - Missouri . REE B 185775851 % 33387151% 10643005 ]|% 4454571§ B 1221061254 | § 1191385197 1§ 1771191710
Holway Telephone Company A 891881 |$ 366496 |$ 3871653 |$ 208103|§ - 660,589.32 | $ 610872951 § 671,236.21
lamo Telephone Company - Mo s 2409356 | § _ sadar|s - 91085 [ § s619|s  1687.9802|$ 166240742 | $§  1792,009.32
Kingdom Telephone Company $ 5090985 | § _ 21211 |$ 67818 | $ 437218 o 287899483 | § 282736308 | §  3,331,962.28
KIm Tel Co ] ls 16038818 310046 | s 1668207 |[$ 97137 | 123403178 | 5 120033944 | § 136712376
Lathrop Telephone Company |8 o 517787 | $ ) - $ - $ - $ - 28890793 ] $ 283,730.06 | $ 430,524.19
Le-Ru Telephone Company 1s T 1esw075(s 209576 {8 226049 |S 21390 ($ 895403051 § 87439791 |$  1026,766.92
Mark Twain Rural Telephone Co s 7606973 | 8 664156 [$ 4078630 | 232881 % 5088346773 496916192 | 5.421,088.60
Mecdonald County Telephone Co $ 2165695 % ) - ls - s - Is 116467469 | § 114301774 | $ 1.446.764.77
Mid-Missouri Telephone Co i $ 5272532 % 5699687 |§ 14758905 | § 1004563 | §  38236T465(S 361331465 | 396705429
Miller Telephone Company - Mo $ 1043785 | § B - 18 60183 | $ 295518 ) 60385157 | § 59278235 | § 713,528.36
Mokan Dial Inc- Mo o $ 3167838 768157 |8 1931562 [$ 132562 | § ) 32282654 [ § 29301756 | §  369,65858
New Florence Telephone Co $ ) 1432418 - $ - $ - $ 108,680.95 | $ 107.248.54 | § 147.297.40
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Hatfield Model 5.0 (Defaulit)

Universal Service Summary Sheet

Company SO0, PN
[Ringgold T .S 42806705 |3 - s - Is - 1s - Is -
[Southem |'$ 5309184297 | § 1814498319 |§ 1062735810 | § 915614367 | § 7,68492926 |$ 621371483
Standard Tel Co ©S 584309377 |$ 184862436 |5 - Is - s - Is -
| Trenton Tel Co ‘s 108984333 | 57133629 |5 19819768 (S - s - Is -
[ Waverly Hall Tel Co Inc s 31271904 |5 19316099 ]s 73602035 - s - Is -
Wilkes Tel And Electnic Co S 237000433 |S 143634534 |§ 57687150 |§ 47645496 |$ 376038423 27562188 |
Wilkinson County Tel Colne $ 81930289 |$ 45870600)% 12508603 |$  8871895|% 5235187 |S 15984 79

- Totals| $147.305416 10 | $ 72.136.45539 | § 38.303.01099 | $ 2572013533 | 5 1889359955 | § 14.738.155.48
Maryland | _ R [
| Amnstrong Tel Co Of Md o s s067312|s s s o s s -

C And P Tel Co Of Md i  |s 2388837400 |$ 198660737 |$ 78730407 |§ 55080438 |$ 31430468 | 77.804.98

- ) _ Totals|s 2393007712 |$ 198664737 |$ 78735407 |$ 55086438 | $ 31437468 | § 77.884.98

Missouri i T ‘ o
[Missouri I I S R .
Alitel Missourt Ine.~~ ) |'s 4043849752 |5 3513154919 | 5 2082460086 | § 2453393087 | 5 1956326007 | $ 14898596 42 |
| Alma Telephone Company S 31907619 |$ 28345364 S  247.83108 |5 21220853 |5 17658598 |$ 140,963.43 |
| Bourbeuse Telephone Company s 32646543 | § 142178858 - 1§ - $ - $ -
Bps Tel Co o s 70633138 |s 48037769 |s 36252337 |s 24486506 |5 17078838 |§ 147.121.96
Cass County Tel Co $ 171973907 |$ 1159860455 79441696 |§ 42897348 [§ 30969354 |§  235899.89
Chanton Valley Telephone Co $ 603563428 |§ 526264477 |5 448065526 |$ 372139388 | S 305466764 |S  2387,04141
Choctaw Telephone Company $ 22277753 |$ 16844216 |§ 11410880 [$ 5977143 s 543607 | $ -
C 1tizens Telephone Co - Missourt o g 348 501 43— $ _13011160]% N 7718163 | § 6691947 | $ 56657318 4639515
Contel Sys Of Missouri Dba Gte Sys Of Missount + |'s 991668451 s 780261643 |5 683834363 |§ 387007082 |5 249590593 | $  2.004,06850
Craw - Kan Telephone Coopcrqhye Inc-Missoun 1S 159430073 |5 136058393 |§ 112686713 |§ 89315033 |§ 65043353 |§ 42671673
Ellington Telephone Company ) ~1s 230407849 |5 224426103 |$ 200444357 [$ 194462612 |5 179480866 |5 164499120 |
Fidelity Telephone Company s 312282208 |S 221584688 |$ 161237481 % 1047.25237 |$ 50215810 S
Goodman Tel Co 1% 39267521]S 21319820 §$ 11838165 |$ 46112255 2366059 | §
Granby Tel Co - Missouri o Is srass21|s a314g98s|s 21222063 |5 10876022 S 520081 | § B
Grand River Mutual Tel Corp - Mo 15 1119478940 [ S 9.89759500 | § 868636200 | $  7.564589.82 | $ 650691712 |§ 544924442
Green Hills Telephone Corp $ 406721046 [$ 370617743 |§ 334514439 [§ 298411136 [§ 262307833 |$  2.262045.30
Gte And Contel Of Missouni $ 4250257649 [ $ 3018528618 | $ 17.867.995.88 | § 14,003617.99 | § 1168172886 |§  9.269,839.74
Gte North Inc - Missour] § 1222008304 |$ 881680084 |3 541261863 |§ 32043501915 271864029 [$ 214293039
Holway Telephone Company $ 61302874 |$ 55482126 ]S 49661379 |$ 43840631 |$ 38019883 |§ 32199136
lamo Telephone Company - Mo s 167342170 [s 155483400 |5 143624648 |$ 131765887 | 119007126 |$  1080.48365
Kingdom Telephone Company $ 287304291 [§ 241412353 |$ 195520416 |§ 152608131 | S 114498895 |$  763.896.60
Kim Tel Co - |5 121177396 |$ 106642415 | § 92107435 |§ 80447938 |$ 73215490 |$  650,83042
Lathrop Telephone Company ~ |'s 29707498 |s 237471295 19809503 s 15871877 |$ 11934251 79.966.25
Le-Ru Telephone Company B S 88534439 S 74592187 |§ 60549935 |§ 46507682 |§  324,664.30 | § 184,231.77
Mark Twain Rural Telephone Co 1S 500420838 |$ 4587,32817 | § 417044735 |$ 375356774 | 333668752 |$ _ 2919,807.31
Mcdonald County Telephone Co 1S 117063110 |$ 89449744 |S 63615516 | $ 50052142 | $ 36488769 |§ 22926396
Mid-Missouri Telephone Co i § 359365746 |$ 322026062 |5 284686378 |§ 247346695 |S 2100070.11 [§  1.746,703.85
Miller Telephone Company - Mo N $ 60375926 |$ 49399015 |$  38422105|% 28671753 [$ 23069508 | $ 174.672.64
Mokan Dial Inc- Mo - IS 20845622 |8 22725386 ]S 15605160 |$  B84B4914 |$ 13646785 -
New Florence Telephone Co &3 11088935 $ 7448130 { % 38073251 % 166520 | $ - $ -
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Hatfield Model 5.0 (Defauit) Company Selected Resuits
for FL, GA, MD, MO and MT
(Using default inputs)
Universal Service Summary Sheet : i - ; ] IRINGY: 3
- - . - I e Fentmrneterntrvetteg
Company 1 AMC (1) [Total:Switidved T B3 %
NewLondon TelCo ; $49 70 810 Cwm T o 15 49| 3.12s008e38|s 168,826.31
[ Northeast Missoun Rural Tel Co $94 64] 7.568 ) o7 o 173 1064 | 6071634674]S 5,227,469.49
Orchard Farm Telephone Company 7 $4904 756 o SAZ . L 45 147 | 9.461736202] § 122,008.18
Oregon Farmers Mutual Tel Ca $66 24 1069 ) 13 30 143 | 8784572601 § 413435.79
Ozark Tel Co o 336 33 1782  1540] 29 26 177 | 9.969929457| § 464,061.11
Peace Valley Telephone Co $2M437 " 360 i 5 0 0 ofs 746,347.04
Rock Port TelCo $79 74 1,635 ] 1150 25 102 33| 2153314781(S 740,927.26
SemecaTelCo $49 54 2847 2332 56 s 332 | 2149762228 5 591,840.21
Southwestern Bell-Missourt $I8 7S 2352337 | 6176 |  3get| 89593 | 584,357 | 3464574011] § 62,516,394.72
Steelville Tel ExchIne $7T1 72 4063 3215 64 ] 51 697 | 36.69972862] § 1.901,872.09
| Stoutland Telephone Company ) $101 28 1o}  to74| B 17y o 0 4| 0.204127833] § 905,993.70
United Telephone Co Of Missoun $3461 227577 163 661 3 7,930 60,086 | 2733.656211] § 27,821,886.03
| Totals| 3124763 2,192,469 44,327 111,494 735377 | 4106339422] $ 264,876,241.80
Nontana A i R :
3-Ruvers Tel Cooperative Inc ] 1 sisesof i Ce| 131 906 | 50.88463556] § 22.182544.52
Blackfoot Tel CooperativeIne ) $148 78 o 480 76 365 21.671386] § B 7.892.203.92
Central Montana Communications Ipvc o . SVI 7224 375 . 36 556 | 29.08081086| $ . 9,757,184.38
C}nggp;71'elgqg)r7nmm1ca{! "o (_)_f }r!p}]twar o $75 60 a7s 440 1,387 | 89.74222612| § } 3,538,097.23
Clark Fork Telecommunic: | $13317 29| 159 1106 | 62.09527087] § 6,504,562.13
Hot Springs Tel C ; $13205 30 - 6 351 2001863019)5 687.438.26
Interbel Tel Caoperative Inc i $11722 72 8 28 | 1.778036281| $ 1,184,282.25
Lincoln Tel Co Inc o : $165 14 € 51 o 0 - 0 ojs 1.214,989.28
Mid-Ruvers Tel Cooperative Inc : 10.050 579 186 1482 | B1.9045435! § 27,716,559 44
Mountain Bell-Montana ) 334,859 27463 18844  1ssst o 66,044 | 3645246137] § 23/645,855.06
Nemont Telephone Coop- Montana 1 %171893] 13194y 10169 714 1,788 | 107.8585577| $ 20,216,063.07
| Northem Tel Coop Inc- Mt L samesl  iter 1040y 79 43 | 2245396249] § 4,253,260.01
| Northwestern Telephone Systerﬂs Inc los3s97] 53982 . 39%0 2,890 - 11,696 | 706.7095583| $ 5,324,878.05
Project Tel Co o ' | s16830 ) 4101 N 3,454 N 252 312 | 17.35068402] § 5,963,945 69
Range Tel Cooperative Inc-Wy | $4746]] ) 7 31041L B 2828 203 9 0|s 16,069,822.84
[Ronan Tel Co 39T 13366 2,239 173 744 | 446828371| § 598,890.96
Southern Montana Tel Co - $458.96 ) 778 718 51 0 ols 3.696,523.33
‘Tnangle Tet Cooperative Assnnc o $319.00 7.557 7,063 448 2 27 | 14288899151 % 24,241,927 .96
Totals| 476.659 335,268 26674 23310 86,419 | 4864689834 § 183,689,028.38
T B ) g\}ﬁé is taken from the "input" sheet of the HM Summary Tool file (the USF sum}nan does not include this info). .
B HM S 0 run with onginal inputs/variables on 1/1-3/98. l |
o |Individual State:Company reports consolidated using the Model's built in "Summarize” Too} ! |
- |For sanity’s sake we're only looking at the results for the "Federal Fund Analysis”; unless otherwise noted
[ funding 15 for benchmarks of $31 for primary residence & $51 for single line business lines ]
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