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OS-I. Currently, are there any potential customers within the Company's exchange boundaries
that do not have telephone service? If yes, how many?

OS-2. Please indicate the basis for your estimate provided in response to Question I.

OS-3. Where are these potential customers located? List the estimated number of potential
customers by wire center or exchange and by section, township and range.

DS-4. If your response to DS-I is yes, why do these potential customers not have telephone
service at the present time? Have any of these potential customers requested service at
any time? If yes, please provide the names of the customers and the dates service was
requested.

OS-5 For the customers listed in your response to OS-3, indicate the distance from the potential
customer's location to the nearest available facilities.

DS-6. Are there any potential customers immediately outside the Company's exchange
boundaries that do not have telephone service? If yes, how many?

DS-7. Please indicate the basis for your estimate provided in response to Question 6.

OS-8. Where are these potential customers located? List the estimated number of potential
customers by wire center or exchange, and if possible, by section, township and range.

OS-9. If your response to OS-6 is yes, why do these potential customers, if any, not have
telephone service at the present time? Have any of these potential customers requested
service at any time? If yes, please provide the names of the customers and the dates
service was requested.

DS- IO. For the customers listed in your response to DS·8, please indicate the distance from the
potential customer's location to the nearest available facilities.

DS-Il. Has your Company r~ceived any complaints from potential customers regarding their
inability to obtain telephone service during the last five years? Please indicate the number
ofcomplaints received by year, the nature of each complaint, and where the customer is
located.
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DS-12. If your answer to OS-II was yes, how were each of these complaints resolved? Please
list all instances where the complaint is still unresolved and date the complaint was
received.

DS-13. Does your Company have an approved line extension tariff on file with the Commission?
If yes, please attach a copy and briefly explain how it works.

DS-14. How often in the past five years have you given estimates under your tariff to potential
customers without service?

DS-15. What have those estimates been? Please provide as many individual examples as possible
for the prior 10 year period. Please also indicate what your average estimate is for line
extension requests you receive.

DS-16. Have all potential customers provided with these estimates been able to pay the required
amount to have facilities put in place to obtain telephone service?

OS-1 7. If your answer to Question 16 is no, how many potential customers have been unable to
pay the required amount to have facilities put in place? Please indicate per request the
dollar amoWlt which the potential customer was unable to pay, and when the request was
made for the last 10 year period.

OS- ]8. Would any of these potential custom¢rs qualify for federal Lifeline assistance using the
federal default eligibility criteria? If yes, please estimate how many would fall into this
category?

OS-19. How much does the Company currently receive in Federal High Cost Funds? How much
does the Company receive in Long Term Support assistance from the Federal
jurisdiction? How much does the Company receive in Federal assistance from OEM
Weighting?
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ConsumerFederationafAmerica

DB MAIX N. COOPER

Dr. Cooper is Director of Research at the Consumer Federation of America and
President of CitizeDs Researcb, an independent consulting firm.

At the COIISUJIIeI' Federation he bas responsibility for energy and
telecommunications policy aad ualysis, as well as iatemal COIlSUJtmg duties for
survey research aad economic aualysis.

As a cODlU11aDt Dr. Cooper his provided expert testimony OIl bebaIf of People's
CouaseJs and citizen intervenors before public utility commissioDs on
te1ecommuDieatioas and electric utility matlaS in over three dozen jurisdictioas
in the U.S. and C...... Dr. Cooper bas also testified on regulatory, anti-trust
and public policy issues delliDg with the beaIth care, energy and
telecolDlDUllications industries before Congress, the federal agencies and in the
courts.

Or. Cooper ooids a Ph.D. from Yale University aDd is a former Yale University
aDd FulbriaJat Fellow. He bas publisbed numerous articles in trade and scholarly
joumals aad is die ludior of two boob (JIac IrwfoI"!!tim of E&YJI, Johns
HopkiDs, 1982; EQuitY ""' frwqy= BisDI EnaJ prim apd the LiviDa
Ste!enIs of LowcIIIICQIPC A"Mri'IO', Westview 1983).

1424 18th Street. N.W.. Suite 604 • Washington. D.C. 20038 • (202) 381-8t21
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CDnsumer Federation of America

STATl:MJ:NT or DR. MARK N. COOPD
Dindor o'....ftll

In the Matter ofFederal·State JoiDl Board 011 Universal Service FofWll'd LookiDl MedwliSIDI for
High Colt Support for Non-Rumi LEC~

June 8. 1998

WheIl the Telecommunications Act of 1996 wu palled,. CQftIWIler1 were promiled competitioD
tbM would lower prices and provide more choices. When the FCC ialUld ita first .. of ~siona
uDder the Act, CODIUID«I wwe told tbIt univenal service pro... toU1cl be tuaded without ID

increase in their biDs. Univeral service fimding was suppoted to keep buic service aft'ordable.

Two yun later. we have virtually DO coJll1M'rition for residential CUItOIIIeI'IIDd aU we heir
about ia puttiDa surchlrps on the bottom of my bill. By my moll recent ostimIte. VIriouI intcreICJ
WIIIt • cIoUar for IChoolalDd hbrari•• dollar for hiP COlt doIIIr for local aumber portIbility•
• doIll1' for the PICC, • doIllI' aDd • half for the subtcri,* liDe c OIl secoDd u.s. IIld more yet
to come. TheIe charps are not necessary and they Will not 10 on tbe bill witbaut .6....

The FCC started down the riabt path to rile reform but it hat aone utray. It bid tell billioll
dollan of excell profit., ineftlciency IDd millllocated COIla to work with mlCClll cb.8'Je reform, but
it bas DOt availed it.lfofthotc raoun:eI. It 1DUIt do 10 ifCODIU!Il" .. to benefit &om the Act.

The belief tbIt UllivlOl1 .-vice fimdI woulcl be neceuary ......., ftom !be belief that
COIDpItition would .-ode the Ibilky of local cxc.... compuies to I1ICOVW CDIti that ..pported
universal *Vice from hiP mIfIia, competitive seMca. AI COlIII*itioD unfolded, 1DII'Iin. would
decline. The FCC recopized that compeIition should allO squeeze out • lot of tit.

UDfonuDIlIIIy, m.e is DOt caouah competition to do eit.. UDti( coqMlitiOD -.tJ to mike
itl prlleDCe ,., till CommiuioD .... do notbiDa to support tbe rev.. of the DOD-rura1 local
ex~~... It would be tile crueIeat of ironies to stilt IUpportilll the LECs with universal
MMce ftmds, III the name of competition, thereby iacreuina ratepayers bills. before competition is
scrong emu" to pnwide the benefit ofdowmvard pralUl'l on prices.

UIIMAD m; SRI gr rm; rmm COJUllCl'LY

When competition does make its pmcnce felt, the pec IIDIst be carefia1 .to eltlblish the
wUvenal service fi.md on • IOUIId basis.

1424 16th Street, N.W, Suite 604' wa.hington, D.C. z0038· (ZOZj 38'7-6121
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The FCC adopted forward-lookiD8 economic COItI as the basis for pricing. That will be the

ript thing to do.

The FCC declared time and time again that the loops is a co,mmon. cost and reveauet from all
services that \lie the loop lIbould help to pay for it. That will be the ngilt thing to do.

The FCC has also recopized that universal service areas should be consiltent with unbundled
network element areas. That will be the right thing to do.

TbeIe three policies will create a fund that is modest in size aDd relatively easy to raise.

M.IBI ACT UQ1JJRIS

The universal service fund should be collected from telecommunication. service providers in
proportion to their total revenues. The.fed~al ~ makes ~ provision for ~ recovery of
telecommunications service provider contnbunons for umvenal semce &o~ rat.,-yen III the fo~~
a line item surcharae on ratepayers' bills. The federal ltatUIe .1 qUIte ct_ ~ ~ IS
telecommunications service providers who must contribute. Ifsublcriben Il"e forced to pay a line Item
surcharge. then telecommunications service providers are not contributiDg, as required by the 1996
Act.

Claims that only a line item on a CODIUmer's bill can meet the requirement tbat univerll1
service is explicit is a thinly veiled effon to avoid the responsibility the law pIKed on
telec:ommunieatiODl service providers. If a telecommunications service provider i. useued a
contribution explicitly to be paid to a universal service fimd administrator and pays DO other universal
service support in any of the prices it is charged. then the fundina is explicit. The law does liot ay
funding must be explicit to the customer. it says it must be explicit to the service provider.

Providen should be allowed to decide how to recover univenal service fimd contributioas,
which are just a colt ofdoing business. This will allow them to recover those contributions in the most
efficient manner possible. The FCC recoRJlized this dynamic process. Let it wort.

If the Commiuion decides that it wants various surcharges on people's bill.. it should at least \de

federal univenal seMce funds to reduce the subscriber line cbarp. The subscriber line cMrge is a
federal chargeJ levied on customers for ICCeSS to the interstate netWOrk. h is ODe of the core services
included in the definition of universal service. Therefore. federal universal service tbDds UJed to
reduce the SLC would meet this requirement ofthe Act

The economic evidence in the decade since the subtcriber line charge wu set at S3. SO indicates
that the cost ofproviding the loop has plummeted, but the Commi••ion hu failed to lower the SLC to
reflect that decline. Stop collecting the IUbscriber line cbqe because it is simply fimdin8 the excess
~sJ inefficiencies and miallocated costs ofaccess. Ifyou lower the SLC. you could tell people to
wnte checks to the universal service fund instead. 'That would be inconsisteat with the Act, but at
least it would deliver on the promise not to raise consumers' bill.
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FCC En Bane Hearing

June 8,1998

Remarks of Dennis Weller

Chief Economist

GTE

- I appreciate the Commission's willingness to revisit these important issues.

1) Current Universal Service Support Implicit in Today'. Rate.

Universal service support today is provided through a combination of explicit

support from existing state and Federal mechanisms, and implicit support from

the rates for other services, such as access, long distance, and vertical services.

The chart behind me provides an overv'iew of where universal service

support comes from, and Where it goes, for GTE's serving areas in 28

states.

The chart shows the contribution generated by each major service

category (revenue minus TSlRIC cost) at today's rates. As you can see,

interstate switched access, intrastate access, intraLATA toll, and vertical

services each provide large contributions - based on markups of several

hundred percent over the direct cost. In contrast, residence local service

has a large negative contribution.

For comparison, I have also shown the contributions that each category

would generate if rates were rebalanced to yield the same revenue, but

with a uniform markup over direct cost across all the service categories.

These provide a reference point for "cost-based" competitively sustainable

rates which reflect the underlying TSlRIC costs, but which are also

consistent with the current overall price level. The difference between the

current rates and these "cost-based" rates is a measure of the market

interference produced by regulation - the amount of support each
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category generates or receives.

I have also shown the amount of explicit support GTE receives from the

current Federal high cost fund - about $90 million annually.

There are several points I would like to draw from this chart:

The current flow of support - from all sources - is very large.

The difference between the rates local customers actually pay, and

the rates they would pay if rates were rebalanced, is almost $23

per month. Interstate access alone provides about $1.2 Billion of

implicit support for GTE. For the industry as a whole, it's about

$6.3 Billion. Said differently, a sufficient level of federal universal

service support must at least equal the level of support implicit in

today's services.

Of the support being provided today, most is implicit. GTE is the

largest single recipient from the current high cost fund, yet that

accounts for only 7% of the total support GTE generates from

interstate sources.

Debates about whether the explicit fund should be large or small

ignore the simple fact that we have a large fund today, when we

properly include both explicit and implicit support.

Finally, if we use consistent costs and revenues, we ought to be

able to look through the telescope either way, and get a reasonably

consistent answer. That is, if we compare the revenues and costs

on the right hand side of the chart, we should find a shortfall that

roughly corresponds to the additional contribution being generated

by the services on the left-hand side. To arrive at a different

answer, one must either ignore one component of the system, or

assume a radically different, unrealistic cost level - and parties in

this proceeding have done one or the other, or both.

2) Why We Need to Change the Current System
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What's wrong with this picture? 'Nhy should we not continue with this system?

First, if we continue without change, we will never have competition for

most local customers. Look at the right-hand bar on the chart, and ask

yourself "who would want to enter this business?" Carriers will focus their

efforts on the customers who have high volumes of the services on the

left, and provide local service only to the extent it is necessary to attract

those customers. An analysis of GTE's residential customers in Texas

shows that a carrier would be unable to cover its costs on 78% of those

customers - even if that carrier's costs were based on the very low

interim.UNE rates approved by the Texas Commission, and even if we

include the revenue for all of the telecommunications services those

customers buy. (See chart accompanying this outline.) At our costs, an

even larger proportion would be unprofitable. Many people have

complained that the Act is not working to promote local competition, but

there is no reason to expect it to work if we leave the current subsidized

rates in place.

Even if the current implicit support mechanism could somehow be

maintained, why would we wish to do so? The current implicit support

cannot be made portable to other carriers, so as long as we rely on this

approach for support, we will be walling off three-quarters of the local

customers from the benefits of competition. Sufficient, explicit support

would correct the price signal to new entrants, because it would attach

enough revenue to the provision of local service to make it a reasonable

business proposition for an entrant.

Second, as the Commission has recognized, competition will ineVitably

eliminate the implicit support on the left-hand side of the chart.

Third, the large implicit fund we have today is very inefficient. Many

customers are "contributing" to universal service at very high rates. The
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offsetting reductions in access made possible by sufficient support would

allow significant reductions in long distance charges. Fortunately, the

funding to support universal service is already in the system. We don't

need to change the total revenue on my chart - we only need to

rearrange it.

Finally, continued reliance on implicit support is not permissible under the

1996 Act. Section 254 requires that all carriers contribute to universal

service on and equitable and nondiscriminatory access. Contributions,

which are generated on a selective basis - in some rates for some

carriers - are not equitable and nondiscriminatory.

3) Goals for the Federal Universal Service Mechanism

The Commission need not - and should not - adopt a Federal universal

service mechanism that is sufficient to address the entire problem depicted on

the chart. Much of the current implicit. support comes from state rates today, and

should be replaced by state rebalancing or by explicit state funding. What

amount of support must the Federal mechanism supply in order for the overall

result to be sufficient? GTE has offered three objectives, or targets, the Federal

plan must satisfy:

First, the Federal plan should be sufficient to replace the current flow of

implicit support from interstate access. GTE has estimated this flow at

$6.3 Billion annually for nonrurallLECs. This includes the current

recovery of those carriers' contributions to the school and library fund: if

that amount were recovered through a separate mechanism, the

remaining implicit support would be about $5.2 Billion.

Second, the Federal plan should provide a certain amount of new explicit

support to states with very high costs and/or low funding bases. This

amount should be chosen to strike a balance between high and low cost

states.

Third, the new Federal plan should replace the explicit funding provided to
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nonruralllECs by the current high cost fund, which is about $217 million.

The new fund should do not harm; support, which is already incorporated

in state rates, should not be removed.

Calculation of Federal Support

I recommend that the Commission determine Federal universal service support

on the basis of small geographic areas. For each area, the estimated cost

should be compared to a sliding scale of benchmarks, with an increasing

percentage of Federal support above each successive benchmark. This is a

more general.form of the two-benchmark plan US West has proposed.

The benchmarks and percentages should be chosen to produce a Federal

plan that meets the objectives I have outlined. There is no particular

benchmark that is reasonable a priori; a set of benchmarks and

percentages is reasonable if it produces a reasonable result.

It is vital that the Commission chooses its cost model platform and inputs

before it finalizes its choice of benchmark. Otherwise, the Commission

cannot assure itself that the plan will produce a reasonable outcome.

Because the Commission has not yet specified the model and inputs, ,

cannot give you an unqualified recommendation of specific benchmarks

and percentages at this time. However, an example will serve to illustrate

the approach: a plan with three benchmarks at $20, $25, and $40. The

Federal plan would provide 25% of the support over $20, 50% of the

support over $25, and 100% of the support over $40. I have evaluated

this plan using the BCPM model (version 3.1) and the staffs common

inputs. This plan would produce about $5.7 Billion in Federal support

annually.

GTE recommends that the Commission continue with an approach based

on a cost model and benchmarks because it would target support on the

basis of small areas. However, it is clear that the cost models being
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considered by the Commission cannot be relied upon to produce entirely

reliable estimates. If we compare the results for the plan I have just

outfined, we see very large differences between the two models. The

BCPM estimates 40%~ support than the HAl model nationwide, but

51% less support in Arkansas. In Puerto Rico, BCPM would provide

271 % more support than HAl. If we look at smaller areas, the results

bounce around even more; the two models don't even support the same

wire centers. Even if the Commission can make a choice among these

estimates, how can it have any confidence that the results are

reasonable? Actual costs are a better metric for sizing universal service

support than the cost estimates produced by these cost models.

That is why I strongly recommend that the Commission should adopt the

three objectives I have outlined. They provide a clear set of external;

objective measures that will allow the Commission to judge whether the

results produced by a given calculation are reasonable. If the results do

not satisfy the objectives, then the benchmarks and percentages should

be adjusted until they do. If the targets cannot be achieved using

reasonable benchmarks and the costs estimated by the model, then the

model must be underestimating the cost.

The Commission's actions in establishing the Federal fund must be

consistent with its actions in access reform. It would be insufficient to

replace $5.2 billion of implicit support with a $1 billion fund. If, on the

other hand, the Commission determines that the implicit support amount

in access is less than GTE has estimated, then it also has determined that

a higher level of access charges than the one GTE has assumed is

reasonable and competitively sustainable over the long term.

5) Application of Federal Support
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The support generated by the Federal fund should be applied toward the three

objectives, using a "cascading" approach similar to the on the Commission has

applied to common line charges:

The support should first be used to replace the current high cost funding

each nomural ILEC receives

Any net increase in Federal support should be applied toward reductions

in interstate switched access. This should continue until the per-minute

rate has reached some reference level; GTE has used $.008 per minute in

its calculations.

Any amount remaining after the interstate access offsets have been made

should be provided to the states. The benchmarks and percentages

should be chosen to ensure that the support amount is sufficient for these

purposes, and to achieve the desired distribution of support to the states

where it is needed.

GTE has proposed the use of a sliding scale of benchmarks and percentages

because one or two benchmarks will not provide the Commission with enough

policy variables to ensure that all of its objectives are met.

6) Contributions and Recovery

I propose that the funding needed for the Federal plan should be generated

through a uniform percentage surcharge on both state and interstate retail

revenues. For the illustrative plan I have outlined, a surcharge of about 3%

would be sufficient to raise the necessary funds. Because interstate access

provides a disproportionate share of implicit universal service funding today, it

simply is not possible to eliminate that implicit support, and generate the

necessary explicit funding, on a base of interstate revenues alone. I also

propose that states should base their funding mechanisms on both state and

interstate revenues. In this way, both the Federal and state plans will have the

largest possible funding base, and hence the lowest possible contribution rate,
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and all carriers and services will pay on the same basis, at the same rate.

7) Effects on Customers

The explicit fund I propose does not create any new universal service funding; it

simply replaces what is now implicit with explicit support. The new explicit fund

will be more efficient, more sustainable, fairer, and more neutral than the implicit

support we are using now. Instead of selectively burdening some customers

with very high implicit contributions, it would require every customer to pay a

modest surcharge of about 3% - an amount, which is unlikely to threaten

affordability for anyone. Customers would benefit from an immediate reduction

in long distance charges of about 13%. And, because the new support would be

portable, the majority of local customers would become more attractive to

potential entrants, so that they will no longer be excluded from the benefits local

competition can bring.

In sum, there is no reason we should shrink from adopting a new, explicit fund

that is sufficient to do the job. Rather than ask ourselves how long we can jury­

rig the old, inefficient system, we should be moving ahead to adopt a new

approach that will produce a wide range of benefits for consumers.



DA 98-715

GTE's Universal Service Support By Service CEJD
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Contribution By GTE's Texas Residential Segments ffiD
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What Is The Impact Of A $6.3 Billion Interstate Fund? (ffi3
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SPRINTS FEDERAL UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND PROPOSAL

I. Existing, implicit subsidies must be eliminated. To the extent that
subsidies are required, they should be funded through an explicit,
competitively neutral USF.

• The elimination of explicit subsidies is required by the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

• Existing, implicit access subsidies:
• are not competitively neutral (only IXCs/toll users fund

subsidies);
• thwart facilities-based local competition; and
• uneconomically and inequitably burden long distance users.

II. Principles upon which the federal USF plan should be based:

• Support should be based on forward looking costs
• Using a forward-looking cost methodology as the starting point in

calculating the support amount is appropriate since it enables the
Commission to arrive at a rate that emulates competitive market
conditions. Facilities-based competition will not develop unless the
sum of revenues and subsidies is predictable and accurate. Using
forward-looking costs is the only way the marketplace will send the
correct signals to potential entrants.
• If costs are under-estimated., that will artificially attract

inefficient entry that should not occur.
• If costs are over-estimated, that will discourage efficient entry

that should occur.

• Federal USF should be a national fund, based on both state and interstate
retail revenues
• The Commission has stated, both in its May 8th Order and in its recent

Report to Congress, that Section 254 grants it the authority to create a
national fund made up of contributions from intrastate as well as
interstate revenues.

• In order to ensure competitive neutrality, as well as sufficient support
flow between states, a national fund is not only reasonable, but
essential.

• To assess USF contributions on only interstate revenues would
effectively exempt ILECs from contributing to universal service
support.



• USF support should be equally available to all Eligible
Telecommunications Carriers (ETCs)

• USF should be narrowly targeted to high cost areas
• Sprint believes that costs and support should be determined on a

census block group level

• Implementation of the plan should be revenue neutral at its inception
• Any new USF funding (Le., funding in excess of current levels of high.

cost support) to a company should be offset, dollar-for-dollar, with
reductions in access charges
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• Where II cost-based rate might be considered prohibitive, the federal
beneltmark should be based on the maximum affordable local service rate
• Since the benchmark is intended to be a measure of "affordability" the

appropriate standard is the basic local service rate, not average
revenues.

• Income considerations should be excluded, since low income
households are addressed directly through the Lifeline/Link-up
programs.

• The federal benchmark rate should be set at a level representing the
maximum affordable local service rate - a rate which is considerably
higher than the below-eost local service rates that exist today

• States are free to adopt intrastate USF plans if they desire
• Employing a lower benchmark affordable rate, the state plan would act

as a safety net for those areas where the federal benchmark rate may,
in the state's opinion, prove burdensome.

• USF fund obligations should be recovered through a surcharge on end
users' retail charges.
• The end user surcharge is the key to any workable USF plan. Without

it, competitive neutrality, both in terms of contribution levels and
recovery, is a virtual impossibility.

• Because implicit subsidies exist today, end users are already
supporting the universal service fund. Consequently, the removal of
theee implicit subsidies, replaced with the explicit surcharge, will not
result in an overall increase in consumer charges.

• In its recent order regarding Local Number Portability cost recovery,
the Commission found that it was appropriate to allow LECs to
recover their LNP costs through a monthly end user surcharge. The
Commission should apply the same reasoning to USF cost recovery.
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• Funding for state plans must come solely from intrastate retail
revenues.


