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Mrs. Blanca S. Bayo

Director, Division of Reco:ds and Reporting’
Florida Public Service Commission

2540 Shumard Dak Boulevard

Tallahassee, Florida 32399

RE: Docket No. Y9B0696-TF

Lear Mrs. Bayo: L

.

Or. August 3, 1958, ATET Communications of the Southern
States, Inc. (ATE&T) and MCI Telecommunications Corp (MCI)
jointly filed the Direct Testimony of Don Wood. Attached to
Mr. Wood’s testimony as Exhibit JW-6 was a CD-ROM copy of
the HAI Model version 5.0a. An error has been detected in
the data in the Modal as filed. The Commission Statf{ has
pointed out that in the HAI Model filed for Florida, the
expenses for white page listings were inadvertently omitted,
This filing ls belng made Lo correct the error. The
corrections to the Model also require revisions to Exhibit
DJW=-5. In this regard, please find enclosed a revised copy
of Mr. Wood's Exhibit DJW-& (dated 10/6/9B) and DJW-5 (dated
10/6/98) which we ask that you file in the above ref{erenced
docket .

The changes to Mr. Woods exhibits also require changes to
the testimony of Richard Guepe. There are also revisions Lo
porrect certain typographical wrrors. Attached (s a4 copy ol
the revised testimony and exhibits for Mr, Guepe, The
revisions consist of the f{ellowing: Page 12 (corrected cast
data), Page 19 (missing lines 1-3 added), Page 20 (corrected
cost data, repagination from added lines an page 19) and
Page 21 (footnoLe 2 correction and repagination}.

Copies of the foregoing are being served on ali parties or
record in accordance with the attached Certificate of
Service. Thank you for your asnistance in this matter,

Tracy Hr{rc

n[:.:|l.l.l, J Ff-]r

| 1046 0cT-73
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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS AND TITLE.
My name is Richard Guepe and my business address is 1200 Peachtree Street, NE,
Allanta, Georgia 10309, | am employed by ATET as a District Manager in the Law

& Government Aflairs organization

BRIEFLY OUTLINE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND
BUSINESS EXPERIENCE IN THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY.
| received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Metallurgical Engineering in 1968 from
the University of Notre Dame in South Bend, Indiara | received a Masters of
Business Administration Degree in 1973 from the University of Tennessce in
Knoxville, Tennestee. My telecommunications career began in 1973 with South
Central Bell Telephone Company in Maryville, Tennessee, as an outside plant
engineer. During my tenure with South Central Bell, | held various a.signments in
outside plant enginecring. buildings and real estate, investment separations and
division of revenues. At divestiture (1/1/84), | transferred 1o AT&T where | have
held numerous mansgement pozitions in Atlanta, Georgia, and Basking Ridge, New
Jersey, with responsibilities for investment separations, analysis of access charges
and 1ariffs, training development, financial analysis and budgeting, strategic
planning, regulatory issues management, product implementation, strategic pricing,

and dockel management.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE ANY STATE PUBLIC

SERVICE COMMISSIONS?
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Yes, | have testified on behalf of AT&T in Alabama, Georgia, Mississippi, North
Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee on product implementation 1ssues, pricing

issues, and palicy issuecs,

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my testimony. and the testimony of other AT&T witnesses, is 1o
recommend to the Florida Commission the adoption of the HAI 5.0a Model as the
forward looking cost proxy model for the Jutermination of costs for a permanent
universal service mechanism, to present results of the HAL 5 0 Model, and 10

recommend specific policies conceming the implementation of a permanent universal

service mechanism

HOW WILL AT&T ADDRESS THE ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY THE

COMMISSION?

In its July 2, 1998 Order, the Commission set forth a list of issues 10 be addressed by

the partics in this docket. These issues are:

. For universal service purposes, what is the definition of basic local
telecommunications service?

. What is the appropriate cost proxy model to determine the total forward-
looking cost of providing basic local telecommunications service?

R Should the wotal forward looking cost of basic local telecommunications
service be determined by & cost proxy model on a basis smaller than a wire
cenler?

" What are the appropriate input values 10 the cost proxy model?
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. What local exchange companies must use the cost proxy model?
. What are the results of the cost proxy model for these companies?
. What approach should be employed 1o determine the cost of basic local

telecommunications service for LECs that serve fewer than 100,000 lines?

AT&T is presenting the direct testimony of four witnesses in this proceeding 1o
address these issues identified by the Commussion. | will address policy issues
concerning the selection of the cost model, the definition of supported services, and
the establishment of a permanent universal service mechanism. AT&T witness Don
Wood addresses the deselopment of the HAI Model, its inputs and the resulting costs
1o provide local service. AT&T witness John Hirshleifer addresses cost of capial

inputs, and AT&T witness Mike Majoros addresses depreciation inputs

A REASON FOR THIS DOCKET IS TO EXAMINE COSTS OF LOCAL
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE FOR THE PURPOSES OF
ESTABLISHING A PERMANENT UNIVERSAL SERVICE MECHANISM.
WHAT IS MEANT BY A UNIVERSAL SERVICE MECHANISM?

A universal service mechanism is the process of system sel up o maintain the
objectives of universal service afier the local market becomes competitive. The main
objective of universal service is to provide access 1o quality telecommunications
services at affordable rates to all consumers. In other words, to promote connectivity
1o the telephone network. Consumers in all areas, including low-income consumers
and those in rural and high cost arcas, should have the sccess and rates that are

reasonably comparable to those aveilable for similar services in urban areas. If
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universal service subsidics are required. the Telecommunications Act requires that
they be explicit; moreover, they should be no greater than necessary to cover the
forward looking economic cost of the supported services, and should be funded and

available on a compeutively neutral basis

HOW WOULD A UNIVERSAL SERVICE MECHANISM WORK?

The implementation of a universal sen e mechanism requires the determination ol
several factors. These include the identifi- ation of: (1) services to be supported by
the universal service fund. (1) who should receive universal service support, (3) what
constitutes an “affordable™ rate for suppori=d services. (4) what revenues and costs
are appropriate in determining whether sul tidies are required; and ($) the funding

mechanism

The process 1o determine universal service subsidy requirements has two principle
components — what are the costs to serve ¢ stomers and what are the revenues from
customers. [n general, the cost is compare’ 1o revenues to determine subsidy
requirements. An integral pant of this process is to determine the cost of providing
universal service in geographic areas throurhout the state. The HAI Model, which is
reviewed in detail by AT&T witness Don VWood, determines the forward looking

economic cost for the provision of universa| service for each wire center.

IN THE CONTEXT OF THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A PERMANENT
UNIVERSAL SERVICE MECHANISM IN FLORIDA, WHAT 15 MEANT BY

BASIC LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE?
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Florida statute Section 364 025(4)(b) states “To assist the Legislature in establishing
a permanent universal service mechanism, the .ommission, by February 15, 1999,
shall determine and report to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives the 1otal forward looking cost, based upon the most recent
cummercially available technology and equipment and generally accepted design and
placement principles, of providing basic local telecommunications service on a basis
no greater than a wire center basis using a cost proxy model 1o be selected by the
commission afler notice and opportunity for heanng.™ Florida statute Section 364 02
(2) states “Basic local telecommunications service means voice-grade, Mat-rate
resid< atial and Mat-rate single-line business local exchange services which provide
dial tone, local usage necessary to place unlimited calls within a local exchange area,
dual tone multi-frequency dia'ing. and access to the following: emergency services
such as "911," all locally available interexchange companies, directory assistance,
operlor services, relay services, and an alphabetical directory listing. For a local
exchange telecommunications company, such term shall include any extended meas
service routes, and extended calling service in existence or ordered by the

commission on or before July 1, 1995."

Section 364.02 defines basic local telecommunications service in the coatext of
altemnative regulation for local exchange carmiers and it specifies the obligations of
incumbent local sxchange carmiers that choose alternative regulation.

In this context, basic local telecommunications service is defined as that minimal
service which carriers selecting altemative regulation must make available 1o

consumers in the staie of Florida. However, for the purposes of determining the size
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of a universal service subsidy, it is appropriate to include all forward-looking costs
incurred to provide this functionality (the loop and the svitch) to consumers. In
other words, the full cost of the loop and switch to provide all services that can be
fumnished to consumers should be included, which is the costing process included n
the HAI Model. Including all these costs further provides consistency when
comparing -0sts 1o revenues to determine subsidy needs as | discuss further later in

my teslimony

SHOULD A PERMANENT UNIVERSAL SERVICE MECHANISM INCLUDE
SUPPORT FOR BUSINESS SERVICES OR ADDITIONAL (SOMETIMES
LABELED SECOND) RESIDENTIAL LINES?

No. The support for universal service should not include support for any business
line service and should be limited only 10 the first residential line. CGenerally,
business services are priced above costs and, in the interests of economic efficiency
and the burden such a business subsidy would place on other users, should not be
subsidized. Businetses have a means of recovering their telecommunications costs
through the prices they charge in the market. Multiple residential lines go beyond the
goal of universal service of ensuring that customers are connected 10 the network.
Households with incomes capable of sustaining mubtiple lines into the house or
subscribing 1o advanced technological services should not receive subsidies for
additional telephone lines. In some cases, there are economic substitutes for second
telephone lines, such as cable TV-based internet access, or mobile phones
Subsidizing multiple telephone lines could cause customens Lo make uneconomic

purchase decisions and inhibit growth of additional technologies. Subsidizing




10
1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

efficient cost of the facilitics used 1o provide service. UNE prices and universal
service costs must be based on forward-looking, least cost technology. The efTect of
calculating universal service subsidies and network element prices from different
cost studics would be o competiively distorted universal service fund  In order for a
fund to be competitively seutral, both the UNE-based entrant and the incumbent
should receive the same effective subsidy. However, if competitive providers pay
LNE prices based on one cost analysis, and subsidies 1o suppont universal service are
calculated from a different cost study, then there will be instances in which the
subsidy available 1o the competitive provider would be either too small or too large
Both network element prices and universal service costs should be calculated from a
cost study that estimates the forward-looking. efficient cost of a local network --
which is precisely an output of the HA1 Model. In its detcrmination of any subsidy
requirements, the permanent universal service mechanism should use costs
aggregated at the same level that UNE costs are offered. If unbundled network
clements are priced on a statewide oasis, then statewide costs arc appropriate to use

for universal service purposes.

ARE CURRENT UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENT PRICFS BASED ON
FORWARD LOOKING LEAST COST TECHNOLOGY?

No. While the establishment of UNE rates is not the subject of this proceeding, it
should be noted that the existing UNE rates were not set pursuant to any model being
proposed in this proceeding.  For example, the majority of UNE rates set in the
BeliSouth/AT&T arbitration were set based or BellSouth’s proposed cost model.

The rates for the remainder of UNEs were set earlier this year based on a




significantly difTerent BellSouth model. Morcover, there are substantial differences
in certain significant inputs used 10 set the rates this year as compared to the rates set
in the initial arbitration proceeding in Docket No. 960833-TP. The model that GTE
is anticipated to file in this proceeding. the Integrated Cast Model, appears 1o be
substantially different from the model used by the Commission 10 set the UNE rates
in the ATET/GTE arbitration proceeding in Docket No. 960847-TP.  The diversity
in the manner in which current UNE prices were set underscores the need for the
Commission to adopt a comprehensive consistent cost model independent of the
ILECs that can be used as the basis for both univerzal service and network element

Ccosls

ON WHAT GEOGRAPHIC BASIS SHOULD THE TOTAL FORWARD-
LOOKING COST OF UNIVERSAL SERVICE BE DETERMINED; E.G.
GRIDS, CBGS, WIRE CENTERS, ETC.?

The total forward-looking cost of universal service should be determined on & wire
center basis. The HAI Model already provides cost estimates for universal service
and UNEs at the wire center level. This is consistent with the FCC which requires
that any USF cost study or model used 1o calculate the forward-looking economic
cost: of providing universal service in rural, insu'sr and high cost srcas must
deaverage support calculations at least 10 the wire center level. (FCC Report and
Crder CC Docket No, 96-45, Par. 250)

10
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SHOULD THE GEOGRAPHIC BASIS FOR DETERMINING THE
FORWARD-LOOKING COST OF UNIVERSAL SERVICE BE THE SAME
BASIS ON WHICH THE NEED FOR A SUBSIDY IS DETERMINED?

Not necessarily, as previously indicated, in the process 1o determine subsidy
requirements. the permanent universal service mechanism should use costs
aggregated at the sam= level that UNE costs are offered. The basis to determine
costs is a separate and distinct issue from the bais to determine any subsidy needs

If unbundled network elements are priced on a stalewide basis, then statewide costs
are appropriate 1o use for universal service purposes; if unbund'ed network elements
are deaveraged by density zone. then density zone costs are appropriate 1o use for
universal service purposes. 1 he critical relationship is between the geographic area
used to determine the need for a subsidy and the geographic area at which UNE costs
arc averaged. These must be the same. There is no such required relationship
between the geographic basis for determining the forward looking cost of service and

the geographic area used to determine the need for a subsidy

SHOULD ALL ILECS BE REQUIRED TO USE THE SAME COST MODEL?
Not at this time. All non-rural LECs, that is, BellSouth, GTE, United, and Centel,
should be required to use the same cost methodology, It may not be appropriste at
this time for small rural LECs to use the same cost model as the non-rural companies
The FCC has determined, for interstate high cost fund purposes, rural LECs will not
be required 10 use & forward-looking cost methodology at least until January |, 2001,
Florida statute Section 164 024(4 ) c) permits the Commission to determine amall

LEC#s costs based either on a cost proxy model or an embedded cost basis.

11
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SHOULD UNIVERSAL SERVICE COST STUDIES BE COMPANY
SPECIFIC OR GENERIC?

The cost studies should be representative of an efMicient firm providing service in
specific geographic areas. The cost study model should be generic in order 1o be
appropriately independent of the incumbent LEC's embedded network and
operations. However, the input factors should be relevant 1o the geographic areas

being served.

WHAT 1S THE COST TO PROVIDE UNIVERSAL SERVICE IN FLORIDA?
The total forward lookmg cost 10 provide universal service for arcas served by
BellSouth in Florida is $694.9M, this equates to an average of § 15.43 per residence
line per month in the BellSouth serving area. The total cost to provide universal
service for arcas served by GTE in Florida is $260. 1M, this equates 10 § 15.37 per
residence line per month, The total cost 1o provide universal service for arcas served
by United in Florida is $223 5M, this equates to § 19.08 per residence line per
month. The total cost 1o provide universal service for areas served by Centel in
Florida is $70.4, which equates to § 26,87 per ~esidence line per month. The
underlying data for these costs is presented in the testimony of AT&T witness Don

Waood.

PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR RATIONALE FOR WHAT REVENUES AND
COSTS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE ANALYSIS ©F BASIC LOCAL
RESIDENTIAL EXCHANGE SERVICE FOR THE PURPOSE OF

ESTABLISHING A PERMANENT UNIVERSAL SERVICE MECHANISM?

12
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The costs used in the provision of local residential service should be the forward
looking economic costs associated with all services that utilize the local loop, which
are the dial tone related elements, state and interstate access services, and
discretionary service arrangements. The cost: .hould be examined at the wire center
level. The revenues that should be included in the analysis of local residential
service are the samr clements for which cost data is developed. These revenuey, as
recommended by the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, should include
local, discretionary, access services and other appropriale revenues, such as, yellow
pages!. These are the revenues any company serving an individual residential
customer would anticipate to receive 1o offsel the cost of serving that customer. For
purposes of federal universal service high cost support. the benchmark revenne per.
line will be & naticnwide average of revenues derived from local services (including
revenue: from discretionary services), and interstate and intrastate access. This
would equate 1o the per-line revenue that is paid 10 the local exchange camier by the
end-user for services included in the local exchange market and by the interexchange
camiers for services included in the local exchange access market. The determination
of a subsidy is based on these revenues and the cost of serving customers. [t is not
merely the revenues associated with basic Jocal service, but all the revenues
associated with customers that both the incumbent and new entrant carriers evaluate
when analyzing the desirability of serving a particular market area. The revenue
benchmark basically sets the standard of a reascuable revenue level that a carmier
should expect to receive from its customers before it is able to draw from a subsidy
fund. Subsidy requirements should be determined by the elementary rule tha

subsidy is only needed where the revenues ex pected 1o be received from customers

13
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are inadequate to cover costs. The amount of subsidy required in each ILEC's area
would then be determined by comparing the geographic specific costs to the
associated revenues. [n geographic areas where costs exceed revenues a subsidy

would be provided

HOW SHOULD THE REVENUE BENCHMARK BE DETERMINED?

The revenue benchmark should include all revenues that a local telecommunications
carrier can expect 10 receive, in addition to local service, from the discretionary
services and intrastate and interstate switched access services that are associated with
the provision of local exchange service. Thas is the same method to calculate the
revenue benchmark that the FCC used (and the Federal/State Joint Board
recommended) in determining the interstale benchmark.

The FCC explained the make-up of its revenue benchmark: "As the Joint Board
recommended, the revenue benchmark should take account not only of the retail
price currently charged for local service, but also of other revenues the carrier
receives as a result of providing service, including vertical service revenus and
interstate and intrastale sccess revenues. Failure 1o include all revenues received by
the carrier could result in substantial overpayment to the carmier.” (FCC Report and

Order CC Docket No. %6-45, Par, 200)

WHY SHOULD THIS APPROACH TO CALCULATING THE REVENUE
BENCHMARK BE ADOFTED?
This methodology is the only approach which really makes sense. The revenue

potential of a customer is not determined solely by revenue from basic local

14
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exchange service Camiers will expect to receive revenues from other services they
provide their customers, as well as revenues from access charges imposed on other
carriers when customers make toll calls. Moreover, customers do not subscribe o
telephone semvice simply to make and receive local calls. Telecommunications
service providers do not seek customers based solely on eapected revenues from
basic Jocal e schange service. 1L is the entire basket of services assa<iated with each
customer’s ling in each wire center (1., the loop and the switch) that is imporntant to
determing profitability and the need for a universal service subsidy. This is
particularly truc in the context of the "one-stop shopping” environment expected in
the future. Carriers which control the loop and switch will endeaveor to become the
provider of all services made possible by these facilities and will compete to attract
customers with a vanety of pricing strategies. Competition will determine how
carriers recover the cost of the loop and switch across the basket of retail services

made possible by the loop and switch.

Additionally, the facilities which provide local exchange service do not provide just
local exchange service, The facilities that provide basic local service also provide
vertical services, swilched access service, and other intrnLATA services. Thus, a
customer cannot get local service from one provider and vertical services from
another. Likewise, a customes cannol order basic local exchange service without
also receiving the capability of receiving vertical services and sccess. Discretionary

services, acceus as well as basic local exchange service are all inherent, inseparable

capabilities of the loops and switches which serve customers in Florida, Because the

15
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full cost of the loop and switch are included in the cost of universal service, all of the

revenues associaied with these facilities should be included in the benchmark.

WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES IF THE REVENUES FROM THESE
ASSOCIATED SERVICES WERE IGNORED?

If all the revenues associated with the provision of local exchange service (and the
local loop and swiich facilities) were not included in the revenue benchmark, thea the
unmiversal service fund would be sized too large because ot would provide subsidies
where profits already provide incentives 1o serve. An inflated universal fund harms
consumers.

For example, an inflated universal service fund would mean that consumers would
fac: prices for telecommunications services that are too high. Consumers, through
the prices paid for all telecommunications services, ulimately fund universal service
An inflated universal service fund unnecessarily takes too much from some 10 give 1t
10 others. After all, universal service funding L a form of 1axation and, like all
taxation, its administrators should be as judicious as possible in determining need

before imposing the wax,

Furthermore, the entire point of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 15 10
pruvide consumers choice with the intention that competition will drive overall
ielecommunications prices down. The universal service fund (s an exception to this
process because universal service subsidies are a protected revenue source not

subject 10 competitive forces.  Because competitive forces can never “compete

16
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down® the size of a universal service fund made 100 large, Care must be taken in the

original formulation of a fund.

HAVE YOU ESTIMATED A PER LINE “REVENUE BENCHMARK"” FOR
THE LARGE ILEC'S RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS IN FLORIDA?

| have calculated an estimate of the "revenue benchmark® for restdential lines an
BellSouth, GTE. United and Centel serving areas in Florida, however, the data to
calculate a precise revenue benchmark is controlled by the ILECs and is not publicly
available. In response to an FCC data request. the ILECs provided data which shows
that the average residential revenue for the basket of local senvices (not including
intraLATA t1oll or access revenues) in June, 1996, To complete the calculation of the
residential revenue benchmark requires adding to these amounts average residential

interstale access revenue and intrasiale access revenue

DO YOU HAVE THE DATA NECESSARY TO CALCULATE THE
AVERAGE ACCESS REVENUES SPECIFIC TO EACH ILEC'S
RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS?

Mo, | am not aware of any publicly available access revenue information that is
specific to residential customers. The benchmark | have estimated relies on the
statewide (i.e., business and residential) average access revenue, The benchmark

calculation is summarized in Table | below:

17
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Table I: The Florida Residentisl Reveoue Benchmark per Line

Revenue Calegory Average Residennal Revenue per
Line
BellSouth | GTE United/Centel
Local Service Revenue (with 5LC) $1890 $11.56 $2458
IntralLATA Toll Revenue $107 49 3206
Interstate Access Revenue (not SLC) = $699 S809 $610
Intrastate Access Revenue ? $281 $634 809
Direclory $034 §456 5214
Total $30.12 31347 $43 47

The above analysis provides a reasonably reliable estimate of the residential revenue
benchmark. Howewer, the data for the precise revenue benchmark s controlled by
the ILECs. In addit*en, the expectled intrastate access revenues should be
recomputed to reflect the implementation of cost based access charges. Table 2
estimates the revenue benchmark with cost based intrastate access charges

Table 2: The Florida Residential Revenue Beochmark per Line
with Cost Based Intrastate Acceas

- BellSouth | GTE United/Centel
Average Residential Revenue per Line | §27.17 $1937 | $3564

HOW WOULD AN ANALYSIS TO DETERMINE WHETHER
RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS IN FLORIDA REQUIRE AN EXTERNAL
SUBSIDY BE DONE?

There are two ways to analyze whether residential customers in Florida wre
subsidized overall. One method is to compare the cost per line with the revenue
benchmark {with access priced at cost) for residence lines in each wire center. The
total revenue shortfall (costs exceed revenues) or revenue surplus (revenues exceed

costs) for each wire center is determined by multiplying the difference between the
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costs per residence line and the residential revenue benchmark by the number of
residence lines in the wire center. The sum of shortfalls (subsidies) and surpluses for
each wire center served by the local exchange company equals the total subsidy
necds, state and interstate, for the company. It is appropriste to sum not merely the
subsidies for each wire center, but both the revenue shonfalls (wes= centers where
costs exceed revenues) and the revenue surpluses (wire centers where revenucs
exceed costs) across all wire centers 1o determune the overall subsidy requirement
Until competition drives prices toward costs in these exchanges where a surplus
exists and cost based unbundled network elements are not only deaveraged but easily
available for use. it is appropriate to determine the total subsidy by nemting the
revenue and cost differences across all wire centers. [t s not appropriate to look only
al the wire centers that have a negative contribution {costs exceed revenues) and
ignore the revenues from those wire centers that have a positive contribution All
relevant revenues with cach ILECs serving arcas should be taken into account

The netting process s equivalent 10 the second analysis method which is to compare
the ILEC"s total residential revenues (with intrastate accesds priced at cost) to the
aggregate residential cost calcilated by the HAI Model. This comparisan of
residential revenues and aggregate residential costs 1 summarized in Table 3 below.
The aggregate residential revenues were calculated based on the number of

residential lines in Florida from the HAI model and the revenue benchmark per line.

19




LA S Lad b ==

o [- S -

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

23
24

26

Table 3: Comparison of Residential Revenues and Costy
(% milliona/year)

BellSouth GTE United Centel

CEstimated Residential Revenues | 51,2207 | 54971 $4175 1014

Estumated Residential Costs

HAI Model | § 6949 § 2601 51215 |$704

Table 3 shows that the revenues receved from residential customers ar exceed the

cosl 1o serve these cuslomers

WHAT SHOULD BE THE AMOUNT OF SUPPORT IN A FLORIDA
UNIVERSAL SERVICE SUPPORT SYSTEM?

Current revenues for BellSouth, GTE, United and Centel local residential and
nssociated services exceed the costs of providing those services, Consequenily,

Florida does not now require an intrastate universal service fund

IS THIS RESULT CONSISTENT WITH THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS

ACT OF 19967

Yes itis. The Telecommunications Act of 1796 directs the Federal Communications
Commission to set up procedures for a federal universal service fund and it allows

siaies to set up a fund il the states detcrmine it is pecessary

WHAT ACTIONS DO YOU RECOMMEND TO THE FLORIDA

COMMISSIONT?
| recommend that the Commission 1) adopt the HAI Model to determine the forward

locking economic cost 1o provide universal servics and report these costs to the

20
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legislature, 2) recommend to the legislature that the universal service mechanism
process analyze the polential need for any explicit subsidy by comparing the
incumbent LEC's statewide residential revenues to the statewide cost 1o serve
residential customers (a statewide calculation 1s the most appropriate basis to
determine whether an intrastate universal service fund is necessary because
competitive conditions for residential customers are reasonably uniform across the
state today, and in an environment of statewide average network element prices --
and 055 systems which are incapable of supporting mass-market residential
competition even if network element prices were deaveraged -- there 15 no reason to
analyze the need for subsidy at a more granular level until competition develops and
unbundled network clements are deaveraged), and 3) recommend 1o the legislature

that only single line residential lines be eligible for suppon

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes,

Historically, Yellow Pages have provided suppor lor universal service, and, in fact,
Judge Green decided that these would remain with the Bell Operating Companics at
divestiture because the revenue from this source was used 1o support universal
service,

Source: BellSouth, GTE, Sprint 1997 ARMIS Reports 43-01; and BellSouth 1997
ARMIS 43-04, GTE 1996 ARMIS 43-04, Sprint 1995 ARMIS 4304,

ILEC ARMIS data reports iotal intrastate access revenue without separately idendfying
the switched and special access categories. To remove an estimate of intrastate special
access, the intrastate total sccess revenue was reduced by the same proportion that
interstate special access is (o interstale total access. Berause most special access is
interstate, this adjustment is likely to result in an understated estimate ofintrastate
swiiched access per line und thus produces a revenue benchmark which is 100 low.
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BELLSOUTH COSTS PER WIRE CENTER

WIRE CENTERS

{eli)
ARCHFLMA
BCRTFLBT
BCRTFLMA,
BCRTFLSA
BGPIFLMA
BKVLFLJF
BLOWFLMA
BLGLFLMA
BNNLFLMA
BRSMFLMA
BYBHFLMA
CCBHFLAF
CCBHFLMA
COKYFLMA
CFLOFLMA,
CHPLFLJA
CNTMFLLE
COCOFLMA
COCOFLME
CSCYFLBA
DBRYFLDL
DBRYFLMA
DELDFLMA
DLBHFLKP
DLEHFLMA
DLSPFLMA
DHLNFLWM
DRBHFLMA
DYBHFLFN
DYBHFLMA
DYBHFLOB
DYBHFLOS
DYBHFLPO
EGLLFLBG
EGLLFLIH
ECRNFLMA
FLBHFLMA
FRBHFLFP
FTGRFLMA
FTLOFLCR
FTLDFLCY
FTLDFLJA
FTLDFLMR
FTLOFLOA
FTLOFLPL
FTLOFLSG
FTLDFLSU
FTLDFLWN

Avg

manthly
cont per

“‘“H““ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ“““““““H“Iﬂ“ﬂ“ﬂﬂ““““““““Hﬂ““ﬂ“ﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂ“

ling

4222
12 52
12 57
14 20
3238
2470
38 b2
20 52
43 64
51
14 34
2280
130
T8 80
a6 48
3151
24 89
17 34
16 42
7285
17,25
18 &7
1728
1265
1235
27169
68
1346
14 53
1365
1T 01
1500
14 85
14 63
1373
nor
2385
10 42
83151
11.48
1147
1363
1203
12.13
1314
12.76
12.26
1519

Residence

usage per

lina
42 16
12 48
12 53
1417
1N
24 B7
7S
2048
43 59
59 24
14 30
2273
1298
7048
45 43
T a7
24 B85
1T
16839
1217
1
18 83
17.25
12.91
2n
27 64
M
1312
14 48
1362
16 98
14 86
14 62
14 80
1369
e
2380
1928
6128
11 dd
11.03
11 R0
1189
12.10
1310
1272
122)
1518

H’HﬂHH“““HH“ﬂ“ﬂ“““““ﬁ““lﬂ““““ﬂ'“ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁ“““““““ﬂ“ﬂ““““

Docke! No SBDESE-TP

D Wood Exhibt (DIW-5)

Businass

uUsage par

line
42 65
1278
12 83
14 48
32 98
250
39 M
2085
44 06
5166
14 61
213
1329
82 48
46 88
T o
25 22
1783
16 70
7355
i7 55
1920
17 57
1324
1262
28 13
A5.04
13.43
14 93
1381
17.28
15135
15 24
1521
14 01
J32.40
24 25
19.72
65 34
1174
11.33
1380
12.32
12 41
1341
1307
12 55
1548

Hﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ““ﬂ“““‘“““ﬂHﬁﬁ“““““lﬂﬂ““““H“H“H““ﬂ““““““

Reviced 10v6/98
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BELLSOUTH COSTS PER WIRE CENTER

FTPRFLMA
GCSPFLCN
GCVLFLMA
GENVFLMA
GLBRFLMC
GSVLFLMA
GSVLFLNW
HAVNFLMA
HBSDFLMA
HLNVFLMA
HLWDFLHA
HLWDFLMA
HLWOFLPE
HLWOFLWH
HMSTFLHM
HMSTFLNA
HTISFLMA
HWTHFLMA
ISLMFLMA,
JAY FLMA
JCBHFLAB
JCBHFLMA,
JCBHFLSP
JCVLFLAR
JOVLFLBW
JCVLFLCL
JCVLFLFC
JCVLFLIA
JCVLFLIT
JCVLFLLF
JCVLFLNO
JCVLFLOW
JCVLFLRV
JCVLFLS)
JCVLFLSM
JCVLFLWC
JPTRFLMA
KYHGFLMA
KYLRFLLS
KYLRFLMA
KYWSFLMA
LECYFLMA
LEMRARFLMA
LYHNFLOH
MCHPFLMA
MDBGFLPM
MIAMFLAE
MLAMFLAL
MIAMFLAP
MLAMFLEA
MIAMFLBC
MIAMFLER

W AR LR W S A A LA LA A R W L L L AR LA U A A L LA W A LA Y A LA U A A A WA A A A A A R LA WY A A W A A A A S e

18 57
28 B&
5403
4140
183
15 16
1603
40 82
1860
2757
10 99
12 20
13 858
131
1908
2058
16847
4819
24 53
5960
17.10
1408
1864
1384
1674
1166
13 40
2318

.03
17.12
1604
1853
13.37
1275
11.42
1578
14 68
s
17 58
1860
1426
ne
1628
2106
62 49
27 &8
1088
1188
1337
11.10
1065

g d5

L e e W A A A b DA B B A LA A LA A A DA A L LA U B O A LA DA LS A A A N LA A A A LA A A A W A A WS S WA LA A A A A

18 54
2882
5393
4133
1829
16 13
1599
4am
18 55
271.53
10 96
1216
1383
1307
1905
20 52
16 44
4813
4 46
56 54
17.08
1403
1880
1361
151
1183
13.37

2312°

900
1708
16.00
19 50
1334
1272
1138
1574
14 65
235
1754
1958
1422
31 87
16 25
2102
623
2785
1082
1102
1334
11.068
1062

42
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Docket No. S80GRE-TP

D Wood Exhibit (DJW-5)

18 85
28 2
54 B4
4169
18 62
16 45
16 33
4172
1965
2780
1126
12 48
1415
1328
19 38
2087
1677
48 66
2504
BO 14
17 40
144
18 66
1392
16 02
1194
1368
2370
034
17.39
16 30
1980
1365
1303
1170
1608
14 05
I2 B4
1761
18983
14 62
k ey
16 59
2137
6313
2829
1113
1193
1367
11.38
10 04
g7l

Revised 104058




BELLSOUTH COSTS PER WIRE CENTER

MIAMFLCA
MIAMFLFL

MIAMFLGR
MIAMFLHL

MIAMFLIC

MIAMFLKE

MIAMFLME
MIAMFLNM
MIAMFLNS
MIAMFLOL

MIAMFLPB

MIAMFLPL

MIAMFLRR
MIAMFLSH
MIAMFLSO

MIAMFLWD
MEAMF LMW
MICCFLBB

MLBRFLMA
MLTNFLRA
MNDRFLAV
MNDRFLLO
MNDRFLLW
MNSNFLMA
MRTHFLVE
MXVLFLMA
NDADFLAC
NDADFLEBR
NDADFLGG
NDADFLOL
NEKLRFLMA
NSBHFLMA
NWBYFLMA
OKHLFLMA
OLTWFLLN
ORLDFLAP
CRLOFLCL
ORLDFLMA,
ORLDFLPC
ORLDFLPH
ORLDFLSA
ORPHFLMA
ORPKFLRW
OVIDFLCA

PACEFLPV
PAHKFLMA
PCBHFLNT
PLCSFLMA
PLTKFLMA
PMBHFLCS
PMBHFLFE
PMBHFLMA

3
5
)
5
3
3
$
3
-
]
]
H
]
3
3
3
3
3
3
]
5
5
3
3
5
5
3
3
3
5
3
5
3
5
5
5
)
5
3
3
3
i
L]
5
3
3
]
3
3
3
3
3

1384
1057

816
13068
1174
1110
1061
1107
1220
12 85
1168
117
12 64
1168
12270
1216
1135
25892
16 87
2348
11 48
14 08
2540
125 00
21.15
48 22
11 86
1335
11786
11.02
27 54
17.78
44 21
46 20
6141
15.5)
1259
1123
14 16
14 38
14 48
1566
1547
1949
2404
2220
17.02
1760
268135
129
1247
12.60

5
3
3
3
3
3
]
3
-
5
3
5
3
5
3
3
5
5
]
s
s
5
3
3
5
3
3
|
5
§
5
3
3
H
H
3
$
5
5
5
3
3
3
3
5
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

13m
1053

81}
1305
1170
11085
1057
1101
1217
1282
1165
1114
12 80
1166
1266
1213
1" 32
2588
16 B4
2343
11 42
14 93
2536
124 B0
FARE
48 13
1183
1332
"z
1068
27 45
1774
4515
4811
8134
15 49
12 58
1120
14 13
14 35
14 45
1562
15 &4
19 45
24 92
2214
16 88
1758
220
1267
12 54
1268

O U OGS A AN SR A5 U8 U8 LU 06 GA 08 A U U6 U6 WA A B4 U0 44 LA U A A5 AN U0 LA U4 LT LA 48 LA A A MR MR AR AR AR A A A A WA W B W W W W

Doclet Mo SB0GHE-TP

D Wood Exhibit _____ (DJW-5)

14 22
10 B6
B a4
1335
12 02
11 44
10 B4
1135
12 48
1312
11985
11 45
13N
1195
12 97
12 45
11 83
26 1%
714
2374
1178
1523
2573
128 67
2152
48 68
1213
13 82
1201
1130
2820
1806
4 74
45 87
6165
1581
12 B5
11 80
14 42
1487
1474
1595
1577
1976
2527
22 66
1729
1T840
2669
1318
1283
12 68

Revised 106758
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BELLSOUTH COSTS PER WIRE CENTER

PMBHFLTA
PMPKFLMA
PNCYFLCA
PHCYFLMA
PNSCFLBL
PNSCFLFP
PNSCFLHC
PNSCFLPB
PNSCFLWA
PNVDFLMA
PRRNFLMA
PRSNFLFO
FTSLFLMA
PTSLFLSO
SBSTFLFE
SBSTFLMA
SGKYFLMA
SHFRFLMA
STAGFLBS
STAGFLMA
STAGFLSH
STRTFLMA
SYHSFLCC
TRENFLMA
TTVLFLMA
VERMFLMA
VRBHFLBE
VRBHFLMA
WELKFLMA
WPBHFLAN
WPBHFLGA
WPBHFLGR
WPBHFLHH
WPBHFLLE
WPBHFLRE
WPEHFLRP
WWSPFLHI
WWSPFLSH
YHFNFLMA
YHTWFLMA
YULEFLMA

O G R WA LR LA W e R B B B LR Y A LY LA e A LY O LA LY LA LA LA LY A A LA A L A LA e LA L s LA e

1233
4135
20 32
14.79
1265
1508
2198
2567
16 79
17 65
15 67
50 54
18 31
1578
5593
2028
3378
17.35
1608
20 57
18 41
1713
100 B8
48 63
17 47
74 85
1559
1660
4107
10 92
14 45
14 53
1326
12 51
12 98
19 39
20 88
17 53
58 54
B80.24
3554

WA LA A G A A R LA W R R U A WA A WA O LA D L A R A A A A A U LA A WA A R A W R A R A W

%230
4129
2028
14 76
1281
1503
2185
2562
1676
1762
1561
50 48
1828
15875
55 85
20 24
3368
1732
18 04
20 52
19 37
1700
10077
48 58
17 44
T4 TE
15 5%
16 57
42 98
10 88
14 41
14 %0
1122
12 47
12 82
1935
20 82
17.50
5B 4]
607
35 52

Lol ol L R R

Docket No. 980696.TP
D Wood Exhibd (DJW.5)

Revised 10/8/98
12 61

41 80
2065
1505
13N
1533
2N
26 05
17.07
17 85
1585
5101
18860
16 08
58 52
2058
447
1763
1841
20 B4
1973
1740
17
4901
1”75
7557
1580
16 87
4382
11.18
1473
14 81
1154
1278
1324
19 68
21189
17 81
50 40
60 B4
3603

Page 4




GTE COSTS PER WIRE CENTER
Avg
monthly  Resldence
WIRE CENTERS costper usage per
(i) line line

ABDLFLXA 3 16898 3 1688
ALFAFLXA 3 66 3§ N58
ALTRFLXA $ 4TH1 §  4ATE4
ANMRFLXA $ 15 5§ 15
BARTFLXA $ 1876 § 1885
BAYUFLXA $ 2™ § 1168
BEPKFLXA $ loor s 002
BHPKFLYA $ 101 35 1004
BRBAFLXA $ 488 5 w4Mm
BRJTFLXA $ 653 § 6488
BRNDFLXA 3 1641 3 1EMN
BRTMNFLXX S 1483 3 1478
BYSHFLXA $ 408 § 22®2
CLWRFLXA $ 21§ 1280
CNSOFLXA $ 1344 5§ 1IM]
CRWODFLXA § 1446 3§ i4 35
CYGRFLXA $ 1861 § 1850
DNDNFLXA 3 1365 3 1358
DUNDFLXA § 2005 3 2893
ENWODFLXA § WOT § wor
FHSDFLXA $ 1111 8 1o
FRETFLA 3 W 3 N2
GNDYFLXA § 1248 § 1238
HODSNFLXA § 1629 § 1818
HGLDFLXA $ 14 5 M
HNCYFLXA s 18 5 ne
HNCYFLXN $ O MIT 3 ME
HYPHFLXA $ 129 § 1w
INLKFLXA $ 5585 § 58 61
INRKFLXX 3 12712 § 12 81
KYSTFLXA $ 230 3 209
LGBKFLXA § 11B73 3§ 1668
LKALFLXA $ 2087 § 2073
LELDFLXA $ 141§ wum
LELOFLXE $ 1692 3 168)
LKLDFLXN $ 2084 3 074
LEWLFLXA 3 1900 3 1B8S
LEKWLFLXE 3 3623 3 W10
LLMNFLXA $ 1317 3 nor
LMNLEFLXA $ 2544 § 253}
LRGOF XA, $ 1290 § 1282
LUTZFLXA $§ 2945 § N3
MLBYFLXA § 213 3§ N2
MMNILEF LA, § 27 3 28]
MYCYFLXA $ 8760 3 A7M

Docket No GB0AGS-TP

D Wood Exhibd (DJIW-5)

Buziness
usage per
ling

17.30
2168
48 68
1577
1708
1305
30.52
1043
1520
66 29
1672
1518
24 45
1303
1376
14 76
18 04
1398
20 45
1737
11 29
N7
12.78
16 59
1715
2.1
51
11.59
6053
1303
2353
17 16
2127
1440
1723
2117
1932
M 65
1348
2579
1321
2178
21171
2313
BATS

BN RA AR LN S LA A R B A M LS A N 0 A 0 B AN T LA LA U0 LA G LA GA GA WA A A A A A T A A A R A A A e e

Reviged 9724758
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GTE COSTS PER WIRE CENTER
NGBHFLXA 3 1407 5§ 1186
NPRCFLXA s 1552 § 1541
NRPTFLXA $ 1w 5 %
NRSDFLXA $ 1461 3 1454
OLDSFLXA 5 1558 § 1548
OSPRFLXA § 1858 § 1845
PEKCYFLXA $§ 3820 § 05
PLMTFLXA $ 1722 3 1142
PLSLFLXA § 1554 § 1543
PNCRFLXA 5 23 § 2w
PMLSFLXA § 12717 § 1281
POINFLXA § 4149 § M 27
PRSHFLXA § 65713 § 6555
PSONFLXA § 1342 § 1NN
PTCYFLXA § 1973 § 1183
RSKNFLXA T 1927 § 1917
SARKFLXA $ 1262 § 1279
SEKYFLXA $ 1340 3 1328
SGBEFLXA § 1283 § 1272
SKWYFLYA $ 1279 § 1268
SLSPFLXA $ 1230 3 130
SMNLFLXA $ 1267 $ 1257
SNSPFLXA $§ 16580 § 1678
SPBGFLXA $ 1MoL 5 s
SPBGFLXS $ 1377 8 1367
EPRGFLXA S 1574 5§ 1564
SRSTFLXA 3 17 s 1169
SSDSFLXA $ 1501 § 401
STGRF_XA $ 1352 § 1342
SWTHFLXA $ 1292 § 12&
TAMPFLXE ] 1303 § 1184
TAMPFLIOG 3 B20 3% 10
THNTFLXA $§ 2510 § 2498
TMTRFLXA $ 1310 § 1300
TRSPFLXA § 1488 3 1478
UNVRFLXA 3 1288 8§ 1287
VENCFLXA $ 1507 5§ 1496
VENCFLXS $ 1531 § 18
WIMMFLXA $ 2385 5 M
WLCHFLXA § 2445 3 2435
WLCRFLXA $ 10:2 3 129
WNHNFLXC 3 1596 § 1588
WSSDFLXA 3 188 § 11.78
YBCTFLXA § 1264 § 1254

B M LA AR A LS LR S LA W A A LA LA A A WA A LA LA LA LA A LR S A A WA W8 08 S 08 LA LA B8 LA LA B L WA e A BA A

Dockel No. §80G606-TP

D Wood Exhibit (DIW-5)

14 39
1584
1904
14 80
1589
18 64
3B 65
17
15 B8
3269
1303
42 16
6627
1N
2004
19 50
130
1375
1314
1310
1360
1287
172
1220
1408
18605
1208
1530
1381
1320
N
850
2547
a4
1517
1298
1539
15 68
24 28
24 74
1332
1627
12.17
12 04

Revised 9/24/58
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UNITED COSTS PER WIRE CENTER

WIRE CENTERS

(chil)
ALSPFLXA
ALVAFLXA
APPKFLXA
ARCDFLXA
ASTRFLXA
AVPEFLXA
BCGRFLXA
BLVWFLXA
BNSPFLXA
BSHNFLXA
BVHLFLXA
BWLGFLXA
CHSWFLXA
CLMTFLXA
CLTNFLXA
CPCRFLXA
CPCRFLXB
CPHZFLXA
CRRVFLXA
CSLBFLXA
CYLKFLXA
CYLKFLXB
DODCYFLXA
ESTSFLXA
EVRGFLXA
FTMBFLXA
FTMOFLXA
FTMYFLXA
FTMYFLXB
FTMYFLAC
GLGCFLXA
GLRDFLXA
GVLDFLXA
HMSPFLXA
HOWYFLXA
IMKLFLYA
INVRFLXA
IONAF LA
ENVLFLA,
KSSMFLA
KSSMFILXB
KSSMFLXD
LBLLFLXA
LOLKFLXA
LHACFLXA

Avy
monthly
cosl par
line

1317

2 8

17 20

30 24

46 2%

22 23

4% 87

2510

18 32

41 99

2124

47 %0

2518

2126

25 58

430

16.26

22 50

2.0

14 25

14 43

1R

213

1768
17278

13

329

11.45

1810

12 51

2043

1341

3310

2335

3484

4833

2317

1423
108.00

16.38

1840

1569

a4 58

1889

19 43

““ﬁ“““ﬂ““ﬂﬁlﬂﬂﬂ“ﬂﬂﬂﬂ“ﬂ“ﬂﬂ“ﬂ“““““““‘“““““““H“““

Resldence
usage per
line
1301
2727
1708
3004
4571
2203
48 TO
24 65
19.16
41.77
2107
4T 53
25 44
2309
2538
14 14
1808
2230
2185
1410
14 28
1842
2165
iTaz
17111
1311
3267
1130
1803
1235
2027
1325
azm
17
453
2807
2301
14 D8
105.19
16.24
18 28
1582
44 38
1871
1926

bl B Bl R R L L R L A T R R T R T R R R T T R R e

Docket No. §80868.TF
D. Wood Exhiba (DJW.5)
Revised 8/24/98

Business
usage per
line

1340
2T 82
1743
30 53
47 05
22582
5113
2533
1956
421
21.51
48 46
2605
2351
2588
14 54
16 50
2279
2224
14 45
14 65
18 85
2241
1821
174 41
1158
kB
11.88
18 43
12.73
2068
1385
3340
2183
3530
2872
23.42
14 49
20219
1660
18 83
18 26
44 62
19.15
1968
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Page




UNITED COSTS PER WIRE CENTER

LEBRFLXA
LEHLFLXA
LEPCFLXA
LSBGFLXA
MOISFLXA
MRDCFLXA
MRHMNFLXA
MTDRFLXA
MTLDFLTC
MTVRFLXA
NFMYFLXA
NFMYFLXB
MNPLFLXA
NPLSFLXC
NPLSFLXD
OCALFLXA
OCALFLXB
DCALFLXC
OCALFLX)
OCNFFLXA
OKCBFLXA
OKLWFLXA
ORCYFLXA
ORCYFLXC
PNGRFLXA
PNISFLXA
PTCTFLXA
SBNGFLXA
SCPKFLXA
SLHLFLXA
SHANFLXA
SHISFLXA
SEPRFLXA
STCDFLXA
SVSPFLA
SVESFLXA
TLCHFLXA
TVRSFLXA
UMTLFLA
WOCHLFLXA
WLSTFLXA
WLWODFLXA
WHNDRFLXA
WNGRFLXA
WHPKFLXA
ZLSPFLXA

WA A A D A B A A A A A A A WA LA A LA A A LA WA W A LA A A LA WA A A A A A A W A A B B A B B A e e

12 47
n 4%
30.14
17.50
14 21
14 40
57T 51
2120
14 62
31,
14 39
18 92
15.04
18 .16
1N
1717
2132
17.18
1519
3533
J5 84
3033
16 28
1677
2162
1843
1627
18
1834
M E8
43 04
1883
4915
238
24 44
19.10
31.22
1765
3875
T
4388
2558
2107
1683
11,63
8148

W s A W LA L LA B LS LA A S L0 LA A LA S LS AR A WA B LS A8 A8 L LA WA A WA LS A8 A A LA 48 B LA U8 48 LA W A A A

1233
3023
2064
17.35
1403
14.20
5705
2103
14 42
.58
1423
1677
14 B8
18.00
13155
170
2117
16,97
14 97
5.1
ise8
3o o8
16.07
16 60
21717
28 22
1811
18.15
1821
M 48
4385
1864
48 65
2347
24 24
18 91
3090
1T 48
35 54
37 00
4343
25.38
2088
1668
1138
81.04
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Docket No 580858-TP

D. Wood Exhibit _ (DJW-5)

1270
3o a7
30 43
1773
14 47
1470
58 18
21 46
14 81
32 42
14 62
1915
1528
18.38
1305
17.40
2154
17 40
15 51
567
B
T0
16.53
17.03
2215
2873
16.52
18.54
1865
08
a4 37
16.12
49 88
23868
2474
19.39
31.585
17.88
37.05
3AT.46
a4 07
2585
2137
17 .04
11.74
B2 14
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CENTEL COSTS PER YWRE CENTER

Avg
monthly

WIRE CENTERS cosi per

(el
ALFRFLXA
BAXKRFLXA
BNFYFLXA
CFVLFLXA
CHLKFLXA
CRVWFLXA
CTDLFLXA
DESTFLXA
DFSPFLXA
ELFDFLXA
FRPTFLXA
FTWBFLXA
FTWEFLXB
FTWBFLXC
GDRGFLXA
GLDLFLXA
GNVLFLXA
GNWDFLXA
HRFDFLXA
KGLKFLXA
LEE FLXA
LVTYFLXA
MALNFLXA
MDSNFLXA
MNTIFLXA
MRNNFLXA
PANCFLXA
PNLNFLXA
RYHLFLXA
SGBHFLXA
SHLMFLXA
SNDSFLXA
SNRSFLXA
SPCPFLXA
STMKFLXA
STRKFLXA
TLHSFLXA
TLHSFLXB
TLHSFLXC
TLHSFLXD
TLHSFLXF
TLHSFLXG
TLHSFLXH
VLPRFLXA
WSTVFLXA

line
6116
69 32
44 61
47 40
B8 55
2310
7147
153
s T4
57.35
68 72
1364
14 53
21692
80 84
11278
127 54
8519
50 28
12168
146 80
B34
7235
2643
56.T1
2807
50 49
8812
g1 48
56 82
15 8%
51.78
26 30
101 42
9368
30 53
160
1570
1B 08
17.18
2316
38 50
18 38
1897
135 98

R N LS S LA B B B e R O L R R A R A R R A U A B LA A A A A A A A A A A A A WA A A WA A AR A A

Resldence

usage per

G S B A LS LA B LA B LN LS LA B M B A B B A N A A LN A A A B A R R A B R R R A R A A LA A e A

6104
65 26
44 55
47 34
BS 29
2305
7167
1526
3569
5725
89 &0
1380
14 48
2188
B0 74
112 46
127,37
8508
50.11
121 36
14597
8z 91
223
26 38
56 64
802
5018
§7.96
9324
£A.69
15 B4
5188
26.24
101.27
83135
3048
11.56
1566
18,04
17.12
2313
3641
1813
1893
13510

Docket No G80808-TP
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
DOCKET 9B0696-TP

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was
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following parties of record on this 7th day of October, 1996:

William Cox

Flerida Public Servica
Commisaion

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Richard Melaon
Hopping Law Firm

Fost Office Box 6526
“allahasses, FL 32314

Jack Shrava

Office of Public Counsel
c/o The Florida Legislature
111 West Madlson Street
Room £112

Tallahassee, FL 32386-1400

tefimberly Caswell

GTE Service Incorporated
1 Tampa City Center

201 N. Franklin Street
Tampa, FL 33602

Carolyn Marek

VP of Regulatory Affairs
Southeast Reglon

Time Warner Communications
Maashville, TH 37221

Joaeph A. McGlothlin

Vicki Gordon Kaufman
McWhirter, Reeves,
McGlothlin,Davidson, Rief ¢
Bakas, P.A.

117 5. Gadsden Street
Tallahaasee, FL 32301

Floyd R. Self
Messer, Caparcllo ¢ Self,

P.A.
215 5. Manroe Street
Suite 701

Tallahassee, FL 32301-1876&

Brian Sulmonetti
WorldCom, Inc.

151% 5. Federal Highway
Suite 400

Boca Raton, FL 33432

*Nancy B. White

Robert G, Beatty

c/o Hancy Sims

150 8. Monroe Street
Sulte 400

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Norman H. Horton, Jr.
Messer, Caparello & Sell,

P.A.
21% 5, Monroe Strect
Sulite 101

Tallahasasee, FL 32101-187&

James C. Falvey
e.apire Communications,
Inc.

1313 Hational Business
Parkway

Sulte 200

Annapolis Junction, MD
20701




Laure L. Gallagher

Vice President-Regulatory
Affaira

Florida Cable
Telecommunications
Association

310 H. Monroe Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Harriet Eudy

ALLTELL Florida, Inc.
Post Offlce Box 550
Liva Oak, FL 32060

*John P. Fons

J. Jeffrey Wahlen
Ausley & McMullen

227 Sputh Calheun Street
Tallahassee, FL 32302

David B. Erwin
127 Riveraink Road
Crawiordville, FL 32327

Robert M. Poat, Jr.
Pos. Office Box 277
Indiantown, FL 34956

Mark Ellmer

Poa: Office Box 220

502 Fifth Street

Port St. Joe, FL 32456

Tom McCabe
Post Cffice Box 169
Quiney, FL 32353-0189

Lynn BA. Hall

Vista-United
Telecommunications

Post Office Box 10180

Lake Buena Vista, FL 32830

Lynne G. Brewer

Northeast Florida Telephone
Co.

Poat Office Box 485
Macclenny, FL 32063-0485

Kelly Goodnight
Frontier Communications
180 8. Clinton Avenue
Rochester, HY 14646

Michael A. Grosa

Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney
General

PL-01, the Capltol
Tallahassee, FL 3239%-1050

Charles J. Rehwinkel
Sprint-Florida, Inc.
1313 Blairavone Rd.
Tallahassee, FL 32301

Kenneth A. Hoffman

John R. Ellis

Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood
Purnell & Hoffman

Post Office Box 551
Tallahassee, FL. 32301

Paul Kourcupas

Michael McRae

Teleport Communlcations
Group, Inc.

<« Latayette Centre

1133 21" Street, NW
Suite 400

Washingten, DC 20036

Suzanne F. Summerlin
1311-B Paul Russell Road
Suite 201

Tallahaszee, FL 32301

Feter M. Dunbar

Barbara D. Auger
Pennington, Moore,
Wilkinson, Bell & Dunbar
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