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survey's design, methodology and results to the Division of Communications (CMU). The repont 1o
CMU wwould then be the basis for consideraticn of affordability and value of service in the
Commission’s report 10 the legislature on Fair and Reasonable Rates,

The Florida Local ‘1elephone Service Affordability Survey (Florida Survey or Survey) was
designed, administered, and its results have been analyzed. Based on Survey results, this report is
RRR’s report to CMU regarding the affordability and value of service of local telephone service in
Florida.
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telephone service, however, only a few studies were found that addressed both the issue of affordability
and local telephone service.

One study reviewed the 1993 subscriber survey of the Organization for the Protection and
Advancem~nt of Small Telephone Companies (OPASTCO). The OPASTCO Subscriber Survey was
amail-out survey to 5,000 business and residential subscribers of 20 small telephone companies from
throughout the U.S. A variety of information was gathered, including customer reactions 1o
hypothetical local telephone price increa: »s. The OPASTCO Subseriber Survey categorized survey
questions into four groups, one of which was “communications services™ The communications
services category examined other subscribed communications services and whether respondents were
able 1o call their local doctor and/or school without paying an additional charge. Another category of
questions pertained to “communications equipment.” This category included questions regarding the
available telecommunications options and the number of subscnibed telephone numbers. A third
category included demographic questions revealing household income, household size, race. age, and
residency information.

Another study relating to the affordak:lity of basic local residential telephone service entitled
“Teiephone Affordability Study of Selected Wyoming Residents” was conducted on behalf of the
Wyoming PSC.* The Wyoming survey was based on a direct-mail survey developed 1o provide
Wyoming policy makers with a better understanding of the concept of the affordability of residential
local telephone service. The study was designed to measure whether affordability of local telephone
service was being maintained as the state moved toward the paradipm of competitive
telecommunications markets. The survey included a senies of questions which allowed respondents to
rank the importance of local telephone service and several other services used by households, such as
cable TV.

An article by K. E. Hancock entitled *'Can Pay? Won't pay? or Economic Principals of

Affordability” analyzes how an individual considers of the opportunity cost of purchasing an item when

*Annmarie Burg, “Telephone Affordability Study of Selected Wyomi~g Residents,” Quarterdy Bulletin,
Vol 18 No 4, 1997, pp 483492,
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concerns. This collaborative effort provided an opportunity for the concerns of interested persons to
be considered in order to improve the instrument to the greatest extent possible  Probably the most
significant change to the survey instrument was offered by the Florida Office of Public Counsel and
others, who requested that the survey include a series of questions regarding respondent’s reactions to
hypothetical price changes. [In addition, BellSouth requested that the survey include questions
pertaining to the relative importance of residential telephone service compared to other essential
household services, such as water and clectric service.  Staff subsequently included o question
regarding electric service expenditures. Sprint expressed concerns that the survey be based on a large
enough sample size to allow for cross-tabulations and stratifications by key demographic groupings.
The issue of sample size is addressed in the following section.

Several persons offered suggestions regarding the types of demographic questions to include
in the survey. AARP and others were interested in an income distributiun analvsis of the survey
responses, but the inclusion of other demographic questions were requested as we!l. For instance, GTE
requested that the survey include a question identifying the population density of the respondent’s
county (rural and urban). Questions pertaining to income, senior citizen status, and population density
were incorporated in the final survey instrument.

Much of the workshop discussion pertained to the technique of asking the specific survey
questions in such a way as to prevent bias or confusion. The final survey questionnaire (see Attachment
A) incorporated many of the design suggestions offered by the workshop atiendees.

OVERVIEW OF SURVEY QUESTIONS

The factors which affect the affordability of local telephone service are complex and varied.
As alluded to earlier, the definition of affordability goes beyond the purchase decision. 1f that were the
only consideration, then the study of local telephone service affordability could be limited to an
econometric demand model for local telephone service. Telephone service demand would be shown
to be a function of various factors which determine whether a purchase is made, including local
telephone service price, the price of near substitutes, and household income

The Survey includes questions pertaining to each of these factors. However, since the definition
of local 1elephone service affordability includes not only demand for telephone service, but also the
impact of the purchase of local telephone service on the demand for other household good. and
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Demographic Stratification

According to the FCC Joint-Board, telephone rates are only one of several important factors
affecting local telephone service affordability.’ Non-rate factors incluie a number of demographic
factors, such as houschold incomes, cost of living, population density, and other socio-economic
indicators.

The Survey included nine questions pertaining to basic demographic data® The inclusion of
demographic questions served two purposes. First, certain demographic information, such as household
income, is necessary to insure that the sample as a whole was representative of the population surveved
(Florida households). Secondly, demographic information allows stratified analysis of subgroups, so
that the subgroups can be viewed in isolation from and in relation 1o the other groups or the entire
sample.

Survey respondents were asked 10 identify their household income. The question offered twelve
nossible response options.”® In addition to the choices of “Don' fnow™ and “Not Available,” the
response options contained ten levels of income similar to those publi<hed in the Florida Statistical
Abstract, 1997. The first level provided for incomes less than $10,000. The next five levels were
increased by $10,000 increments, starting at $10,000 and ending at $59,999. The next two levels were
increased by $20,000 increments, starting at $60,000 and ending at $99,999. The last two response
options provided for higher income responses of *$100,000 to 150,000" and “over $150,000."

Survey respondents were also asked to identify the county in which thev lived. so that survey
results could be stratified by population density." For purposes of demographic analysis, population
density levels were based upon the county density rankings as published by the Florida Statistical
Abstract. 1997, These rankings measured the number of persons per square mile by county, with the
most dense county obtaining a density ranking of *1,” and the least dense county obtaining a rank of
&7

'Federal Communications Commission, Docket No. 96-45, Recommended Decision of the Federal-State
Joum Board on Universal Service, adopted November 7, 1996, paragraph 125

Refer 1o survey questions ps1-3 and ps45-50.
YRefer to survey questhion pss,

"iefer 10 sufvey queition psds
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long distance telephone service.”” The difference between the two amounts indicated for those
questions was used to approximate the amount the respondent paid last month for local telephone
service."

In addition 10 collecung information regarding monthly expenditures for telephone service, the
survey included a question to identify the method in which the respondent was billed for telephone
service."” Respondents were asked to indicate whether they received a separate bill from their local and
long distance telephone service providers. This information allowed the reporied telephone service
expenditures to be analyzed according 1o billing method.

Optional Calling Features

Survey questions were included which asked respondents to ‘dentify those optional calling
features to which they subscribed." An attempt was made to include features that were determined to
be the most popular and easily recognized by the public, including Call Waiting, Caller [D, Call
Forwarding, 3-way Calling, Unlisted Number, and Voice Messaging.

Other Houschold Services

The Florida Survey included seven questions that asked the respondent to indicate whether they
subscribe 10 a specific household service, and if so, how much is spent on that service.” The services
included cable TV, satellite or Direct TV, Intemet service, security alarm, cellular telephone,
pager/becper, and last month’s electnc service.

For each question, the respondents indicated both their subscription status as well as their
expenditure mnge. In addition to the standard response options of “Don't Know™ and “Not Available,”

the questions included the response “No, don't have (the service)” Ranges were given for the

" Refer to survey question ps25,

"*This was based on the assumption that morc people know what they pay for thewr entire phone bill as well
as what they pay for long distance service rather than their local portion

"Refer to survey question psdl.
“Refer 1o survey questions ps | G-pa2.

"Refer to survey questions ps26-32.
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previously been asked, such as cable TV, cellular telephone, and pager/ beeper service, as well as local
telephone service. A five-point scale was used to assign importance ratings, with the value of *1”

measuring “not very important 1o your houschold” and the value of *5" measuri ng “very important o
your houschold.”

Reaction to Changes iu the Price of Local Telephone Service

Respondents’ reactions to changes (increases) in the price of local telephone service were
assessed via a series of randomized questions.” Each responden: was asked 10 indicate their reaction
toa$2, 85,310, and a $20 increase in the current price of local telephoue service. These increases
reflected anywhere from a 20 to a 200 percent increase in the price of local telephone service”’
Respondents’ choice of reactions included: “Pay increase and do not adjust other spending.” “Pay
increase and adjust other spending.” and “Discontinue local telephone service ™

In order to minimize starting point bias, half of the respondents were presented the price
increase questions in ascending order ($2 increase question first, followed by $5, $10, and $20 increase
Questions). The other half were presented the series of questions in descending order, starting with the
$20 increase.

A rationality assumption was made that any ascending order respondent who answered that
he/she would discontinue service at $2, would also discontinue at 5, $10, and $20. For those
respondents, the remaining price increase questions were skipped, and their responses were assumed
10 be “discontinue.” Similar assumptions were made if the respondent selected the “discontinue™ option
at any of the subsequent price increase levels.

For the decreasing price series, any respondent’s irmational selection 1o discontinue service at
a $2. %5, or $10 amount after indicating he would not discontinue at & $20 increase resulted in that
respondent’s answers to all price increase questions being eliminated from the survey results. The same

action was 1aken for respondents who indicated they would continue service after a S10 increase. but

“Refer to survey questions psii=d1,

“'Based on the statewide one-party, residential average rate of $10.16 as published in the Starstics of
Florida Telecommunications Companies |997, Florida Public Service Commission, Division of Research and
Regulatory Review, August 1998, Table 15, 1997 Statewide Average Rates for Tax Purposes, p 51
2]




assigned at least three shifts on the monthly BEBR survey before they are permitted to work on any
funded survey. In addition, the interviewers are monitored in three ways. First, supervisors randomly
monitor phone calls. Secondly, supervisors make calls to a fixed number of respondents to ensure the
interview took place and that responses were recorded accurately. And finally, calling umes as
recorded by the survey software are checked against computenized records of actual calls. This
procedure is used to confirm that the interview took place.

The Survey Program uses a CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interview) lab to administer
its survey program known as CASES.™ For the Florida Survey, the telephone numbers used were
randomly generated by a survey sampling product designed for this purpose. For each randomly
selected telephone number, a minimum of ten callbacks were made b..ore classifying a telephone
number as unproductive and dropping it out of the scheduling routine.

The University of Florida's BEBR Survey Program provided a compilation of the approximately
80,000 individual survey responses from 1,582 respondents to the Commission. The responses were
suppli=d via a SAS software response data set and an accompanying SAS software format file

Sample Size and Statistical Analysis

The Florida Survey attempted to obtain information from a representative sample size in order
to be able to generalize information regarding perceptions and behaviors within a reasonable range of
error. Staff determined that 2 sampling size of 1,500 respondents would be required in order 1o allow
for acceptable sample tolerances at the 95 percent confidence interval (two standard deviations), in
consideration of response dispersions and the cross-tabulations for key demographic groups anucipated
during the analvsis phase of the survey process.

Survey Coverage
The obvious concern with performing a telephone survey regarding telephone affordability is

that it excludes those houscholds without telephone service. Florida's telephone penetration rate is 92.8

“*The CASES survey software is written and maintained by the Survey Center at the University of
Califorma at Berkeley.
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was undertaken. This problem was addr=ssed by targeting respondents within selected low-income
geographic locations, thereby increasing the representation of low-income households in the survey 1o
more accurately reflect the proportion of low-income households in the state.

The oversample consisted of 349 completed surveys, or approximately 22 percent of the
completed 1,582 surveys. The telephone numbers randomly generated were limited to those working
numbers contained within census tracks where 40 percent of the households made less than $15,000
a year, according to the Current Population Survey (CPS) produced by the United States Bureau of
Census.

Attachment D shows the comparison of the income stratification for the survey respondents and
for Florida houscholds. None of the ten distributions (percentages) by income level in the survey differ
from the same distributions represented in Florida by more than 2.5 percent. The distributions of the
survey slightly exceed the distributions of the state in both the highest and lowest income levels, but

the distnbutions of the survey are slightly less than those of the state for the middle income categories.

Representation by Population Density Level

Oversampling targeted lower income areas within Dade and Duval counties. Therefore,
residents in these two counties comprised a large percentage of the respondents surveyed, with Dade
totaling 26.5 percent and Duval 10.4 percent. In comparison, the next largest county samples included
Broward (6.5 percent), Hillsborough (4.6 percent), Palm Beach (4.6 percent), Orange (4.2 percent), and
Pinellas (4.2 percent).

In order 1o gauge the impact of population density on the affordability of local telephone
service, responses were cross-tabulated based on the population density of the respondent’s county.
For the purposes of the Survey, population density was specified as the number of persons per square
mile of the county in which a respondent resides. Using population density information as published
by the Florida Statistical Abstract, 1997, Florida's sixty-seven counties were divided into three density
groups, referred to in this survey report as Density Levels |, I1, and III. Density Level | included fifty-

four counties with densities from 9 up to 368 persons per square mile®' Density Level 1l included nine

“*Table 1.75, County Rankings and Density: Estimates, Rank, Percentage Distribution Land Area, and
Density in the State and Counties of Florida. April 1, 1996, Florida Statistical Abstract 1997, University of Florda,
Burcau of Economic and Business Rescarch
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Tabulation Procedures Performed by Staff

Commission staff tabulated the data using SAS software and then presented the results in
written, tabular, and giaphical format. Sample tolerances were calculated for all descriptive statistics

The tabulations in Attachment F were segregated into four basic categories, including all
responses (Tables 1-1 through 1-14) and responses stratified by income (Tables 2-1 through 2-14),
population density (Tables 3-1 through 3-14), and household members over age 65 (Tables 4-1 through
4-14).

Tabulating the series of questions pertaining 1o respondents’ reactions to hypothetical price
increases required careful programming to determine the correct response i requencics (1.c. accurately
aggregating the response data) and to calculate the descriptive statistics (percentages) based on the
frequencies.
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cquivalent of $2,771 per month).” Thus, based on this income projection and the survey responses,

the median Florida housuold spends 1.2 percent of its household income on local telephone service.

Expenditures for Local Telephone Service and Income

Table 2-2 shows the average combined local and long distance bills per household and per line
by income levels. The calculated average bill per household for local telephone service for each
income group less than $150K ranged from $35.21 10 $45.36. For example, the $50K-$60K income
group's average bill was $35.21, and the $100K-S150K income group's average bill was $45.36,
However, the highest income group appears to pay more for local telephone service. The “over $150K"
group reportedly spent $62.74 on average per houschold for local tele hone service.

Stf calculated an average bill per telephone line for each income group using information
supplied by respondents. The average bill per line for local service did not increase with increases in
income. The average bill per line ranged from a low of $27.05 for the $50K-$60K income group. to a
high of $37.81 for the $10K-$20K income group.

Expe.ditures for Local Telephone Service and Population Density

Population Density Level | represents the least dense counties, Level II represents counties of
medium density, and Level Il represents the most dense counties, Both the average local telephone
bill per household and the average local telephone bill per line for Density Level | was lower than the
other two levels' expenditures. Table 3-2 shows the avernge local telephone bill amounts, per

houschold and per line, by density level.

Expenditures for Local Telephane Service and Senior Citizens
Table 4-2 shows the average local telephone bills for households with and without senior citizen
members, The average bill for local telephone service (both per line and per household) for houscholds

without senior citizens was higher than for households with senior citizens.

1S, Census, Table H-8 Median Household Income by State, 1984 to 1997, {visited November &, '998)
<http //www census govhhesincome histine/h08 btml=. 1998 Income based on 1997 Median Florida Household
Income (532.455), times the average historical growth rate from 1994 o 1997 through midyear 1998 (2.45 percent ),
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average, but households with no senior citizens had 2.6 features on average. The subscription rate to

opuonal calling fea*wres for households with and without senior citizens is presented iz Table 4-3.

Other Household Services

The percentage of households which subscribed 1o local telephone service in Florida in 1998
has been estimated by the FCC 1o be 92.8 percent. This penctration rate is substantially higher than the
subscribership rates of the other scrvices estimated in this survey.” The percentage of houscholds
which subseribed to specific services is shown in Table 1-5. Other than local telephone service, cable
TV was the service to which most households subscribed (62.6 percent), followed by cellular telephone
service (36.7 percent), Intemet service (28.7 percent), pager/beeper service (21.9 percent), security
alarm service (15.2 percent), and satellite/Direct TV service (9.5 percent),

The majority of respondents (58.0 percent) reported that wneir prior month's electric bill was
over $100. A sizable minority (28 percent) paid between $50 and $104 (Table 1-6).

Other Household Services and Income

The percentage of households which reported that they subscribed 1o other household services
vanes proportionately with income, as expected. In particular, the percentage of respondents which
subscribed to cellular telephone service, Intemnet service, and security alarm service vary considerably
depending upen household income. Table 2-5 shows those relationships. The cellular telephone
service subscription rate for houscholds with incomes under $10K is 11.0 percent, but the rate of
subscription generally increases as the level of income increases, capping out at 77.6 percent for
inconies between $100K and $150K. Subscription to Intemet service for houscholds with incomes less
than $10K was 3.2 percent, but for houscholds with incomes from S100K 1o $150K was 67 3 percent

The percentage of households which subscribed 10 cable service varied considerably by income
group as well, but 2 much higher percentage of low income respondents reportedly subscnibed 1o cable
TV service (39.4 percent) than to the other services shown (3.2 1o 11.0 percent)

MSunce only those households with telephone service were surveyed, i, s probable that the average
household subscribership rates for other services in the state may vary slightly from the estimated subrcriberships
shown here
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. the average number ¢ "telephone numbers per houschold;

2. the percentage of households which reported the use of their telephone service for
specified purposes, such as social calls, Internet access, business calls or faxing,

3. the percentage of households which can place calls to essential services;
4. the average number of calls received and placed per houschold;
5. the ability to use local telephone service to call other significant houscholds,

6. the median importance level of telephone service compared to the median
impontance levels of other household services:

7. the median bills for local telephone service compared to the median bills for other
household services: and

8. the median importance level of telephone service compared to the median
importance levels of other services (No. 6 above), in consideration of the price
paid for the services (No. 7 above).

Together, this information served to lay a broad foundation for understanding the value of local
telephone service. This section discusses each item, in tumn.

Table 1-7 indicates that 24.0 percent of households reponted having more than one telephone
number, while 76.0 percent of households reported just one number. The average number of telephone
numbers per houschold is 1.3 numbers,

In addition, Table 1-8 shows that the majority of respondents indicated that they use their local
telephone service for social calls (97.0 percent) and business calls (57.2 percent). Fewer respondents
reported using their local telephone service for accessing the Intemet (31.0 percent), shopping by
telephone (29.8 percent), and faxing (19.7 percent). This data indicates that most houscholds have
multiple uses for their local telephone service.

Table 1-9 shows that 8.7 percent of households reported that they were unable to call their local
doctor or clinic without an additional charge. In addition, 3.2% of houscholds were unable to call their
local schools without an additional charge. This data indicates that the ability to call essential services
is nearly universal

Table 1-10 shows that, on average, households placed 6.3 calls per day and received 7.2 calls
per day, thus, they place or receive approximately 13.5 calls per day.
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would appear to Lz of greater economic value. Conversely, if local telephone service can be shown to
be priced higher than other services which are of equal or lesser importance, then local iclephone
service would appear to be of le<ser economic value,

The comparative analysis is shown in Chart 1-12B. Local telephone service is reportedly less
expensive than satellite/Direct TV, cellular telephone, and cable TV services: however, local telephone
service is reportedly of greater importance to respondents than these other services, Thus, local
telephone service is perceived to be a better value than these other services by this analysis.

It is less clear whether local telephone ervice is perceived to be a better value than security
alarm, pager/beeper, and Intemet services. For instance, local telephone service bills are reportedly
$18.86 higher than pager service bills and the importance of local telephone is greater than pager by
one importance level on a median basis (0.67 levels on an averge basis). Another interesting
companson is secunty alarm service. Respondents who subscribe to security alarm service paid
shightly less than they paid for local telephone service (the difference is $2.F% per month), and they
rated the importance of security alarm service only slightly less than local telephone service (0 levels
on a median basis, 0.42 levels on an average basis).

Value of Service and Income

The survey results indicate thal the number of telephone numbers per household increases as
household income increases. Households in the two lowest income levels (less than $10K) reported
I.I numbers on average, whereas households in the highest income levels (greater than $150K) reported
.8 telephone numbers on average. Table 2-7 shows the relationship between the number of telephone
numbers and houschold income.

While telephone usage for social reasons is nearly universal (95 to 100 percent) for all groups.
the usage of local telephone service for all other reasons varies proportionately with income. As shown
in Table 2-8, only 10.2 percent of the lowest income group reported that they shop by telephone.
whereas 59.5 percent of the highest income group reportedly use their telephones for that purpose.
Similarly, as household income increases, the percentage of respondents who reportedly use their
telephone for all other reasons (including Internet access, business calls, and faxing by telephone)

increases.
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than lower income groups. However, the reported importance rating placed on local telephone service
by respondents did not vary among income groups.

Value of Service and P. pulation Density

Table 3-7 shows that the number of telephone numbers per household were reportedly slightly
higher for more densely populated areas than for the less densely populated areas. Density Level 111
respondents reported an average of 1.4 telephone numbers per household, compared to 1.2 telephone
numbers on average for Density Level 1 respondents.

The percentage of respondents who used their telephone for social calls, Intemet access, and
business usage did not vary among population density levels. However, the percentage of Density
Level [ respondents who used their telephones for shopping was greater than the percentage of
respondents in the two higher density levels. The percentage of Density Level 11l respondents who
used their telephone for faxing was greater than the percentage of respor dents in the two lower density
levels. The relationships are shown in Table 3-8.

Based on the data in Table 3-9, it appears that the ability to call doctor/clinic and local schools
without incurring an additional charge varies according to population density level. Respondents in
Density Level Il appear to be more able to call these essential services without incurring additional
charres. However, it is important to note that the sampling errors associated with these numbers
indicate that a vanation might not actually exist.

The number of telephone calls placed and received are reportedly higher for denser populations.
Total daily calls placed and received by Density Level | households averaged 12.1, compared to 14.9
calls placed and received by Density Level Il households. Table 3-10 shows the relationships.

Respondents did not have a significant difference in the average number of homes which they
wished to call but could not because the homes did not have telephone service (Table 3-11).

As reported by respondents, the importance of telephone service did not vary by density level
{Table 3-12).

The results of this survey indicate that Density Level Il houscholds make slightly more
telephone calls and have slightly more telephone numbers than houscholds in the other density levels.
Each density level appears to use its local telephone service for different reasons, on average, but the

density levels do not rank the imporntance they place on telephone service any differently. Based on
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calls, they aic more likely to have just one telephone number, and they have fewer purposes for making
calls. However, households with senior citizens rate the importance of local 1elephone service similar
1o other houscholds. In addition, this survey did not measure the relative duation of respondents’
telephone calls. Data pertaining to call durations could provide additional useful information regarding
the value of telephone service that households with senior citizens enjoy relative to other households.

Reactions to Price Increases

In response to the question regarc.ag the action they would take in the event local telephone
service prices were lo increase, 7.1 percent of the survey respondents said that they would
“discontinue™ service if the price increased by $2, and another 25.9 percent of the respondents said they
would “pay the increase, but reduce other spending.” However, 33.8 percent said that they would
“discontinue™ service if the price increased by $20, and another 36.0 percent of the respondents said
they would “pay the increase, but reduce other spending.” Table 1-17 illustrates the relationships
between the various price increases and respondents’ anticipated reactions

As previously mentioned, when analyzing responsss to price increase questions presented in
decreasing order, any respondent's imational response to discontinue service at a $2, $5, or $10 amount,
after indicating he would not discontinue service at a $20 increase, resulted in that respondent’s
answers 10 all price increase questions being eliminated from the survey results.  Similarly, any
respondent’s irrational response to the $5 or $10 increase questions resulted in those respondent's
answers being eliminated. The total number of respondent’s providing irrational responses of this sor
were 13 out of 1,582,

Reaction to Price Increase by Income Group

Cross-tabulations of respondents’ anticipated reactions to specified price increases by income
levels revealed that all income groups were sensitive to price changes (Table 2-13). At any given price
increase amount, higher percentages of respondents from lower income groups indicated that they
would discontinue service or reduce spending on other services compared to the percentage of
respondents from higher income groups, as one would expect, but there was one interesting anomaly.
A higher percentage of respondents in the highest income level (over $100K), as compared 10 some
middle income levels (360K to $100K), indicated that they would discontinue service due to the
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significantly based on whether or not senior citizens lived in the household. Table 4-13 shows the
relationship between senior citizen status and reaction to price increases.

Alternatives to Local Telephone Service

When asked what they would do in the event their local telephone service price should increase
to an amount which would make them ce.sider discontinuing their local telephone service, 52.4 percent
of respondents indicated they would choose cellular telephone service as their alternative to basic local
service (Table 1-14). Another 23.0 percent indicated that they weuld switch to using payphones, 11.0
percent said that they would never disconnect, and 8.6 percent indicated that they would use a

neighbor's telephone. The percentage of respondents which provided other (open-ended) responses
‘o this question was 2.0 percent.

Alternatives to Local Telephone Service and Income

Except for the lowest income categury (under $10K per year), respondents at all other income
levels indicated a preference for cellular telephone service as their altemmative to basic local service.
While only 15.8 percent of respondents in the lowest income group indicated that they would chose
cellular telephone service, 86.2 percent of respondents in the S100K 1o S150K income level said they
would use cellular telephone service as their altemative to local telephone service (Table 2-14), The
lowest income level's preferred altemative was payphones (37 percent), Interestingly, however, 20.5
percent of the respondents in the lowest income level reported that they would never discontinue
service, 2 higher rate than all other income levels. This is also the income level with the highest
percentage of respondents who said they would discontinue local telephone service at various price
increases, relative to the other income groups. This group may not perceive that it has many viable
alternatives to local telephone service besides payphones and neighbors’ telephones, which are clearly
inferior options compared 1o local telephone service in terms of convenience and effectiveness It may

be for this reason that they are more reluctant to discontinue local telephone service when asked to

choose an alternative.,
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The Typics! Florida Household and Local Telephone Service Afford ability

The typical Florida household has 1.3 telephone lines. The household uses its telephone(s)
almost certainly for social  :lling (97.0 percent likelihood), and probably business calling (572 percent
likelihood), but may or may not use it for purposes of Internet access (31.0 percent chance), shopping
(29.8 percent chance), or faxing (19.7 percent chance). It is very unlikely that the household would
have to pay a special charge to reach essential services, such as the local schools (3.2 percent chance)
or family physician (8.7 percent chance). Florida households use their telephone frequently, about 13.5
limes a day, on average. Nearly 90 percent of the homes in this profile can call anvone they like,
because everyone they want to call has local telephone service,

In addition to local telephone service, Florida houscholds subscribe to a vaniety of optional
calling features and other household services. They subscribe to an average of 2.3 features, the most
popular being Call Waiting (60.3 percent) and Caller ID (39.3 perceut). They typically have cable TV
service (62.6 percent), and may have other services such as cellular t=lephone service (36.7 percent),
Intemet service (28.7 percent), pager/beeper service (21.9 percent), or alarm service (15.2 percent)

There is a 70.0 percent chance that the household receives a consolidated bill for local and long-
distance telephone service. They pay on average $39.40 for local service, less than what they pay for
long distance service, which averages $45.47. Thus, their monthly bill is $84.87 for both services
combined. There is one other monthly service that usually costs more than these two services
combined, however. Electric service during the summer months is over $100.

When asked to rate the impontance of local telephone service compared to other household
services, they said that local telephone service was more important to them than any other. In fact, on
average they rated it 4.6 on a scale of 1 10 5, with 5 being the most important.  They believe local
telephone service is a good deal, considering the value they get for what they pay for the service,
especially compared to some other household services, such as cellular telephone or cable TV service,
but other services, such as pager/beeper service and security alarm service, may have an economic
value 1o them as high as that of telephone service.

When asked what reaction they might have to a $2 increase in local telephone rates, 25.9 percent
said they would reduce their spending on other goods or services, and another 7.1 percent said they
would discontinue local telephone service. When asked what their reaction would be to a $5 increase

in local telephone rates, 31.0 percent said that they would reduce spending on other items and another
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"When asked what reaction they might have to a $2 increase in local telephone rates, 37.0 percent
said they would reduce their spending on other goods or services and another 9.5 percent said they
would discontinue service. When asked what their reaction would be to a $5 increase in local telephone
rates, 41.7 percent answered that they would reduce spending on other items and another 20.5 percent
indicated that they would discontinue local telephone service. At the $10 level, 36.2 percent indicated
that they would reduce spending on other items, while 44.1 percent answered that they would
discontinue service. When asked wlut they would do if prices increased to a level that was
unacceptable, slightly more than one-third (37.0 percent) indicated that they would use payphones for
tieir household communication needs, but a large percentage of very low-income households said that
they would never discontinue service (20.5 percent).

The Moderate Low-Income Florida Household and Local Telephone Service Affordability

For the purposes of this profile, the moderate low-income household in Florida is one with
income between $20K and $30K. The typical household in this profile has 1.2 telephone lines. The
houschold uses its telephone almost certainly for social calling (95.6 percent likelihood), and probably
business calling (56.2 percent likelihood), but is less likely to use it for purposes of shopping (26.6
percent chance), Internet access (19.5 pereent chance), or faxing (14.0 percent chance). It is very
uniikely that the household would have to pay a special charge to reach essential services, such as the
local school (1.8 percent chance) or family physician (5.3 percent chance). They use their telephone
frequently, 12.1 times a day, on average. On average, houscholds in this profile report that the number
ol houscholds they cannot contact because the targeted home does not have local telephone service is
0.4 homes.

In addition to local telephone service, they subscribe to optional calling features and other
household services. They subscribe to an average of 2.3 features, the most popular being Call Waiting
(57.1 percent), Caller ID (38.5 percent) and 3-way Calling (37.2 percent). They typically have cable
TV service (60.6 percent), and may have other services such as cellular telephone service (274
percent), pager/beeper service (23.0 percent), or Intemet service (17.3 percent).

There is a 73.9 percent chance that the household receives a consolidated bill for local and long-
distance telephone service. Their bill is divided between local service ($38.13) and long distance
service ($39.89), so their monthly bill is $78.02 on average for both services. There is one other
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There is a 68.8 percent chance that they receive a consolidated bill for local and long-distance
telephone service. On average, they pay $42.11 for long distance service and about $34.02 for local
service, so their monthly bill is $76.13 for both services. There is one other monthly service that
usually costs more than these two services combined, however. There is a 66.2 percent chance that they
pay over $100 for electric service during the summer months.

When asked to rate the importance of local telephone service on a scale of 1 1o 5, with 3 being
the most important, they rated iucal telephone service 4.6 on average.

When asked what reaction they might have 1o a $2 increase in local telephone rates, 23.2 percent
of these households said they would reduce their spending on other goods or services, and another 5.9
percent said they would discontinue local telephone service. When asked what their reaction would
be to a $5 increase in local telephone rates, 28,1 percent said that they would reduce spending on other
items, and another 12.8 percent said that they would disconti- se local telephone service. At the S10
level, 31.2 percent indicated that they would reduce spending on other items, while 25.5 percent
answered that they would discontinue service. 'When asked what they would do if prices increased to
a level that was unacceptable, more than half of the respondents (55.8 percent) indicated that wey

would switch to cellular welephone service, but others said that they would simply use payphones for
their houschold communication needs (22.2 percent).

The Senior Citizen Household and Local Telephone Service Affordability

* O those Florida houscholds with one senior citizen, the average number of telephone lines is
1.3. The household uses its telephone(s) almost cenainly for social calling (97.0 percent likelihood),
and business calling (47.0 percent likelihood), but may or may not use it for purposes of shopping (32.8
percent likelihood). They were less likely to use it for Intemnet access (18.1 percent chance), or faxing
(14.7 percent chance). Itis very unlikely that the household would have to pay a special charge to
reach essential services such as their schools (1.7 percent chance) and doctors (7.8 percent chance).
They use their telephone frequently, approximately 10.0 times per day. In this profile, the average
number of houscholds that cannot be called because the targeted home does not have local telephone
service is 0.3

In addition to local telephone service, they subscribe to optional calling features and other

household services, but they average fewer features than other houscholds “hev subscribe to an
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ATTACHMENT A
TELEPHONE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

FLORIDA PUELIC SERVICE COMMISSION
AFFORDABILITY SURVEY

Preamble to Survey

Step | Hello, I'm (INTERVIEWER) from the University of Florida. (I'm calling long distance.)
We're conducting a survey for the Florida Public Service Commission. Your response will help the
Public Service Commission understand how Floridians view the price of local telephone service.

(USE AS NECESSARY)

* This is not a sales call, we are only interested in your opinion.

*¥You can tell them you work for the Bureau of Economic and Business Research.
Have I reached you on your HOME phone?

Step 2 First, I need to know if you are (under 18 years old or) 18 years old or older.

INTERVIEWER: IF THIS IS A NEW PERSON, EXPLAIN THAT THIS IS A SURVEY
CONDUCTED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA ABOUT PHONE SERVICE. FIND THE
PERSON WHO IS MOST RESPONSIBLE FOR PAYING THE BILLS. IF THAT PERSON IS
NOT HOME, GET THEIR NAME AND SCHEDULE A CALLBACK.

According to the research method being used by the University, | have 1o ask some questions

of the person who is most responsible for paying the bills in your household. May 1 please speak 10
him or her?

Step 3. Hello, I'm INTERVIEWER from the University of Florida. We're conducting a survey
about phone service in Florida. 1 would like to ask some questions about the price of local phone
service in Florida.

Your phone number was selected at random by computer, and only your first name will be use! to
insure confidentiality. You do not have 10 answer any question vou did not wish to answer.

[F NECESSARY - *it should take less than 10 minutes.

Mayv | have vour first name?
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Attachment A, continued

>ps7< Do you use your local phone service for accessing the Internet?
<1> Yes
<2> Mo
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available

~ps8< Do you use your local phone servi~e for business calls?
<]> Yes
<2> No
<-8> Don" know
<-9> Not available

oy

>ps9-: Do you use your local phone service for faxing?
<l> Yes
<2> No
<-8> Don't know
<-92= Not available

=

>ps10< Of those uses that you've just listed, which one occurs most ofien?
<1> Social calls
<2> Shopping by phone
<3> Intemet usage
<4> Business calls
<5> Faxing
<6> Other [specify]
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available
s

>psl1< Can you call your local doctor or clinic without paying additional charges?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<-§> Don't know
<-9> Not available

=2

>psl2< Are you able to call your local schools without paying additional charges”?
<l> Yes
<2> No
<3> Do not have a reason to call schools
<-8> Don't know
<-9= Not available
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Attachment A, continued

»psl6< Aslread the following list of optional features, please identify which ones
your household subscnibes to on a monthly basis?

>psl6= Do you have Call Forwarding? >psl9< Do you have an Unnsted Number?
<1> Yes <1> Yes
<2> No <2> No
<-8> Don't know <-8> Don't know
=-9> Not available <-9> Not available
== "
>ps17< Call Waiting? >ps20< Voice Messaging?
<l> Yes <l> Yes
<2> No <2> No
<.§> Don't know <-8> Don't know
=-9> Not available <-9> Not available
r— ===_=
»ps18< Three-Way Calling? >ps2l< Caller ID?
<l> Yes <]> Yes
<2> No <2> No
<-8> Don't know <-8> Don't know
<-0> Not available <.9> Nol available
—_— ErmrTey.

»ps22< |s there another feature you have which | have not mentioned that you subscribe to”?
<1> Yes [specify]
<2> No
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available

=———

~ps23< Do you receive separate bills from your local and long distance telephone companies?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available

==_»

*ps24< Next | would like you to estimate how much you paid last month to vour local and
long distance telephone companies combined. Do not include wireless or cellular
service in your estimate.

INTERVIEWER: [F THEY CAN'T THINK OF AN EXACT NUMBER, HIT -8 FOR BON'T
KNOW,

<0-1000=>

<-8> Don't know [goto p24a]

<-92 Not available

=== |goto ps25]
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Atachment A, continued

>ps26< Next, we are ina:.r:stcd in finding out about other services you may subscribe to in your
houschold. As1read a list of services, please let me know whether you have the service, and, if so,
approximately how much you pay for the service each month.

>ps2i< Cable TV service?
<1> No, don't have Cable TV
<2> Under 10 dollars
<3>10-19.99
<4>20-29.99
<5> 30-39.99
<6> More than 40
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available
_—
>ps27< Satellite or Direct TV service?
<|> No, don't have Satellite or Direct
TV
<2> Under 10 dollers
<3> 10-19.99
<4> 20-29.99
<5> 30-39.99
<6> More than 40
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not avaiiable

ES—

>ps2B< Internet service?
<|> Mo, don't have Internet service.
<2> Under 10 dollars
<3= 10-19.99
<4 20-29.99
<5= 30-39.99
<6> More than 40
<-§> Don't know
«<-0> Mot available

—_—

>ps29< Secunty alarm service?
<|> No, don't have secunty alarm
LeTVice
<2> Under 10 dollars
<3>10-19.99
<4= 202999
=5>30-39.99
<6> More than 40
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available
>ps30< Cellular telephone service?
<1> No, don't have Cellular telephone
<2> Under 10 dollars
<3i> 10-19.9"
<4 20-29.99
<§» 30-19.99
<6> More than 40
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available

—_—

>psil< Pager or beeper service?
<]> No, don't have Pager or beeper
<2> Under 10 dollars
<3> 10-19.99
<4> 20-29.99
<5> 30-39.99
<6> More than 40
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available

E =

+ps32< How much did you pay for last month's electric service?

INTERVIEWER: PLEASE ASK RESPONDENT TO ESTIMATE *THE ELECTRIC PORTION*
IF TOTAL BILL INCLUDES OTHER SERVICES.

<1> Under 20 dollars
ks 204999

<3> 50-99.99

<> More than 100
<.8> Doan't know

<-49= Not available

"
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Atachment A, continued

>p38#a< Now let's assume that the local portion of your monthly phone bill increased by $2

and you were lin “ted 10 reacting in three different ways. Of the following three ways
which would you choose?

INTERVIEWER, READ ALL THREE OPTIONS TO THE RESPONDENT EXACTLY AS
THEY ARE LISTED. THE RESPONSE ORDER IS NOT ALWAYS THE SAME.

<1> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<2> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending

<3> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto ps44)
<-8> Don't know

<-9> Not available

-

>p39a< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $5. Would yvou:

<1> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<2> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending

<3> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto ps44)
<-8> Don't know

<-9> Not available

 ——

>pi0a< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $10. Would vou:

<1> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<2> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending

<3> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto ps44]
<-8- Don't know

<-9> Not available

.

“p41a< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $20. Would you:

<1> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<2> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending

<3> Discontinue basic local phone service

<-8> Don't know

<-9> Not available

===>[goto ps44)

»p38b< Now let's assume that the local portion of your monthly phone bill increased by §2

and you were limited to reacting in three different ways. Of the following three ways
which would you choose?

INTERVIEWER, READ ALL THREE OPTIONS TO THE RESPONDENT EXACTLY AS
THEY ARE LISTED. THE RESPONSE ORDER IS NOT ALWAYS THE SAME.

<1> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending

<2> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<3> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto ps44]
<-8> Don't know

<-9= Mot available
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Attachment A, continued

>p0c< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $10. Would you:
<1> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto psd4)
<2> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending
<3> Pay the increas. and reduce spending in other areas
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available

-y

>p4lc< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $20. Would you

<1> Discontinue basic local phone service

<2> Pay the increase and not adjus: other spending

<3> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<-8> Don't know

<-9> Nol available

===> [goto psdd]

>p38d< Now let’s assume that the local portion of your monthly phone bill increased by §2

and you were limited to reacting in three different ways. Of the following three ways
which would you choose?

INTERVIEWER, READ ALL THREE OPTIONS TO THE RESPONDENT EXACTLY AS
THEY ARE LISTED. THE RESPONSE ORDER IS NOT ALWAYS THE SAME.

<1> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending

<2> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto psd4]

<3> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas

<-8> Don't know

<-9> Not available

L=

>p39d< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by §5. Would vou:
<1> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending
<2> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto psd4)
<3> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available
Er—

=p40d< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $10. Would you:
<1> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending
<2> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto psd4]
<3> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<-B> Don't know
<-9> Not available

T )
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Attachment A, continued

>p38f< Now let's assume that the local portion of your monthly phone bill increased by §2

and you were li..ited to reacting in three different ways. Of the followi ng three ways
which would you choose?

INTERVIEWER, READ ALL THREE OPTIONS TO THE RESPONDENT EXACTLY AS
THEY ARE LISTED. THE RESPONSE ORDER IS NOT ALWAYS THE SAME.

<1> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other arcas

<2> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto psd4)

<3> Pay the increase and not #just other spending

<-8> Don't know

<-9> Not available

=—5]

>p39f< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $5. Would you:
<1> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<2> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto psd4)
<3> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available

E——y

>p40f< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $10. Would vou:
<1> Pay the increase and reduce sperding in other areas
<2> Discontinue basic local phone service [goto ps44]
<3> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available
e

=p41f< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $20. Would you:
<1> Pay the increase and reduce speading in other arcas
<2> Discontinue basic local phone service
<3> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending
<-8> Don't know
<-8> Not available
==>|goto psdd]

~p38g< Now let's assume that the local portion of your monthly phone bill increased by $20
and you were limited to reacting in three different ways. Of the following three ways
which would you choosc?

INTERVIEWER, READ ALL THREE OPTIONS TO THE RESPONDENT EXACTLY AS
THEY ARE LISTED. THE RESPONSE ORDER IS NOT ALWAYS THE SAME.

<1> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other arcas

<2> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending [goto psd4)

<3> Discontinue basic local phone service

<-%> Don't know

<-9> Not available
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Attachment A, continued

>p40h< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $5. Wou'd you:
<I> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending [goto psd4)
<2> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<3> Discontinue basic local phone service
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available

"

>p+1h< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $2. Would you:
<1> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending
<2> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<3> Discontinue basic local phone service
<-8> Don't know
<-9=> Not available

=>[goto psd4d]

>p38i< Now let's assume that the local portion of your monthly phone bill * creased by $20
and you were limited to reacting in three different ways. Of the following three ways
which would you choose?

INTERVIEWER, READ ALL THREE OPTIONS TO THE RESPONDENT EXACTLY AS
THEY ARE LISTED. THE RESPONSE ORDER IS NOT ALWAYS THE SAME.

<1+ Discontinue basic local phone service

<2> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending [goto psdd)

<3> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas

<-8> Don't know

<-0: Nol available

——

=p39i< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $10. Would you:
<1> Discontinue basic local phone service
<2> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending [goto ps44)
<3> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<-8> Don't know
<-9= Not available

==

»p+0i< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $5. Would you:
<1> Dhscontinue basic local phone service
<2> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending [goto ps44)
<3 Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<-8>= Don't know
<-9> Not available
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Attachment A, continued

»p3Bk< Now let's assume that 1" = local portion of your monthly phone bill increased by $20
and you were limited to reacting in three different ways. Of the following three ways
which would you choose?

INTERVIEWER, READ ALL THREE OPTIONS TO THE RESPONDENT EXACTLY AS
THEY ARE LISTED. THE RESPONSE ORDER IS NOT ALWAYS THE SAME.

<1> Discontinue basic local phone service

<2> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other arcas

<3> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending [goto ps44)

<-8> Don't know

<-9> Not available

——

~p39k< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $10. Would you:
<1> Discontinue basic local phone service
<2> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<3> Pay the increase and not adjusi other spending [goto psd4)
<-8> Don't know
<-9> Not available
=y,

=p40k-= How about if the local portion of your phone kil increased by $5. Would you:
<1> Discontinue basic local phone service
<2> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<3> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending [goto psd4]
<-8> Don't know
<=9 Not available

—

*p4 k< How about if the local portion of your phone bill increased by $2. Would vou:
<1> Discontinue basic local phone service
<2> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas
<3> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending
<-8> Don't know
<9 Not available
—=>[goto ps44]

~p38l< Now let’s assume that the local portion of your monthly phone bill increased by $20
and you were limited to reacting in three different ways. Of the following three ways
which would you choose?

INTERVIEWER, READ ALL THREE OPTIONS TO THE RESPONDENT EXACTLY AS
THEY ARE LISTED. THE RESPONSE ORDER IS NOT ALWAYS THE SAME.

<1> Pay the increase and reduce spending in other areas

<2 Discontinue basic local phone service

<3> Pay the increase and not adjust other spending [goto psd4)

<-8> Don't know

<«4> Not available
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Attachmemt A, continued

>ps45<  In what county in Florida do you live?

<1> Alachua <2> Baker <3> Bay  <4> Bradford
<5> Brevard <6> Browar’ <7> Calhoun  <8> Charlotte
<9> Citrus  <10>Clay  <l1>Collier <12> Columbia
<13> Dade <14>De Soto  <15> Dixie  <16> Duval
<17> Escambia  <18> Flagler <19> Franklin <20> Gadsden
<21> Gilchnist <22> Glades <23> Gulf <24> Hamilton
<25> Hardee  <26> Hendry <27> Hemando <28> Highlands
<29> Hillsborough <30> Holmes  <31> Indian River <325 Jackson
<33> Jefferson  <34> Lafayene <35> Lake <36> Lee
<37> Leon <38> Levy  <39>Libert  <40> Madison
<41>Manatee  <42> Marion <43> Martin  <44> Monroe
<45> Nassau  <46> Okaloosa <47> Okeechobee <48> Orange
<49> Osceola  <50> Palm Beach <51> Pasco <52> Pinellas
<53> Polk <54> Putnam  <55> StJohns <56> St.Lucie
<37> Sanla Rosa <58> Sarasota <59> Seminole <60> Sumier
<61> Suwannee <62> Taylor <63>Union  <64> Volusia
<65> Wakulla <66> Wallon <67> Washington

<-8> Don't Know <-9> Not Available
ENTER THE APPROPRIATE NUMBER ==—>

>ps46< What is your Zip Code in Flonda (5-digit) ?

=32000-35000=
<-§> Don't know
<-4 Not available

———

>ps47< What race do you consider yourself ?

INTERVIEWER, IF NECESSARY READ CHOICES.
<1> White [goto ps49]

<2> Black [goto ps49]

<3> Asian or Pacific Islander [goto ps50)

<4> Native Indian [goto ps50]

<5> Other [goto ps48)

<6> Mult-racial or mixed race [goto psd9)

<-9> Not available [goto ps49]

o= ]

>psdB<  And what would that be ? [allow 12]

= == e

“ps49<  Are you of Spanish or Hispanic origin ?

<1> Yes

<2> Nop

<-§> Don't know
<.4= Not available

REETET
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ATTACHMENT B

REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLING
BY POPULATION DENSITY LEVEL

POPULATION DENSITY LEVEL |
No, of Dmn_y

County  Respondents Rank Households*
Volusiy 5 14 168,476
Leon 20 15 86,338
Manatee 18 16 101,734
St Lixie 13 17 67,951
Hernandao 12 18 49938
Polk 25 19 174,478
Alachua 2 20 79,664
Clay 15 21 43,507
3 22 48945
Indian River -] Z 23,174
Lake 17 24 76,059
Charlotie g 25 56,757
Bay 14 26 54,653
Citrus 12 27 46,820
Olaloosa 13 28 61213
St Johns 12 29 40,516
Marion il an 92,303
(heeola 12 il 50,801
Putnam fh 12 27,048
Santa Rosa 14 13 36,147
Collier 17 4 78,557
Gadsden 1 15 14,912

Bradford 3 i6 7

Monroe 5 37 36,055
Flagler [0 38 16,103
Massay 8 39 18,871
Highlands 7 40 33,683
Surmter I 4] 14,824
Columbia [ 42 18,818
Union | 4] 3,135
Jackson 5 4 16,901
Suwannee | 45 11,795
Ohkeechabee | 46 11,458
DeSoto 3 47 9.269
Holmes 7 5 45 6,253
Baker 2 49 6,259
Hardee 2 50 6,953
Gikchnist 3 51 4,087
Washington | 52 7,180
Wakon 4 53 13.481
ek
]
\{E;mn ] 56 6. 69
Hendry | T 9 155&
Hamilion 5 58 4,146
ulf | %9 4685
Jefferson I &0 4,537
Calhoun i &l 4,190
Franklm 2 62 4098
Taylor 2 61 6,650
Dixie 2 4 4,534
Lafavete | 6% 2,086
Cilades | i 336
Liberty 1] 67 PR 4 [
TOTAL 423 1,817,956

POPULATION DENSITY LEVEL I
Densiry

Mo, Of ity
County Respondents  Rank Houschalds
Duval 164 5 278,674
Hillsborough 73 6 354 6502
Orange 67 7 295,691
Sarasota 2 g 137.89]
Palm Beach 7 ] 413,778
Lee 33 10 160,629
Brevard 26 11 182,091
E.‘Iﬂ:ihh 2 | :2! 106,659
ASC0 |
ToTAL b Thot s

POPULATION DENSITY LEVEL 1

County No. Of D:mr? Housebolds
Respondents  Rank

Pincllas 67 | 394256

Broward 103 2 588336

Seminole 28 k] 122,926

Dade 47 4

334 ART
TOTAL ] 1,830,003

SURVEY
Rnrmdmu Percentage
Density | 11 27 13%
Density 11 518 3;:3'.;
Deensity 111 "
TDTEL T?‘B ‘e

FLORIDA
Househaolds Percentage
Density 1 I !IT?S& 31.82%
Density 11 064,576 i6.13%

Deensity 111 I,!h[ by
TOTAL 1 r":‘;.. | .

*PPSM Lndacases
SW'DITIH!IT ani‘-km.hmpmdl}nﬁ Estmann
DHgtribution Land Ares. and
ll-;l.h and Coanters of Flonda,

wla Suarirrcal dbsract [997
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——— RESEARCH

BEBR. .making a diiference

The Burcau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) is an
applied research center in the Wamington College of Business
Admumistration st the University o fFlorida, BEBR's primary mission
istocollect, analyze and generate economic an« demographic data
on Florida ana its local areas; conduct economic, demographic and
public policy research on topics of importance to Florida and to
distribute data and research findings throughout the state and
nation

| —

BEBR's four program areas seck to conduct research that is both
academically sound and directly relevant to public and privale
decisionmakers. BEBR publications include statistics and analyses
for a vanety of geographies: the U.S., Florida, it'sregions, metropoli-
lan arcas, countics, cities and unincorporated areas. Many of
BEBRs publications and press releases are available in electronic
format and you can find us on the world wide web. hmp.//
www.chaufl edubebr/

Information staff are available to answer your questions and direct
you to the publications best suited lo your needs, (352)352-0171 Ext
212

PUBLICATIONS & SERVICES
FOPULATION

Florida Estimstes of Pepulation: Intcrcenzal exstimates of population for
Florida, its counties, cities and unincorporated aress. Includes components
of populstion change and denuity figures, as well as rankings of the larges
counties and cities by population and growth rates

Florida Population Studies: Three bulleting which include county level
data extimation and projection methodology, and other related topics.
* Houssholds and Average Household Size, 1997
* Projections of Flonda Population by County, 1997-2020
* Population Projections by Age, Sex and Race for Florida and s
Counties, 1997.2010

Special Fopulation Reports: Include 1995 estimates of Hispanic pogpus
laticn by county with age and sex detail, revised 19801990 population
cumaies by county, en evaluation of population projection crrors for
Florida eounties and an evaluation of 1990 population estimation

Migration Releases: BEBR prepared reports which include state and
coumty fma gration flows with age, sex and race detail. Based on data collected
bythe 'S Census Bureau and Internal Revenuve Service. Updated as data
becormes avaulable

FORECASTING

The Florids Long-term Economic Forecast: The first long-range eco-
nomic forecast for the State of Florida, its Metropolitan Statistical Arcas
iM5As) and counties. Includes data and analyses. Volume | includes the
Stae and MSAs and Volume 2 includes ihe State and Counties.
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ATTACHMENT C
GENERAL

Florida Statistical Abstract: Widely recognized as the primary sstistical
reference volume for state and county data. Over B0 pages of current and
historical statistics on the end demography of Flonda, its
counties and metropolitan areas. Published annually,

NAL 1997 Florida Froper ty Tan Assessor's file: (Name Address Legal)
datacollected by the Flonida Department of Bievenue, Edited and corrected
data in a freely accessible dataser, ASCI b delimited database

Florida and the Nation: Comparson stalistics and ranked dats for
Florida, the other 4% states, and the United Stazes. There are 102 tables
covenng a wide range of toplcs and 70 data maps in this volume

Florida County Rankings. Provides at-a-glance ranked daty for over 400
cusrent dats topics for Flonda's 67 counties aloag with data magn. The ranked
county data offer a siate companison for each topic Published srevually,

County Perspective: A histonical stanistical profile as well as rankings of
over 400 data ilzmm for the county and state A Perspretive i3 available for
each county. Published annually

Florida Persansl lncome Handbook' Components of personal income
by place of residence and Eamuings by place of work are presented for
Flonida the 1*aited States and for cach of Flonda's M5A's and Counties
Also available on disketic

Bailding Perr ~ Activity in Florids: Monthly reports with comparison
to previous yeas and an annual summary of the value and numbser of privais
residential housing units permaitied in Flonda, and s countics, citics and
unincorporated arca. Also avallable on disketie

Gross and Tanable Sales Information: Data from the Florida Depan-
ment of Revenue reports of pross and uable salss for the S-percent sales
and use taxes Available by county and by kind-af-busineus categon
lssued moathly and annuall

1990 Ceasus Handbook: Floridas Oner 600 pages of consus information
for Florida, its counties. congressional districts and most populous cities
and comparisons of Flonda with the other forty-nine siates

BEBR Data Base: A compuierired data management svitem which
contains extensive economic data for the U S and Flonda Provides PC
kcceas to cument and hinonical data for Flonda and any of its countics and
Metropolitan Statistical Areas Continuously wpdated

BEBR Monegraphs: In-depth analyses of topies relevant to an under-
standing of the Flosids economy and business climate Issued imegulasly

SURVEY

Offerscustomized survey services to outside fimme, ofgani zations, markei-
ers. rescarchers and government agencies. Generates a Florida Consumer
Confidence Index to assess how Flosidians feel about the economy. This
index, patierned after the University of Michigan's nanonal Consumer
Conlfidence Index, is released o the press monthly

Buresu of Economic and Besloens Research
Wamingion Co'lege of Business Administration
Univeruity of Florida

221 Matherly Hall

Post Office Box 117145
Gamesville, Florida 12611-714%
Phone (35213920171

Fax (152)392-4739

bebri@bebr chaufl edu
httpeifwww cha ufl edubebe/

b UNIVERSITY OF
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Percentage of Heusehaolds

ATTACHMENT D

REPRESENTAT VE SAMPLING BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME LEVEL

Household Income Level

Less than § 10,000
$1C,000 o0 § 19,999
$20,000 to § 29,999
$30,000 10 § 39,999
$40,000 to £ 49,999
$50,000 to § 59,999
$60,000 1o § 79,999
$80,000 o § 99,999

Over $100,000

Eercentage of Houscholds
9.8% 8.2%
17.1% 14.7%
17.5% 19.6%
15.7% 17.1%
11.5% 12.2%
1.5% 9.1%
T.7% 0.2%
5.3% 39
71.9% 6.1%

[ Representative Sarnp!ing-

by Household Income Level

]

3

5
L

Household Income Level

|
| I Respondents
| B Siate of Flandail)

1 I |
iy

1 e Plornls Sbead Atz - Tote 3 0 Finambeiid bz Frmmrange Do of Aovasd bvsrw by inseew Comgry sl Dhasmbns! S 1 P, |70
Turvey MJHWJHWdMHHM_—ﬂﬂ—"—-ﬁﬂr“ 1Ry
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ATTACHMENT F

TABULAR AND CHART PRESENTATIONS OF SURVEY RESULTS

ALL RESPONSES
TABLE 1-1
Method of Billiag for Local and Lon, Dintance Telepbone Service
Percentage Receiving Percentage Receiving
n Separate Bill Combined Hill
1581 2Eo+21 700 =23

Sampling tol srances calculated at the 93% confidence interval
Note:mn” includes “Don't Rnow™ and "Not Available” responses

CHART 1-1

Method of Billing for Local and Long Distance Telephone Service

—
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Attachment F, connnued

TABLE 1-3

Subsecription Rate to Optional Calling Features

Perceatage of Houscholds
Call 3 Way Call Unlisted Voice Other
n Waiting | Caller 1D Calling Forwarding | Sumber Messaging Features

1581 | 60.3=25 1393225 | 337424 04221 207223 55D 130=1.7

Sampling tolerances calculated a1 the 95% confidence interval
Sote: " includes “Don't Know™ and “Not Available” responses

CHART 1-3

| Subscription Rate 1o Optional Calling Features ]
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TABLE 1-5

Attachment F, continued

Subscription Rate to Other Household Services

Percentage of Households
Cellular Pager/ Secarin/ Satellite’
n Cable TV | Telephone Internet Beeper Alarm hrect TV
1582 | 626=24 HBT7=24 28722 | 2192} 1522128 95213

Sampling tolerances calsulated at the 95% confidence interval
Note: “n” includes “Den't Know™ and “Not Available™ resporses

CHART |-5

| Subscription Rate to Other Household Services
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Attachment F, continued

TABLE 1-7
Telephone Numbers Per Household
Percentage Reporting Oaly Averape Telephone
n One Telephone Number 0 Numbers Per Household
1582 T60=2.1 151 1.3 =00

Sampling tolerances calculated a1 the 5% confidence interval
Note: “n” does not include “Doa’t Know™ and “Not Available™ responses {or average

CHART 1-7

Telephone Numbers Per Houschold

=3 1 Number
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Attachment F. continted

TABLE 1.9

laability to Call Essentisl Services Without Additional Charge

Percentage Unable 1o Call

n Doctor/Clinie Lacal Schools

1582 £7x14 3.2z09

Sampling tolerances calculated at the 9524 confidence interyal
Mote: "n” includes “Don't Know™ and “Not Available™ responses

CHART 1-9

e S
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P
s
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Attachment F, continued

TABLE 1-11

Average Number of Homes that Cannot be Called

Average Number of Homes

1524

D4=01

Sampling tolerances calculated at the %5% . confidence intery
Note: “n” does not include “Don't know” and “Not Available” rESponscs

CHART 1-11

| Percentage of Respondents Able to Call All Desired Homes |
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Attachment ¥, continued

TABLE 1-128

DHffe: atials in Bill Amounts and Imporiance Levels Between
Local Telephone Service and (Oiber Household Services

Median Bill
Amount BNl Differentials Importance Differentials

Service n n 2} ()]
Satellite Direct TV 124 $35.94 50149 2
Cellular Telephone L ¥ 5] $19..0 $10.90 !
Cable TV 54 13571 1.0 d |
Local Telephone (4) 1302 $28.50 $0.00 ]
Security ‘Alarm m 525.65 5285 L]
Internet 409 1.0 -$6.62 i
PagerBeeper k1] $5.65 518 8% 1

(1) The median bills for services other than local telephone service were based on lincar interpolations within
the expenditure ranges containing the medians.

12} Median bill amounts Less local telephone service's median bill amount

(3} Median imponance level Less local ielephone service’s median importance level. See Table 1412

14) Per Line

Meote 'n’ i ludes only those respondents subscnibed to the senvice

CHART 1-12B
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Differentials in Bill Amounts and Importance Levels
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TABLE 1-14

Attachment F. continued

Alternatives to Local Telepboas Service

Percentage of Househalds

Cellular Never
n Telephone Fayphoae [Msconnect

Neighbor's
Telephone

1582 524225 23021 1H10z16

§6:14

Sampling tolerances calculaied at the 95% confidence interyal
Note: “n” includes “Don't Know™ and “Not Available™ fesponses

CHART 1-14

Alematives to Local Telephone Service

Carr Ton 1 o
gt & Telephone

feever Deioemect

Pars bt
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TABLE 2.2

Attachment F. continucd

Local and Long Distance Bilis Per Household and Per Line
by Household Income Level

Tutal Loag Distance and Long Distance Lacal
Local Telephone Service Telephone Service Telephone Service
Average Bill Average Averuge Hill Average Average Bill Average
Per Bill Per Per Bill Per Per Bill Per
Income n | Household($) | Lise (§) | Household($) | Line ($1 | Houschold($) Line ($)
Lesy thas § 10000 | 103 6344 2129 &t07 &117 MW =104 AL =102 Toh o+ 7T 34T = 4%
§ 1000 1o § 19999 174 Bl48 =11.% T454 2108 e = ad b FEE B Wk 2 40 JTEp = 3@
0000wl | 1N TR = B9 6908 = 79 WK = Te AT = 87 1) os 31 2 - 30
$ 0000 w3 B | 174 BA70 2102 1272 2 9) % - K4 027 = T4 Wik = )& 324 = 28
$ 0000 o § 4% 9 128 B427 2113 45 = 9.8 Mo - 82 15N = AL 02 s nl LT il
§ 30,000 w § 39999 50 9 2130 6217 2 1.6 51.70 =133 331 = &% 3311 - 4% 70y = 19
§ 60000 w § 19,99 LU 9L.19 21838 Tiéd 2104 5373 =138 df I o= BW 1T% = 4% Yplneos 15
§ R0 000 o 8 99999 L] 10358 =1%7 Mas 2144 60T =1A% ey =111 410 = TR V3 o+ 34
3100000 1o 3150 000 5 10710 2203 6730 2113 6i74 =177 $0 14 =104 AW =101 TN o= a0
Cover §150 000 £} 134 68 £43 5 Tadd =231 Ti®s 2274 §2.42 218 ) &2 TH =38 402 =147
Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval
Note: “n” does not include "Don’t Know™ and “Not Available™ responues

CHART 2.2

L.ocal and Long Distance Bills Per Household and Per Line
by Household Income Level
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Attachment F, continued

TABLE 2-4
Average Number of Optional Calling Features®
by Household Income Level
locome -] Average MSumber of Features
Less dusn 5 10,000 134 I8 =03
310,000 w § 1999 213 14 =203
$ 20,000 1w 5 29.999 218 23 £ 03
3 30,000 w $ 39.999 191 17T 203
§ 40,000 w § 49,999 145 23 +0)
5 30.000 w 5 39.999 L 14 204
5 60.000 12 § 79.999 97 16 2014
$ 80,000 w § 99.999 L 5 R
$100.000 10 $150,000 57 27T = 0%
Qwer 5150,000 42 24 2 07
*Custom Calling Features/Optiotal LEC Telecom Services
Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval
Noie: “n” does not include “Don't Know™ and "Not Avallable” responses

CHART 2-4

of Features

LTS | agc Beumbet

by Household Income Level

Average Number of Optional Calling Features

- g -
% T 14 3
1% 14 b | 33 24 —i —-_'-—_
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Attachment F,

TABLE 2-6

conninue l-f

Housenold Expenditures for Last Month's Electric Service
by Household lacome Level

Percentage Who Paid Percentage Who Paid | Percenlage Whe Pald

lncome Less Than 550.00 $50.00 - 599,99 $100.00 or More
Lews than § 10,000 127 165 « 6.6 402 =2 BT M7 o+ N4
§ 10,000 w0 § 1999 | 220 14,1 4+ 47 e + 6% 2.7 & 67
§ 20,000 10 5 29,999 118 7.1 % 34 e = 64 00 + 08
3 30000 w § 319,999 2 3.9 £ 1) 43 = 60 66} = 66
§ 40,000 10 § 49,99 148 14 = 38 0 2 69 MnNe 2 18
50,000 w % 539999 51 ¢ 4.5 %1 4+ 91 6l 2 99
L 60000 1w § 79999 100 1.0 ¢+ 20 20 = A1 60 £ 8.5
§ B0.000 1o § 99.999 1.5 £ 3.0 103 = 74 BbE = 82
$100,000 10 $150,000 Jd + 4B 190 210 WY =119
Over $150.000 24 + 47 9.3 & 9.1 837 2108

Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence tnterval

Note: "n” includes “Don't Know™ and “Not Availsble™ responses
CHART 2-6

I Houschold Expenditures for Last Month's Electric Service

| by Household Income Level
- 1o, - —
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Attachment F. contirued

TABLE 2-8

Type of Telephone Service Usige
by Household locome Leve!

Percentage of Households

=]
All Social Business Interaet Shopping

Income Fax | Others Calls Calls Access Calls Faxing
Less tham § 10,000 | 121 127 953 + 3B | 3TR + &8 24 & 270102 & 54 i1 = 36
$ 10,000 wo 5 19.9% e 110 955 2 I8 | 427 = 67 168 = 50 | 223 2 56 L7 + .32
5 20,000 w0 § 29999 | 18 216 956 £ 27 | 562 2 66 | 195 £ 53 | 266 £ 59 | 140 + 47
$ 30,000 w § 39999 | 127 102 8.0 + 2.0 | 624 2 68 | 302 4 65 |36 2 67 | 190 = 55
§ 40,000 w § 49,99 132 148 T o+ 19 | 662 2 T | 419 & B1 |28 = 7H | 268 - 77
$ 50,000 w § 59,999 92 %6 979 + 29 | 646 + 98 | 490 £102 1344 - 97 | 272 - 92
§ 60,000 w § 79.99 94 100 ¥90 &£ 20 | 620 = 97 | 470 2100 10 = 58 330 %7
3 B0.000 o § 99.999 63 58 1000 = 00 2 2018 | 522 2121 JA%E 2121 302 =114
$1000,000 o $150,000 52 58 93 £ 34 |759 =102 (70T 0109 | S00 2131 HIT A S PR
Dver $150.000 1 42 1000 £ 00 | 762 2131 | 883 +148 | 595 +1%1 | 513 =160

Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval

Note: "n” includes "Don't Know™ and "Not Available®™ responscs

CHART 2-8

_— — e ———— e

| Type of Telephone Service Usage
. by Household Income Level
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Attachment F. continued

| 0 Calls Revervnd

TABLE 2-10
Household Calling Levels
by Housebold I[ncome Lesel
Average Calls Average Calls Average Total
locome ] Placed Per Day n Reccived Per Das | Calls Per Day
Lews thas 5 10,000 | 100 48 + 1 103 19 5 |4 10.7
10000 10 % 19999 | 176 56 + 1.0 |87 TS + |4 §3.1
5 10,000 1w % 29999 | 181 54 £ 1.0 196 g3 = 10 p 2 |
§ 30,000 w0 § 39999 | 170 6.7 + 1.4 184 75 = 1 142
$ 40,000 1w § 49,999 126 6.3 ¢+ 1.0 137 &8 & 1.0 L0
§ 50,000 w § 59,999 8l 86 + 2.0 L1 BE o+ 2 17 4
5 60,000 o § 7999 B4 6.7 + 1.5 90 67 ¢ .1 114
$ 50.000 to § 99,999 n 16 4 19 43 9.5 + 34 171
$100,000 1o $150,000 3 36 £ 22 15 94+ 19 18.0
Over $150,000 kL] L 19 Y + 56 158
Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence mterval
_Jr'-lnlt' "n” does not include "Don't Know™ and "Not Available™ responses
CHART 2-10
| Houschold Calling Levels
by Household Income Level
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TABLE 2-12

Attachment F, continued

Average Houschold Importance Level of Local Telephone Service

by Household Income Level

Income

n Average Importance Level

Less than § 10,000 121 if o+ 02

5 10,000 v § 19,999 218 i3 01
$ 20,000 w0 § 25,999 114 43+ 01
$ 30,000 o § 39,999 202 16 + 01
§ 40,000 1o § 49,999 148 47 2 01
$ 50,000 o § 3399 94 i6 2 02
5 60,000 1 § 79,99 100 17 2 01
S BO.000 w § 99,999 64 47 =2 02
$100,000 1w $150.000 58 43 £ 03
Over 5130000 42 47 £ 02

Importance Levels: 1=Not Very Importam, $=Very Important
Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval
Note: "n” does not include "Don't Know™ and “Not Available” responses

CHART 2-12

by Household Income Level
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TABLE

2-13 (Continued)

Aitachment F, continued

Reactions to Price Increase of Local Telephooe Service

by Houwsehold income Level

$10 Imcrease $20 Increase
Not Mol

Reduce Reduce Discontinae Reduce Reduce Discontinue

Income n Spending | Speading Service Spending | Spending Service

Levi than § 10,000 17 Mle s 110 3 38 (TR MG = §1 T = 4e 20 = 39
510,000 1w % 19,999 JM | e o+ BB 286 2 &1 71 =40 e = ns 17.7 2 42 Wl o= BB
520000 10y 299 | 226 | MY = 88 83 = A0 H B N 54 = b W0d s Y Il o= e
3000 10 % 39w | 262 | 428 = 1O 1371 2 41 10 o+ AW i * 0 E o+ A LT s nd
$ 40,000 w § 49,999 Mg | 283% = 82 124 = 17 e e BN 8T & 8t M) = pe 4= "4
§ L0 o 4 45,598 it 03 s+ %a Wy +102 MY = N §10 s N A W2 s 9d Y13 = e
$ 80000 10F TUNS | 100 | MO =z e R0 2100 M0 s 84 WO = 9§ WO = &8 W0 o= NI
§ ROD0D 10 § 9,590 68 | MW =112 3% =120 03 = 74 e =111 4] =120 UL B LH |
S 100 000 o 5150000 S8 | 224 =100 $51 213 172 = 9% 178 =4} W o129 LR B
Cwer 51 30,000 2 ] 167 =113 619 =130 a1t 190 2121 0 2144 m ol

Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence nterval

Note: "n”

includes *Don't Know™

and “Not Available™

responics

CHART

2-13A

——

Reactions to $2 Price Increase of Local Telephone Service
by Household Income Level
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Attachment F. conrinued

TABLE 2-14

Alternatives to Local Telephone Service
by Houschold locome Level

Percentage of Households

Income n Cellular Telephone Fayphoar D;ﬁm }:‘;::::; u“;:::.“.'

Lein than § 10,000 | 137 48 = 65 70 = K6 05 =72 1 = &8 B = 30
OO0 e % 19988 | M0 My = 85 N3 =62 127 = 44 155 = 4§ 1y = 3|
3 20000 w § 39999 226 353 = 44 51 = 8.0 Tl = 34 TL 2 34 se = ol
3 30000 10 § 39589 02 B4 = &9 48 = 6.1 5% =« )1 &4 14 2% a3
boAL DO 1o % 49 559 145 613 = 79 162 = 6.1 i1 =47 it = %0 14 = 1V
§ O 4 59,999 [T T = 82 156 = 74 6 = 4% 1 3 ,;Ifn. Y1 =433
5 60 000 10 § TR0 | 100 A0 = 914 40 = 4% 120 = &% 30 = 44 0 = 34
§ BOO0 e § 99 500 (1] 7185 =107 103 = 7.4 147 + K8 0p = Qo Py = 2w
SO0 00 1o §1 50,000 L] ] RS2 = 9.1 52 = %8 69 = 61 172 34 0o = 4o
Chver §1 30,000 il Ti4 =139 4.3 =08 T = 7§ a4 = 47 IR = hh

Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval
Note: “n” includes “Don't Know™ and "Not Available™ responscs

CHART 2-14

Alternatives to Local Telephone Service
by Houschold Income Level
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Attachment F, continued

TABLE 3-2

Local and Long Distance Bills Per Housebold and Per Line
by Population Density Level*

Total Loag Distance and Long DNstance Local
Local Telepbone Service Telepbone Service Telephone Service

Average Bill Average Average Bill Average Average Bill Average

Diensity Per Bill Per Per Bill Per Fer Bill Per

Level n Household (§) Line ($) Houscuold (5) Line ($) Household (5) Line (%)
I idd Tellz 6% 6413257 4211 =5% 35.82z247 34021246 271220
I 426 B4.E89 7.0 6849= 54 4448158 3513z 4a4 4041 = 3.0 3136124
1l 20 91.20 £ 6.9 Tad5z54 4902255 3893245 4219232 335223

*Level 1 is the least dense
sampling tolerances calculated at the 5% confidence interval
Note, “n" does not include “Don't Know™ and “Not Available” responses

CHART 3-2

lLocal and Long Distance Bills Per Household and Per Line
by Population Density Level

$14) R — - =

B Total Per Hownehaold

E- L1000 ¢ B Total Per Larer
7 e Doiesr Poi Fousebeld
!:: 0 1 ong Dhvtaser Pet Line
£ 0 - B | okl Prr Howeheld
] I lowal Perles
50

| {Least Dense) i) 1 (Mox Dense)
Populaon Dty Level
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Attachment F. continued

TABLE 3-4

Average Number of Optional Calling Features®
by Population Density Level*®

Density
Level n Average Number of Fealures
1 415 1.7202
n s01 24:02
I 590 2302

*Cusiom Calling Features Optional LEC Telecom Services

**Level | is the lcast dense

Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval

Note: “n” does not include “Don’t Know™ and “Not Available™ responies

CHART 3-4

Average Number of Optional Calling Features

by Population Density Level
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Attachment F, continued

TABLE 3-¢

Househo * Expenditures for Last Month's Electric Service
by Population Density Level®

Density Percentage Whao Paid Percentage Who PFaid Percentage Whao Paid
Level n Leis Than $50.00 $50.00 - §99.99 5100 or More
I 423 40+19 248242 66lz4b
I 518 64222 280+319 $931=43
] 618 L2224 99237 L2140

*Level 1 is the least dense

Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval
Note: "n”

includes “Don't Know™ and "Not Available™ resporsas

CHART 3-6

Household Expenditures for Last Month's Electric Service
by Population Density Level
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Attachment F, continued

TABLE 3-8

Type of Telepbone Service Usage
by Population Uensity Level®

Fercentage of Households
n
Denakty All Social Business loternet Shopping
Level Fax Oibers Calls Calls Access Calls Faxving
I sz 423 9801243 579=48 MT=45 ab =47 160317
It 458 518 96.1 £ 1.7 5B5+a3 290+40 97=40 160233
11 587 G618 9QLlz13 560=40 RN RN Ld=35 257236

*Level L is the least dense
Sampling tolerances calculated at the 93% confidence interval
Note: “n” includes “Don't know™ and “Not Available™ responses

CHART 3-8

i Type of Telephone Service l_isu;-:

; by Population Density Level
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Attachment F. continued

TABLE 3-10

Household Calling Levels
by Popelation Density Level®

Average Calls Average Calls Average Total
Drensity Level n Flaced Per Day n Heceived Per Day Calls Per Diay
I 354 58207 70 61207 e |
Il 416 61=086 430 73208 13.3
m 495 7007 537 79208 149
*Level | is the least dense

Sampling tolorances calculated at the 95% confidence interval
Note: “n” does not include “Don't Know™ and *Not Available™ responses

13 CTage Sumber of Calls Per D

CHART 3-10

Household Calling Levels

t by Population Density Level
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wetape Importance Level

Attachment F, continued

TABLE 3-12

Average Housebold Importance Levels of Local Tele phone Services

by Population Density Level®

Density Level n Average Importance Level**
1 412 4620
. f] 512 1601
1] 611 47201

“Level | 15 the least dense

** Impontance Levels: 1=Not Very Important, 5= Very Important
Sampling tolerances caloulated at the 95% confidence interval

Note: "n” does not include “Don't Know™ and “Not Available” responses

CHART 3-12

S - e —————

Average Household Importance Level of Local Telephone Service

by Population Density Level
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Attachment F. conmninued

CHART 3-13A

Reactions to 82 Price Increase of Local Telephone Service
by Population Density Level

Fetcentage of Homwholds

B Fcduce Spending
BN Mot Heduce Spending
T Diucontinee Sersice

I iLeast Denie) Li 1EE i Mot Desve
Population Density Level

CHART 3-13B

Reactions to $5 Price Increase of Local E:l:phu'm: Service
by Population Density Level
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CHART 3-13C

- Reactions to $10 Price Increase of Local Telephone Service

by Population Density Level
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Attachment F, continued

TABLE 3-14

Alternatives to Local Telephone Service
by Population Density Level®

Percentage of Households
Densiny Cellalar Sever MNeighbor's
Level n Telephone Payphone Disconnect Telephone
I 423 558=438 222240 69225 25227
1 518 Mlzdd 2221186 83228 83z 2a
m G618 48,1 =40 243=34 44228 e

*Level [is the least dense
Sampling telerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval
Note “n” includes “Don't Know™ and “Not Available” responses

CHART 3-14

e S —— —

Alternatives to Local Telephone Service
by Population Density Level
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TABLE 4.2

Attachment F. continued

Local and | +ag Distance Bills Per Household and Per Line

by Households with Members Over Age 65

Total Long Distance and Long Distance Laocal
Local Telephone Service Telepbone Service Telephone Service
Howsehold
Members Average Bill Average Average Bill Average Average Bill Average
hver Age Per Bill Per Per Bill Per PFer Hill Per
b n Household (5) Line (%) Household (5) Lin: (%) Househald ($) Line (%)
0 1082 | %045 + 46 | 7164 = 36 4596 = 38 1BEL = 30| 4149 3 1 9 3378 = |
I 1 &% 58.3) + 8@ 4565 + 6.4 76 £ 5.2 2.3 = 47 kb BRI | LT
2 or More 78| G489 +153 915 +14.) 38R 2132 0T =129 611 = 48 a3 =2

Sampling wlerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval
Note "0 does not include “Don't Know™ and “Not Available” responses

CHART 4-2

Local and Long Distance Bills Per Houschold and Per Line
by Households with Membe-s Over Age 65
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Attachment F. connnued

TABLE 4.4

Average Number of Optional Calling Features®
by Households with Members Over Age 65

Household Members
Chver Age 65 n Averapge Number of Features
0 1185 2ez01
| 213 14=z02
2 or More 107 0903

*Custom Calling Features Optional LEC Telecom Services
Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence interval
Note: "n” docs not include “Don't Know" and “Not Availabie™ responses

CHART 44

Average Number of Optional Calling Features
by Households with Members Over Age 65
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TABLE 4-6

Attachment F, contnued

Household Expenditures for Last Month's Electric Servies

by Homseholds with Members Over Age 65

Household
Members Percentage Whn Paid Percentage Who Paid Percentage Who Paid
dver Age 65 (4] Less Tham $50.00 $50.00 - §9%9.99 S100.00 ar More

0 1233 60 & 1.4 2.1 =28 97 4 2§

I 212 134 + 43 02z 80 6.1 + ob
2w More 108 6 %+ 44 231 + K0 657 = 91

Sampling olerances calculated at the 5% confidence interval
Note: “n™ includes "Don't Know™ and "Not Available™ responses

CHART 4.6

Houschold Expenditures for Last Month's Electric .‘-ir,:r-.-i-r:u
by Households with Members Over Age 63
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TABLE 4-8

Attachment F. connnued

Type of Telephone Service Lsage

by Housebolds with Members Over Age 65

Fercentage of Housebolds
Household
Members Over All
Age (5 Fux Others Social Business Internet Shopping Faving
] 1158 1233 971 =10 9728 351227 94+ 206 Mi1z24d
1 218 232 91023 470z 66 18151 328=62 147248
2 or More 98 108 963219 50914 139+ 0.7 BTz 1.0 153 : 08
Sampling wlerances calzulated at the 95% confidence interval
Nete: "n” includes “Don't know” and * INot Available™ responses
CHART 4-8

I . .

, Type of Telephone Service Usage

| by Households with Members Over Age 65
2 1M — - :
': [T1:H | | . socw]
..i: Kifa [ | B Buuncs
-:- 60 | | | e
B oatm | T Shoppng
:i e B Faung
& "y

Houschold Members Ohver Age 65
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Attachment F, continued

TABLE 4-10

Housebold Calling Levels
by Housebolds with Members Over Ape 65

Housebold Members Average Calls Average Calls Average Total
hver Age 65 n Flaced Per Day o Heceived Per Day Calls Per Dhay

] 599 6805 1059 78206 146

! 187 4809 197 $2:=08 100

2 or Maore &7 452 1.0 g2 45£11 9.0

sampling toleiances calculated at the 95% confidence interval

Note: “n" docs not include “Dont Know" and “Not Available” responses

CHART 4-10

e ———
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Attachment F, continued

TABLE 4-12

Average Household Importance Levels of Local Telephone Service
by Households with Members Over Age 65

Household Members
Over Age 65 n Average Importaoce Level
] 1233 46201
1 -J2 4.7=0.1
2 or More 108 46=02

Imponance Levels. 1=Not Very Important, $=Very Impaortant
Sampling tolerances calculated at the 95% confidence imenval
Mote: "n" does not include “Don't Know" and “Not Available” responses

CHART 4-12

Average Houschold Importance Level of Lm:ul_'l't:Ephnm: Service
by Households with Members Over Age 63
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Peicentage of Vlouschalds

Attachment F. continued

CHART 4-13B
[ Reactions to $5 Price Increase of Local Telephone Service '
| by Households with Members Over Age 635 |

1146%

| | W Reduce Spending
0% || - oo Reduce spending

O Dincantinee Service

a
;
T 1 1 1

0%

0 I af Maie
Hausehold M embers Over Age &5
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I

CHART 4-13C

| Reactions to $10 Price Increase of Local Telephone Service
| by Households with Members Over Age 65
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CHART 4-13D

— —eees

Reactions 1o $20 Price Increase of Local Telephone Service
by Households with Members Over Ape 63
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LEC Public Hearing Date/Day/ Location
Location Time
Vista-United Lake Buena Vista Sept. 24,1998 Grosvenor Resort at Walt Disney World
= Thursday Village
10:00 am Windsor Ballroom
1850 Hotel Plaza Blvd.
Lake Buena Vista, Flonda
BST Orlando Sept. 24, 1998 Orlando City Hall
® Thursday City Council Chambers. 2nd Flo
6:00 pm 400 S. Orange Avenue
Orlando, Flonda
Sprnt-United Altamonte Springs Sept. 25, 1998 ~ltamonte Springs City Hall
= Friday City Council Chambers
10:00 am 2", Newbunport Ave.
Altumonte Springs, Flonda
GTCom Port. St. Joe Oct. 5, 1998 City of Pont St Joe
Monday Fire Station, Conference Room
2:00 pm 44 Williams Avenue
Pon St. Joe, Flonda
BST West Palm Beach Oct. 19, 199K Falm Beach County Governmental Center
£ Monday County Chambers, 6th Floor
10:00 am 301 Nornth Olive Avenue
West Palm Beach, Flonda
GTCom Perry Oct. 22, 1998 City Couneil Chambers
Thursday 224 8. Jefferson Street
1:30 pm Perrv, Flonda




Date Name j Topic

oy '_?"?l _Eﬂlﬂdﬁ Hjbb FP@PL%E_M.WrW 10 fﬂt?- ﬁ”&-‘-’ bills for incomplete calls.
Dlup-m' w/ higher costs for second line, SLC, PICC, USF and additional
080798 Suanbwes M mmmﬁ’:‘:ﬁﬂg f
081798 Tom Mu Disagrees wi nonregulaced. rtgul:.t:d service dw;ﬁ can't |.r.'nd-m:tmd_ _‘:_nl]_
_08/18/98 _ Christine Casselman _Wants EAS (Lawtey) -
08/1898 _ Doris Dobranski _Disagrees w/ PICC & USF charges
08/1898  Kim Womisk __ Wants EAS (has $0 25 plan now) — Northport
= . BellSouth charges $40 to use MCI a3 long distance carrier, excessive connection
OVISSE  LeheGaoom  angor)chages o
08/18/98  Meredith Merrit | Opposed 1o AT&T plan to charge $3 for not using long distance
081898 Patrick Utecht  Charges for 411 calls in excess of 2 (should have credit it not used)
08/18/98 _Ragoberio Nhguisga _Satisfied with service (BellSouth)
_OB/18%8  SandraSun _ Disagrees w/ PICC & USF charges
08/1898  Violette Tomchany No incresse in residential line rate, already 1ve had increases
08/1998  Barbara C. Donahue Disagrees w/ miscellaneous taxes, PICC, USF & SLC charges

08/19%98  BarbaraYdeen  Sprint charges are considerably higher than GTFFL

S e

08/19/98 _ Clete & Netta Quid  Disagree wi PICC & USF charges, taxes =
08/1998  Joseph O'Girady  Disagrees w' vacation phone rates, mcluding taves, SLC
_OR1998 1) Shuler Disagrees w/ vacation phone rates, PICC, USF charges. taves
0871998 Mildred Downs ___Slamming and cramming
Octave D. & Patnicia
S Alas WS ek
081998  Renee Druc Dmr.lszmm D:u;rmw vml:un pimm: raies
08/19/98  Stella Albaranes  Disagrees w/ miscel aneous taxes (PICC, US}'J
0872098 AlSchrader  Disagrees w/ PICC, USF charges in addition 1o SLC
M82098  Ann Matiera  Opposed to paying for out-of-state information calls
UB2098  Anhur Travis  Disagrees w/ vacation phone rates (reconnection charges)

it Opposed to AT&T plan to charge §3 for not using long distance & miscellancous
GEI09E Htm-l'lfi_.lilfl. "

08720%8  Eleanor Conrad  Disagrees w/ PICC & US_F__:ha_rg:s_. keep rates low for the elderly
08720198  Gilbert Ryder  Wants a lower rate for elderly retirees
082098  JohnA. Wright | Disagrees w/ excessive charges (not taxes)

i
082098  Mrs. M. Visnosky gll::ﬁ‘m “m.l:Lﬁ:ﬂTs plan to charge $3 for not using long distance &

Wants EAS (entire 941 area)

0872098 REEME i iy Disagree w/ vacation p-lmnc rales

umgni Richard A chll Disagrees w/ excessive m-lctth.lrgﬂ
082098  Rose Cropek Keep fat rate for senior citizens

Opposes | 74 increase in Bel Sauth: residennal lne rate {message rae ) & LISF
v ssen  JEacpeen |
082198 Alan Stage ~ Create more rate oplions to L‘I‘-Mtvc from

0872198 Henrietta Grinstead _Low rates for the elderly

- 141 -




0872698 Dorian Charbonnesy Disagrees w/ miscellancous taves PICC, USF, & SLC charges
0872698 Elizabeth Zanberg _Fees for OAN, Integrated Inc., and Hold Billing Services

- 143 -

Date Name , Topic
(0872598 William J. Grimes  ATAT and Sprint bill for incomplete calls o .
0872695 Alice Jensen _ Disagrees w/ PICC & USF chasges, cost of service 100 high =S
0872698  Buck Buchanan  Wams EAS — Hilliard to Jacksonville
0872698  David Spirer Disagrees v m!h local rates subsidizing Internet
Believes ATET blocked phone for not paying SI H connection r.hirgr‘ opposed o
0872698 Debbie Kro ATET plar. o charge 53 for not using long distance; disagree w' PICC & USF

0872698  JamesM.Long  Disagrees w/ miscellancous taxes o .

0872698 Marvin Miller | Disagrees w/ PICC & USF charges
082698  Pmt Musarells | Wants EAS (Northport) . L

082698  UweF. Dyss Mhsagrees w/ SLC, wmm::nﬂfm — -
_0B27708 Alice Bruce  Wants a lower rate for elderly retirees - -
OB27/98  Beatrice Stone  Disagrees w/ USF, PICC, 911 charge, « mnnmunn ch:.rgu too high, slamming
0827/98  Dean B. Cherry _ Disagrees w/ miscellaneous taxes, USF, PICC (cell phone)
082758  Jerry Roth | Disagrees w/ vacation phone rates e

082798 Jam F.Lenihan | Disagrees w/ pay'ng S1/mo for uhpuhl.nshud nmbcn & TouchTone charge

082798 K. ) Jackelen | Excessive connection charges P

LERTME  Mary A. Willlams Disagrees w/ miscellancous taxes, PICL & USF charges

0872798 Michacl Flynn __ Disagrees w/ doubling of inside wire maintenance rates

0872798 Mrs. Jean Evans __Disagrees w/ FCC, SLC, PICC, USF, miscellaneous taxes

082898  Acustomer  Cost of service 100 high -

082898 imm‘ﬁ Opposes change 1o flat rate -

0872898 t:‘ar:ﬂ Dunlapp Against paying t The _phune bills of others {Lifeline)

m_,% I-"I_E Carol Gregory | mﬂ;::wdmu:im undher another, cost of sin u:;: toar hugh,

082898 Henry Bielicki __ Too many taxes i

OE28%9E  Horace S Lamb Disagrees w/ nm.cclimmu:.tl.:-.ﬂ

082898 H. C. Clark Dngmuﬂhmmunnhugnmdmn -

UET8%8  Jack Bonifay Long distance rates - n-state = $ 28 /muute va. Out-of-state = § 10 minute

OB 288 Jmlf:nﬂud Mo other phone company prov ld#‘.'i service & BellSouth charges are too high

U8 2898 Julia Grimes Dilgm wi miscellznecus ey, PICC & USF charpes

0872898 ) Elhot Biggest bargain of all wtilties, very sainfied (BellSouthy

0872898  Mr. & Mrs. Braun ﬁlmlrﬂ_‘h‘-ﬂmnp for many; increase optional services instead, covt of

082898 Pmn:u: S. Stucky  Wants EAS (North and South Brevard County)

08289s | ZPDITShotes o voted agaist GTE rale increase

_ Prop Cramers Assoc. L :
ORE28 98 Alfred Duaz Pqﬂmrmmmhytdmﬁpchﬁgchxk
OR72998 Cuuhm Gaines | Doesn't make Jong distance calls but is charged SLC




Date

Name

Topie

(90398

Deoris Minchell

When Sprint took over, prices doubled; Sprint changed long distance from AT&T
1 Sprint; unhappy with Sprint's sefvice; cost 10 transfer service is too high

90398 E Haris  Too many taxes; retired senior on S

e

090i%8  George Surkey  Charged $88.00 to replace 10 fi of cable
09/93/98 __ Irv Shapiro, 0D.  Opposed to exira fees or increases
90398 Mane W. Kinel | Base rate last year was $10.35, this year it is $16.27

090198

Max Schoor _ Paid $0.1.‘minute for operator assisted lncal call

090398 Pawicia Wamer _No increases, has a heart condition and phone s a necessity

090398

090398

090398
09039E
i _ Velma Clifion
090498

090398

090498
09,6498

0498

090495

R

090498
090498 _

0970498

0970498 Nicholas

090498
090598
0970598
09054

_ Carl Gasman

RF. McGranalan

PolaFox

Unfair for phone rates to increase; protect residential cusiomer o
Against "computer access fee for schocls™, “We arc service charged and taved to

. death for phone service™; disagrees w/ 911, TASA, eic

Long distance rates 1o Japan 100 high (MCI)

Forced to listen to "BellSouth advertisements™ when the line is busy (*66)
Opposed to extra fees or increases; connection * *arges are tco high

_Alanlerig  Opposed 1o paying higher SLC for second line

Too many extra fees; living on a fixed income

Opposed to extra fees or increases, phone 15 a necessity
Disagrees w/ PICC, USF charges & AT&T's plan 1o charge $3 for not using long

Charles S. Brooks | distance; billed for 800 service by ATN that customer never wsed {third party

billing) B

_ Comella OReilly _ Opposed 1o extra fees (add-ons), has message rate

Dorothy Schmidt

E Ann Maxwell

Sprint charges $4.95/month to get $0.10 rates, which makes actual rate 80 14, call

walting charges have increased; disagrees w/ repeat dialing charges and other
_usage fees .

Sprint charges $4.95 1o get $0.10 rates, but customer wasnt informed

Jermy Y. Wiess

Joan Allen Hyde

Wants a payment center opened in Orlandao and a choice in local service provider,
held captive by BellSouth; 411 doesn give out information for persons wsmg

___other carriers; opposes 10%s increase in Yellow Page listing prices

Only 21 public meetings, and notification came afier the meeting, objects to
BeliSouth biling for long distance

Jose De Ls Guard] gyﬂ;ﬁw rates are Loo high: toll call to West Palm Beach doesn't always go
Linds Worthington _Sprint interstate long distance charges of $2.99 minute
Marilyn Benjamin _ Local phone companics are a monopoly; pay phone rales increased

Myron P Wald

Sumnley Zaslow

Gl &1 Trabal

,f“’“‘”“'- Pays $0.25/min to call the city he Jives in — wants EAS (Port Charlote)

Should we resort to camier pigeon? Es_u: too high for semors - higher here
than in other states

-

How can BellSouth ratse rates & violate Telecommurnications Ad'?., keep state
legislatwre outof it~

Helen Garr
Jean Alice

__Living on a fixed income; opposes rate increase

Phone companics should pay all costs imposed on them (PICC & USF)
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Date

Name

Topic

090998

Amanda Bounds

Southern Bell long dutance SLAMMING (nwalATA)

0970998 Charles & 1da Hoeni

Wants EAS (Volusia and Flagler Counties)

Cost of service too high (due to exira charges) o o

What is the charge for o call from St. Augustine to Baltimore?
Wants AT&T and BellSouth to merge )

In Orlando -|I|:aIL:mlED5ﬂﬁnmaEuhlhc;4m - .

(0998~ Elame Owillibi
_0970998 . Harry M. Pawlik
090998 Jean Gouschalk
090998 Luis Esponoza
0970998 Matt Bailey

Very ¢ ssatisfied with BellSouth's service - customer service 15 p-wr dmg;rl::s w/
miscellanenus fecs

_09/09/98 _Pierre Simon Suffrin | S5 added to bill for second line because he rents an room from & homeawner

0910995 _

e 12 e

'Roben Compon

Owes billing company over S100 but doesnt know who they are (cramming)

090998

Stephen Peterson | Opposed to increases — phone o not a luxiry, but a necessiny

098 Bessic M. Hufford | Rates are too high for seniors on a fixed income

U%'10/98

| Disagree w/ extra charges & Iungdumwuudmhnmgmmhu“lt

= Billy € T Docsnt Matter”. -~ .

: : Rates for Orlando do not compare with Atl' .a. Disagrecs w/ inside wire
(V1098 Catherine Mangan | v sintenance charge; pays $0.25/call to Kissimmee, St Cloud, Lake Buena Vista
0911098 Majorie Derrick | Call tracing not availsble on weekends -

091098 Mary Lawrence |Ltrmml:mﬂthdluﬁllmudmcmuhud do not increase rates
09/10/98 M?jt&h:p K | Wants EAS (Soca Raon)

09/1098  Mry. M. Thacker SLCEHEIMHHH —

091098 M K. Busschere  $87.50 to fix a telephone jack; GTE service costs too much

09/10%8  Nancy Swong  MCI bills for incomplete calls

U9/1098 __ Phyllis Johnson __Disagrees w/ PICC & USF charges -

Wants a paymen opened in Fort Walton “Li " eoyts 5265

Wq'ﬂr_qx ) Ro"':_mj Baker ~__which I: Si nmv:mtf?c_r:_sldmu pay PR
091098 R M.Frew  Disagrees w/ vacation phone rates

- J_ID.?! Tmu E Hm Em:lg:'hﬁ-h, PICC & LISF charges, fecls tanes & surcharges are almost as
0971098 ‘If‘ugmu Fowler | Statements are confl.umg -
091198 __Albert Stemberger | Disagrees w/ vacation phone rates . .
091198 Duncan Maclnnes | Opposes Lifeline customers who add special features 1o their phone
(91198 EmaSanger  Wants ieleccommunications rates for local and long distance -
09/1198 Hung Yiong Lai  Changed from AT&T to Sprant, but receives long distance hull frum both
091198 Irving Miller  Opposed 1o proposed BellSouth rate increase

041198 _Rgg-u:l:g Skibiski _ Pays $0.25/call to Orlando — wants EAS (Kissimmee), mllmg to pay more for it

Rates oo high, but has no other choice, ATALT s limited by GTCom's antiquated
: ; all § o, bt 5
o mos! calls made are long distance

09712198 ExildaD Brady _AARP - opposed 10 extra fees or increases

091298 Thomas Englemann_ Wants rates reduced; too many taxes and fres
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Date Name , Topic

09/15/98 Ruth Woode mhwuld 1o the class action suit regarding insade wire mantenance charge of
Dusagrees w/ SLC, miscellancous tanes & incorrect billing, 4oesn’t have money to
0971698 Adelne A. Simms  give schools and libraries; wanis basic phone service w. Lull that won't put a hole in
55 check. o - )
091698 _ Ln!ﬂlﬂmda Opposed to Bell South's plan m m:mraits

(091698 Brian Murphy __Pays long distance to call neighbors, schools, ete. - wants EAS (Boca Raton)

091698 E"“’#f;‘m Wants EAS (Orlando)

Disagrees w/ "LC, 911, PICC, USF, TASA, Flonda Gross Receipts Surcharge,
nonregulated/regulated service charges, miscellaneous taxes, & paying for a call
09/1693 F Scon that originates at a pay phone (50.35) or S0,10/call for those in excess of 30, phone
nngs once and then stops, all hours of the day and night, promised $50 credit, but
| only got 325 (Sprint); cost of service too high, why pay for replacing old wires or
) o wires outside ber bouse? Seniors should get genenc billing
0971658 lJobn Gallo Against rates increases; companies make excellent profits

oarigny MDA AARP members against the raiing of phone raies

0% 1698 Mancy Cmi 52026 for 6 minute call, lhwldn‘: this be illegal” (com p.l.n;:.- s Uph:
0971698 Nancy ). Lambert _Rate increases are detrimental 1o people on a fixed income
091798 Beverly-Lary Jonas | Opposed 1o extra fees or increases
ﬂﬂ’!'ffﬂ__ Denise Vignati Dmpniziln;:zlhmm taxes, PICC, USF & SLC, wants EAS (Osceola
0911798 James Putnal {mayor) (petimion with 236 names) — wants EAS [Pmufunhrllc'l
09'17/98  Jeanne Shenard  Opposed to extra fees (any rype of increase)
091798 Joseph Foster  Resents constant increase in fees
091798 Margarita Chilwel | Disagrees w/ SLC, PICC, USF & musn::lhnmm tanes
0971798 Mary Ann Taylor | No Caller ID for Panacea (Sprint) _
091798 Kosemaric Addoma | Disagrees wi/ TASA, SLC 911, PICC. USF, vanious taxes
091798 Roy Dowling  Opposed 1o extra fees of increases — companies have ways to make ma more money
091798  Warren Crum Chairman of Wakulla County BOC -- wants EAS (Panacea'Carrabelle)
mli Bmy{inu.whull Du-lyt::m?urﬂiﬁrm Receipts Surcharge & 911, On 2 lmited moome &
O%1898 Cltl‘hrﬂnﬂ!"thr Hﬂhld:nmmmtrﬂ.mmwlu.t]"}:an o
091898 Deirdre de Prospero  Not satisfied w’ BellSouth, service has gone downhill; BcIES-uuh nrudr
0971898 Dorothy Stirling  Disagrees w/ SLC, 911, TASA, PICC & USF charges

091898  Ehi: Slivia Disagrees w/ SLC nwe;gul.l]td-'rcgulu:d service charges & mlscelhn:nus u.m:s
0971858 Elsic Wallus _ Rate increases would impose hardsihip on the clderfy

09/1 Bﬁ_ﬁ - Frank Knight mm;mmumg. due to technological advances; received notice 1oo late
09 1898 Jm Chlpptl Disagrees with PICC, USF and the dnubhng on Im: mamienance clurgn
091898 Marvin A. Berkowitz. AARP - opposed 1o extra fees or increases
091898 Roy Mahoney  Disagrees w/ vacation phone razes _ o
091898  Sandi McDonald  Disagrees w/ inside wire maintenance costs & miscellaneous taves
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| Date Name Topic

090298 Mr. & Mrs. Clarence Disagrees PICC, USF, SLC, Nonregulated Regulated Service Charges, ATET
— _Key plan to charge $3 for not using long distance & miscellancous taves

0972298 M. Golovensky  Disagrees w/ miscellancous taxes, lower the ratrs

(0972298 . aname Wants a payment center opened in DeFunizl. springs

0972/98 Rists Goodwin Tired of telemarketers, wants to be billed per call. received notice too Late 1o attend

(92298 Victoria MeDougall Dpposnd to extra fm Of ICTEaLES

052398 | Aneva W, Graessle Disagrees w/SLC, PICC & USF charges & muwcllancous taves
092398 Amnmll:nlmmm _Disygrees w/ PICC & USF charges

_0923%8 __ Dorothy Famour _ Disugrees w/ paying higher costs for second line
092398 Muricl V. Brown G posed 1o extra fees or increases

092398 Sheila & Victor

Fuchs Opposed 1o extra fees of increases
(092398 Sonja Kesleeren  3rd party calls cost too much (BellSouth) -
0924%8 ' George Buzhy  Rates too high

092498  HelenE Druga | Opposed to extra. feﬂ or increases -
092498 Judith Pannarzo | Excessive charges for long distance when not used
092498 SconL. French  Opposed to extra fees of increases

I Disagrees w/ SLC and charge for haviag no lﬂng du-lm cartier on line where
Dﬁﬂjmi . de "L it _ long distance i3 blocked

0972598  Elizabeth Harrell :TD:nt:emfmh\mglmpm charged 57 06 for not making 515 i long

92598 Foristi Anthony Wants EAS (Tangerine to Orange County )
092598  Lewis T. Woodard  Cell phone charges too high, too many taxes

D‘!i-‘!i-?ﬂ Hh'::ml " Dppuscdmnmfmmm:m

0972598  Martha T. P S-:mnr ona I'umd mcome -- opposed 1o eatra fees or inreases, phene bill wo

s _ complex
0972598  Mrs. Edwzd Mlcr _ Charges for intrastate calls too high
Mr, & Mrs.
o) '
0972598 Alexand Dwmu miscellaneois taves, PICC

092598 PamiciaBums __Charges are 100 high - too many add-on charges
0972598  Ralph Gonzalez  Disagrees w’ miscellancous taxes . Flonda Gross Receipts Surcharge & SLC
092698 Marie Grimes  Opposed 10 extra fees or increases

092798 Iuh.n P.McCann  Opposed 10 extra fees or increases; :umjunnmn has pot h.lpptntd

092798  Leon Con _Opposed 1o extra fees or increases
o979y Mr& h;’:';iw Wasss EAS — Avon Park to Sebring (Highlands County)

0‘.;'1 TOE  Myra Armistead lncrt-uts wﬂi hun serors and people who make minimum wage
092798 RalphEldan  Costof service too high
0972758  RobenE Stano  Wants documents

Alex & Rosemarnic

W-".‘!."m. Stodmak {.'ngmcdtf:mny increase




Date Name | Topic

- Cost of service too high, opposed 1o cxtra fees or increases and subsidizing phone
S M N | for poor people, ~What utilities want, utilitics get™

——— ———mm R

093095 Helen W. Wal . Disagrees w/ charges AT&T should pay

Mrs. Quinton and . .
mmi.fas _ Boanie Jol Universal Service, rates are too high

Mr. & M AL
. _ Morgan %
093098 S Mantione  Opposed to extra fecs, calculate true expenses
053098 VencentMiller  Received notice too late to aniend hearings = I

Received notic. too late to anend hearings; payments not received on time
093098 ¥vonne Cox although they were mailed on time, phone line cut, reconnect and late charges
assessed

0973098 Extra charges are unnecessary

100098 Petition  Names of 14 people who object 1o telephone rate increases
22 members of the Retired Educators Associanion of Palin Beach County who
10°00°98 Petiti oppose proposed residential phone rate increase. "As an essential and basic
commodity, such service should remain affordable to all, especially those on a
i 8 fixed income.” _— .
100198 _ Anthony Wilkinson | No iacreases to basic telephone service
100198 BarbaraGold  SLC charges oo high, especially on a vacation phe < linc
lll_i*ﬂlﬂﬂ_ ; md_ﬂ:Gmcr ?_pp-ua-n:lmmufmur mr_:fnlsenml
100198 _Dorothy C. Johnson Opposed to extra fees or increases e =
. , Caller ID, *69 and C.ll Waiting are not offered (Sprint), disagrees w' SLC. PICC
00198 GanyGrandsh g USF charges i
10098 J.T.Jones  Soonwe will not be able to have a phone because of all the fees & taxes
100298 Angus Nouelmann _Calculate fair rates by calculating truc expenses, excrcise caution in raming ratcs
jozyy AmwConceta s Wi inside wite mainienance charges

_Pansi-Rossi
100298  DebraGorman  Wants EAS (calls from Pomona Park 1o Deland 100 expensive)

Cost to ransfer service is 1oo high (571 00); disagrees wi paving 50 25 to call Lady
5.l
10:0298 Lor Carmana _ Lake (from Summerfield)

100298 Nonmame  Opposed to rate increases unless based on cost B

100398 Druzella Lloyd _ Overcharged for long distance, signed up for Sprint, but GTCom overcharges

100398 GracePriest  Rates are 100 high; especially vacation rates i e
. 22 i i Ke - % w took over

00498 LeninlCanbar {7 etye by Vit e L ol o ebaf i . 0 s

100598 Alfred E. Bishop  Vacationratestoohigh

1000598 Mary Blackwell _Opposed to extra fees or increases

" Names of 46 members nrhﬁnmu;_ﬁ.ﬂﬂl’fhapm £363 who c-ppuu_lhc
0038 PO proposed rteincrease. _ -
100598 Roshani | Disagrees w/ miscellancous taxes; charged 50,53 for not selecung a long distance
Diewsrdane: awrief —
wosvs oﬂ"m:&um President of A ARP Chapter #3813, againut any price increase
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Name Topic
100998 Ralph Sherfick | Received notice 1o late to attend hearings; vote no 1o rate increase
Robert & Susan :
10/09/98 Willizms ﬂp_pmad 1o extra fees or .u_icrv:a:.n -
100998 T.1Knopf  Opposed to exta fecs of increases =5
_1wes Danizl Amey No increases and no by the minute” telephone charges.
101098 Fred Dippogno _ No BellSouth rate increase §
N01098  Mrs H L Edwards Dispute over $0.05/min rate (on Sundays) for MC calling card
1071098 Muricl Kaplan  BellSouth overcharged for installing new line; calling card cost too much
oy Petit; Names of 2. members of the Steinhatchee AARP Chapter #4064 who oppose the
e proposed rate ircrease
10/10/98 Pétition Names of 34 members of the Lulu: Ciry AARF Chapter 1872 who oppose the
b= __proposed rale increase _ B
1071198 SmﬂﬁmmW mmwmwﬂnmumﬁumﬂrmmﬁknm
m I‘"a: _ Bil Ellis Mo increases e ____
1071298  BretBeg BlIIumcmfmmg ==
1011298 hm:l)n Fay Tavin __Opposed 1o paying for -um-nl‘—suu: mformation ealls -
1071298 Kenneth Niccum  Wants EAS — Tangerine to Orange County -
1071298 Louise Ellis ~ No increases
1071298 Petition  Names of 43 mﬂnbﬂ's of AARF Chapter #2373 who nppou rate increase
10712098 Petition Names of 6 AARP members who oppose proposed rate increase
10/12/98  Robert Brinson  Opposed 1o extra fees or increases
1001298 Rosemary Stelick  SLC charge (primary and second hncj
1071298 Sarsh B. Winter  Opposed 10 extra fees or increases -
1071298 Vera Frenchs  Disagrees w/ PICC & USF charpes
1071298 Warren H. Ajemiau Opposed 1o extra fees or incresses and disagrees w/ vacation phone rates
Joseph Carmueci &
101598 " FredFiore Tu.n, excessive charges
Iﬂ ] 3-‘93 Mary McKnight Dupl.u.: aver hgg_dmr du.fgn (G TCom)
10/1398 Ml.r} N E:;pm w/ LUSF, network access. & PICC charges, rates too high, too many
101398 Pﬂmm - ) _I;Ilmm of!ﬂ mn?:ﬁ_afth: Trenton Women's Club who oppose rate indrease
Phillip & Carclyn
10 t]"931 Gmy As:tu{wn_m?hyub:ulfnjgmnpmm
1071398 Venera Williams Mo increases (AARP Chapter 4064)
1071498 Beckie Dowling  No increases; §3.00 increase 100 much, mhtrmgmﬁ:.mulk
1071498 Chicko Hubbard _ No increases; $3.00 increase 100 much; no heaning in Gamesville
1071498 Coanie D. Davis _ Too many taxes, $150 restoration fee. directory assistance fee charged in error
Daphne
101498 _ Squiteri-Hom _.mu EAS = Tangerine 1o Orange County
1071498 Don & Dona Mann _No increases; $3.00 increase too much: no heaning in Gamesville
161498 i F_l] .15? . Improvement in service, prior (o any rate iNCreases

- N S o 00 m o G O O o ay O I B Sy EE = s




Date Name Topic
102198 T"'n:'f_& I.Ttm.-ifu Want EAS = Tlngmm o Orange County
Charles W. - ) -
0209 oy WEAS <Mnat Dot O Comy
102298  Kenneth Niccum W ts EAS — Tangerine to Orange County
1072698 Petics Names of 48 members of the Golden Age Homemakers Florids Association for
) _ s ___Family and Community Education who object to the telephone rale mcrease
102699 5 Sholene No increase

10727789 W'HTFLI:&T“‘LM Want EAS - Tlngtrm: to Orange Cal.n:d} now ey cellular phone more often

102898 Billy Whate  Bills are high enough, no increases
102898 Jay Weil Wants EAS — Tang, “ne to Orange County
102898 Joann Banell  Wants EAS — Tangerme w Orange County
102898 Marjoric Mairs  Wants EAS — Tangerine to Orange County
1072898 R“'“‘E’ﬂi:‘_i'“” Wat EAS ~ Tangerine to Orange County
10"‘#")8 Miram A, Hill No rate increases

~; HRita & Micholas .
102998 | Mo rate increases

102998 ToddMayo  At25.55 times the actual costs, access fess are too high.
1073098 Allen L. Gilmore | Costs $0.65 1o call 6-7 miles (from Ocals 1o Belleview) from a pay phun:
1073098 Joyce Ruggles  SLC charges are excessive (Sprnt — $1.50)

. Me. & Mo Pays to call health care provider, wants EAS — Mt. Dora {Tangerine) to Orange
103098 Lawrence K.
_Hawkins " - . i e
1073098 T“"ﬁﬂﬁﬂ"“ " Please break up monopoly in Tampa
1073098 \n"l;.‘l Holt @Hm&mﬁmﬁmumm I:k: :h.ugmg for air
110198 James Ll I& EIk:nL Retirees on a fixed income cannot afford a rate increase

1170258 Bonnie B. Long ' Excess access I'm ﬂmald bc rndl.nml ;
110298 Helen H. Howard __ Suongly opposed to basic service telephone rate increases
110298 Lovella B Williams Access fees generate millions i revenue that doesnt all go wwards subsidizing

. — basic service
110298 Mr. & Mrs. Jack ﬁ:msfuimuhlghuHtmmﬂtm:]wﬂuﬂﬂmldbcrmm wants
s _ Isaacs _EAS (Sanford)

110298 New Age Books  Access fees shnuldbcgw!}'wdm:dgpm:mly‘hmm cost)
11/0298 Thomas L. Budlmm Access charges allow companies 1o diversify

F0698 _ LeeMeyer Wants rates to go down
110698  Margaret Laing | Objects to excess access fees
106%8 Wyl C. Thormton Switched to GTCom because -:w::r:h.lggcd b}- ﬁTT
110998  AnsV Martinez  Overcharged for long distance

110993 James King  Heduce access fees
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Date Name Topic

J,J,::N& Ceil Dppmtd to rale increass

120398 Ed““:&?:'“““ Opposed 1o rate increase

!’DJ'?S Eﬂwrﬂuwﬂ C)ppamdmmemcr:m '

Umberto & Esther
1270398 Goffredi Dppusadlum increase

120798 Minnic G Ivey  Opposed to rate iniease
120898  Masjoric A Starr E;Sdh.m :n.u;n ﬂ:mj:?:nl?n mmwd rate increases and could no longer
1210998 Hou-a.r:l L. Leahy, Jr. Opposed to rate increase

120998  Ruth M Magruder Opposed 1o rate increase

120298

121998 Esther Andrus Elderly mmunumﬂmnmmmmdun-x 1o those who make more
5 , __moncy that she does (referring to rebalancing of local long distance scoews charge)
122998 JudyLm_ Does not approve of proposed increase in basic local rase

Petition - 24 members
F23098  Sunnse Lakes Cendo Mo reason for & rte increase=last vear BellSouth made a substantl profin
Assn

Total number of letters : 628 letters
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APPENIDIX V-3

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

{Source: Adapted from Final Comments of BellSouth, November 13, 1998)

LOCATION/DATE

WITNESS

REFRESENTING

TYPE OF COMMENT/COMPLAINT

WFPH - 08-25.93

Hemard Calborg

Res, En' User

Long Dvistance Complaint re! excessave directory assistance charges;
Believes butinesses (BST) are entitled to a fair profit; Commients on
camnings vi. taxes paid by BeliSouth; Delieves local service rate is a
bargamn; fully satisfied with BellSouth service, States businesses do not

pass thewr savings on lo consumers

WPH - 8-25-98

Amold Halperin

President of Lake Worth
West Democratic Club, d
former Business Owner
and Res. End User

Expanded Area Calling (suppornts 25¢ calls within Florida), Opposes local
service compelition; States businesses have ebuidy and tax write-ofls

available.

WPH - §-25-98

Milton Kleinman

Res. End User

Supposts Lifel.inz/Link Up Programs; Expanded Area Calling (supports
25¢ calls within Florida), Believes local basic rales are reasonable;
Receives good service from long distance carrier; Disagrees with theory of
subsidics of business v, resrdence; Victim of Slamming, Wictim of
Cramming

WPH - 8-25-98 Monte Belote Res. End User (former Opposes Increase in Local Rates: Supports LifeLine/Link Up Programs;
director of Fla Opposes pay phone rale increase; Believes BellSouth provides good
Consumer Action service; Against rate rebalancing; Believes 3-way calling rate is excessive
Metwork)
WPR - B-25-98 Robert Halperin Res. End User SurchargesTaxes on Bill; Supports LifeLine/Link Up Programs; Long
Distance Complaind re: excessive directory assistance charges,
Appreciative of 1-800 number of FPSC — no 1-800 number for FCC
WPB - §-25-93 Wendy Dohanian Hes. End User Opposes Increase in Local Rates; Surcharges/Taxes on Bill,
WFrB - F-25.98 Walter Lipiner Res. End User Opposes Increase in Local Rates
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APPENDIX V-3

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

(Source: Adaptec from Final Comments of BellSouth, November 13, 1998)

LOCATION/DATE WITNESS REPRESENTING TYPE OF COMMENT/COMPLAINT
1. Lauderdale - 9-3-98 | Debra Nush Rus ser - Telephone Opposes business subsidization of residential service; Supporis Lifeline;
Corporation Universal service should fund Lifeline; Lower access charges to promote

competition, Mancate that prices must reflect the actual cost 1o provide
service, Force local telephone companies to provide true picture of cost of
services; Force telephone companies to fully explain charges appearing on
bills; FCC charges have increased the cost; There should be a
differentiation for charges when dialing up Internet service vs. regular
service

Fr. Lauderdale - 9-3-98 | David Rush Res. End User and Bus | Opposes business subsidization of residential service,

User
Fi. Lauderdale - 9-3-98 | Gary Arenson Res. End User and Bus Opposes general subsidization; Everyone should pay fair share for
User scrvices, except the necdy.

Fi. Lauderdale - 9-3-95% | Ron Klein State Senator Public needs understanding of the compenents of resident services and
business service; There is linle competition in the lTocal
telecommunications market

Ft. Lauderoale - 9-3-88 | Steve Queior President of the Greater | Supports rale rebalancing: Opposes business subsidization of residential

Fort Lauderdale Chamber | service, Supports lowering small business rates which will enable them to
of Commerce poasibly increase and/or retain jobs

Fr. Lauderdale - 9-3-98 | Charles Seitz Hed End User and Bus Iephone rates are unfair and recasonable; Selution s competilion - he

User changed to a competitor (cable company ) and receives a better rate;
(C‘ompamics are nod going 10 compete for the $10.00 residential line; The
residential rate i iadequate and the busmess rate i oinflated, Understands
the necessity of the Lifeline program

Fi. Lauderdale - ©-3-98 | Michael Largely Bus User Rebalance rates 10 ensure that businesses pay only their fair share of th:

cost, A comparson of the ot of servicc o businesses in Flonda v
other states should be done for use with competition related 1ssucs
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APPENDIX V-3
SUMMARLY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS
(Source: Adapied from Final Comments of BellSouth, November 13, 1998)

LOCATION/DATE

WITNESS

REPRESENTING

TYPE OF COMMENT/COMPLAINT

Miam - 9-3-98

Robert “Hob™ Kuchneisen

Res. End User

Long Distance Complaint - states he has no choice in opting out of long
distance service and fees, SurchargesTaxes on bill

Miami = =498

Terry Cuson

President and CLO of
Merllk Dade Regional
Chamtxr of Commerce,
Vice Chairman of Dade
Coalition of Chambers of
Commerce, Res. End
Liser

Supports rate rebalancing, residential line subsidies vs. businesses
penalized; Against lelephone wellare, Equitable rates for residents and
busincsses, Revenue neutral

Miami - 9-4-98

Arline Broleman

President and CEO of
Hialeah-Miami Springs
Northwest Dade

Supports rebalancing of rates (small business owner vi. home owner).

Chamber

Miami - 9-4-98 Jose Molina Res. End User Supports Lifeline/Linkup Programs; Supports subsidies lor senior citizens;

Supponts restructuring and rebalancing of rates.

Miamj - 9-4-98 Barbara Gaynor President of small non- Supporis rebalancing of rates (fair and cqual); Believes it s unfair fof a
profit organization, small non-profil organization lo pay same business rales as a major
Muothers” Voices corporation; No separate delineation for non-profit organizations

Miami - 9-4-98 Monte Belote Res. End User (former Opposcs increase in local rates; States BellSouth needs 1o open up local
director of Fla. service to real competitors; Believes rate rebalancing only means more
Consumer Action profits for BellSouth.
MNetwork)

Miami - 9-4-98 Mario Arus Exccutive Director for Excessive telephone rates; States home businesses pay a dilTerent rate than

Hialeah Dade Develop-
ment (non-profit org.)

residential, even out-of-home businesses
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APPENIIX V-3

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

(Source: Adapted from Final Comments of BellSouth, November |3, 1998)

LOCATION/DATE

WITNESS

REPRESENTING

TYPE OF COMMENT/COMPLAINT

Live Oak - 9-8-98

John Dougherty

Res. End User

Numerous charges for one-minute calls where no connection was made;
concerncd aboul miscellaneous charges on il

Jacksonville - 9-8-98

Steve Linbaugh

Res. End User

EAS issues - he resides just outside of Jax. - toll cail: required; Mo rate
break by long distance cammiers in FL; Would choose carrier with greater
local calling arca & pay greater price; Subscnibers moving to cellular to
replace residential service; Offer basic service with no frills

Jacksonville - 9-8-98

Keith Graves

Res. End User

Opposes business subsidization of residential service

Jackwonville - 9-B-98

Tony Troth

Res. End User & Dus
Uszr

Opposes the large difference in residential vs. business rates, Businesses
are billed 3 times the residential ratz; More business is being conducted
on residential lines

Jacksonwille - 9-8-98

Jan Roberson

Bus User - Owner of
Specialiies, USA

Opposes the large difference in residential vs. business rates

Jacksonville - 9-8-98

Stephen Zarnicki

Communities In Schools
of Jacksonville

Provide reduced rates for nonprofit organizations

Jacksonville - 9-8.98

Monte Belote

Former. Dir. of Florida
Consumer Acticn
Metwark

There is no competition for local relephone service; What happened 10
the items promised by the change in the law in 95°7 BellSouth is a good
example of telephone corporate welfare; Why should local customers be
required to pay for BellSouth’s corporate decisions, such as airplanes,
offices in Hong Kong, cic.; Opposes ransing resideniial raies.

Jacksonville - 9-8-98

I, William Scodt

Statle Depanment of
Elderly Alfairs & AARP

Opposes increase in residential rates for poor or elderly customers,
Telephones are a necessity, Establish exception rate for poor, clderly &

sick.

Jacksonville - 9-8-98

William Price

Bus Lizer

Opposes business subsidization of ressdential service

Jacksonville - 9-8-98

John Howey

Res. End User

Opposes increase in residential rates for elderly customers
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APPENDIX V-3

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

(Source: Adapted from Final Comments of BellSouth, November 13, 1998)

LOCATION/DATE

WITNESS

REPRESENTING

TYPE OF COMMENT/COMPLAINT

Pensacola - 9.9-98

Donna Peoples

Pensacala Cul.ural

Their pon-profit chantable organization is classilied o a business;

Center Nonprolit corporations should be charged somewhere belween the
residential and business rates to allow the funds 1o Mow (o the
Communily
Fort Mycrs - 9-9-98 Steve Braunstein Res End User Problems when having new scrvice installed
Fort Myers - 9-9.98 Scott French AARP Oppuse increase in [ocal rates
Fort Myers - 9-9-98 Charles Conley Hes. End User Payment ofTice closings, EAS problems.
Fort Myers - 9-9-98 Guthrie Res. End User Question on fees on MCI LD bill.

Cantonment - 9-10-98

Dana Fulford

Res. End User

Pays long distance rate (o call Pace-Milton area; 15 a BellSouth customer
and wanits the same benefits that other BellSouth customers have.

Cantonment - 9-10-98 | Gary Gleason Res. End User Better ofT before Jivesture; shouldn’t lower business rates at the expense
of residential customers; elderly mother cannot afford an increase.

Sarasola - 9-10-98 Alan Mulhal, AARP Strongly opposes increase in local rates

Sarasota - 9-10-%8 Clarence Brien Res. End User Opposes GTEFL's inside wire maintenance rate increase

Sarasoln - 9-10-98 Earl Blackbum Res. End User Wanis counly-wide calling

Sarasota - 9-10-93 Graydon Thompson Res. End User Recommends all end users to mitiate PIC Mreezes

Sarasota - 9-10-98 Geraldine Swormstedt Res. End User Dislikes paying more for intrastate than inferstate calls
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APPENDIX V-3

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

{(From Final Comments of BellSouth, November 13, 1998)

LOCATION/DATE WITNESS REPRESENTING TYPE OF COMMENT/COMPLAINT
Laurel FIT - 9 10-9% Joyce Sanders Public AfTairs Manages- Responded to customer concerns
Sprint
Tallahassee - 9-21-98 Mary Ann Taylor Res End 1'eer EAS problems
Tallahassee - 9-21-98 | Aniia Davis NALCP Support Lifeline/LinkUp.
Tallzhassee - 9-21-98 Mark Comerford Res. End User Long Divtance problems
Tallahassce - 9-21-98 David Frank Res. End User (AARP) Oppose increase in local rates
Tallahassee - 9-21-98 | Ed Paschall AARP Oppose increase in local rates
St. Petersburg - Mort Zimbler Res. End User Opposes business rates for fire alarm and elevator telephones in residential
0.21-98 condo units
St. Petersburg - Albert Burkhardi Res. End User Opposed increase o local rates, which in elfect is abo tax increase,
9.23-98
St Petersburg - Gonzales Ortez Res. End User Taxea on bill; ECS local detail isswes
9-23-.98
St Petersburg - Joe Gioe Res. End User Taxes on bill; believes Commissioners should be elected
9-21-98
5t. Petersburg - Joe Blaber AARP volunteer Kecp basic rates as low as possible; executive summary not in library and
9.23-98 was unsuccessful in oblaining from GTEFL. had 1o get from PSC,
belicves Lifeline a good plan,
5t. Petersburg - Stephen Fellner Res, End User Taxes on bill; opposes any increase in basie service rales; sepports
9-23-98 electing Commissioners.
St. Petersburg - Robert Stano Res. End User Wants PSC to determine rales not Legislature; had problems with
2.23.98 GTEFL's insent with ad; doesn’t believe should compare other states

rates,

=171 -




APPENDIX V-3
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS
(From Final Comments of BellSouth, November 13, 1998)

Consumer Action
Metwork )

[ LOCATION/DATE WITNESS REPRESENTING TYPE GF COMMENT/COMPLAINT
[ Ta npa - 9.21.98 Scnator Tom Lee Issues are extraordinarily complex; make sure in the long tcrm that
competition exists in Florida and that 4t does resull in nol just less
expensive service, bul better service and, maost mmportantly, fair and
cquitable service for entire stale
Tampa - §-21.98 Manlyn Smith Res. End User Phone necessity lor secunity and safety; resents phone company selling
name (o telemarketers and then invang o market gadgets 1o consumers to
keep people from calling them
Tampa - 9-23-98 Vince Kudla Res. End User Reduce access charges; don’t mind paying what something casts, but
needs (o be consistent between focal and long distance
Tampa - 9-23-98 Maonte Belole Res. End User (former Keep current price caps; lelecommunications it 8 declining cost industry;
director of Fla no need to raise rates.
Consuner Action
Metwork)
Tampa - 9-23-938 Al Davis Fl. State Conference of Phone is as essential as being able to tum on jaucet to get waler; Flonida
NAACP has many scniors which can’t afford increase; taxes on bill increase price
of local service too much,
Tampa - 9-23-98 Tom Franklin Res. End User Rates, if anything, should be dropped, not raised; international rates too
high.
lampa - 9-23-98 Roselte Walsh President - Fl, Consumer | Appreciates slamming rules/lines recently passed by PSC; Opposes INCs
Action Network named 1 Don't Care™ and "I Doesn't Matter™; no rate increases without
review of accurate cost information; taxes on bill.
Tampa - 9-23-.98 Fred Tomaski Res. End User (FI Opposes increase, GTEFL making plenty of money. many citizens won’t

nccepl the programs which qualify them for Lifeline
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

(From Final Comments of BellSouth, November 13, 1998)

LOCATION/DATE

WITNESS

REPRESENTING

TYPE OF COMMENT/COMPLAINT

Orlando - 9-24.98

Tyler Weisman

Hes. End User

Would like EAS applicd to the city of Winter Sprnings; Willing o pay
higher rate 1o have access 1o those areas; DellSouth offers LATA-wide
program; Disapproves of BellSouth application of terminology in
determining rates, i, "home office™ is comidered business and
“residence office” 1 consadered residential, The existing tanfl covening
call forwarding needs to be addressed to include digital service,

Crlando - 9-24-98

Aaron Kaufman

Res. Ei 1 User

Charge for installation of residential telephone jock was excessive; Bill
format should be ch.ﬂ.ng:d to 8 x 11 to facilitaie ease in reading; mejcs
FUC charges {also difficult o understand), Understands subsidizalion;
Concerned about slamming - customer has to pay the long distance
charges incurred when aftempling to identify the name of the company
that did the slamming, if that company operates oul of the state.

Crlando - 9-24-98

Hex Toi

Res. End User

There should be symmetry botween telephone companies and the
services they provide, such as EAS senvice isues; Companies should
provide the same scrvices, i.c, unlimited | undecumented 25 cent calls;
There is no need for a phone company to track the number of 25 cenl
calls; He has not witnessed any local competition - would like
competition; There should be a bill insert containing a list name and

telephone of local competing tclephone companics in the state.

Orlando - 9-24.98

Monte Belote

Previously associated
with the Florida
Consumer Aclion
Metwork

Applauds 1994 rate reduction; BellSouth is still the monopoly player;
Opposes increase in rates, Opposes universal service charges; Unfair for
customers to have to pay for BellSouth’s skyscrapers in Jax., an airport
for company’s use, image advenising, elc.; Supports mandatory
enrollment for Lifeline and LinkUp; Provide a telephone with po frills,
Continue aggressive enforcement of slamming and cramming: Provide an
explanation of the method of calculating the taxes or fees on telephone
bills.
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS

(From Final Comments of BellSouth, November 13, 1998)

LOCATION/DATE

WITNESS

REPRESENTING

TYPE OF COMMENT/COMPLAINT

Port 50 Joe - (0-5-98

Linda Bordelon

GTCom

Addressed customer concems

Port 51. Joc - 10-5-98

Jerry Stokoe

Director, Gull County
Senior Citizens

I'elephone essential for senior cilizens; consider any rale increase o be
compatible with cost of living

Port 51. Joe - 10-5-98

Edward Knight

AAR

Phone companies have adequate inceme, large rale increase not reeded;
consider price in relation 1o calling swcope

Port S1. Joe - 10-5-98

Elizabeth Wheeler

Res. End UserfAARP

Charged $0.25 for call to Imemet provider in Panama city, when Internet
access was not achieved

WPH - 10-19-98

Jeanetie Mucller

Member of several non-
profit organizaiions and
Res. End User

Supports an increase in local residential rates.

WPA - 10-19-98

Cathy Licber

Executive Director of
Palm City Chamber of
Commerce; Small
Business Owner and Res
End User

Supports equilable rate rebalancing between business and residential.

Supports BellSouth's commiiment as a company Lo ils employees and

WPB - 10-19-98 Joe Negron Res. End User (Atiomey)
familics, Believes prices should reflect aciual costs + reasenable profits;
Supports equitable rates between business and residential, Believes
alfluent residents can pay a higher rate 1o help subsidize small businesses;
Enhanced competition will lower residential costs.

WPB - 10-19-98 Sally Kanter Res. End User Opposes Increase in Local Rates; Supports LifeLine/Link Up Programs,

Supports Expanded Arca Calling (23¢ rate); Telephone repair calls not
answered or completed in a timely manner
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APPENDIX V-3
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS
(From Final Comments of BellSouth, November |1, 1995)

LOCATION/DATE WITNESS REPRESENTING TYPE OF COMMENT/COMPLAINT

WPH - 10-19-98 Wayne Grau Small Bu.iness Uwner Supports Lifeline/Link Up Mrograms, Suppors equitable rates; Supports
hlglu:r rates for businesses va, residential, Supports Opening up local
markel o competition o reduce costs

WP - 10-19-98 Tiem Snow President of Non-FProfit Supports LifcLine/Link Up Programs, Supports rale rebalancing,
Organization

Perry - 10-22-98 Vencra K. Williams Res. End User Lives in Stcinhatchee, wants 30,25 plan to Perry

Perry - 10-22-98 Sandra While Res. End User People on fixed income cannol afford a rate increase; things were better

before compelition--loo many extra charges now; leave rales as they are,

Perry - 10-22-98 Helen Ruth Walker Res. End User Too many phone companics now; need Lo consider low wage camer and
fixed income ndividuals.

Percy - 10-22-98 Bonnie Tompking Res. End User Need phone for emergencies; rate increase would pose a hardship,

Perry - 10-22-98 Harold Pope Res. End User/AARP Telephone companies reaping huge profits; phone a necessity; can’t afford
a rale increase.

Perry - 10-22-98 Meveree Carlisle Res. iind User Rate increase would be a hardship for elderly.

Perry - 10-22-97 Carl Williams Res. End User Phone is a necessily; will not get much competition in his small area;

prices for everything going up

Perry - 10-22-98 Edward D. Paschall AARP BellSouth eamings have increased; should have no-frills service available
al an affordable price; businesses use phene more than residential users
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QUARTILE [: DATA FOR THE STATE OF FLORIDA

="
Local Calli Fao 10N i
‘ Florids County | Exchange Scope | FlarRae [m,m_?
i?-llml:!»:ﬂ West Palm Beach | 47489 $13 80 _ans
| Martin Stuart | 151692 51265 1816
| Sarasota Sarasota | 374.492 $1531) 4858
Collier Naples | 216618, $13.23 75.1 ]
Indian River 'Vero Beach ' 85253 1230, 179.3
| St Johns |SL Augustine 50818 S11.90 13746
 Monroe [Key West 34.951 $Ieo 782
[ Pinellas St Petersbwrg, | 647,010, 51531 30399
| Broward Fort Lauderdale | 1,138,280/ S14.15! 1038 §
Manatee Bradenton | 340,018 S14.86' 2856
Lee FuL Myers | 321282 1398 4170
Seminole Winter Park | 837,652 $1473| 9329
Duval \Jacksonville $97.830) 51380 8696
| Nassau \Fernandina Beach 21.747| $11.60, 674
| Orange [Orlando 789,045 $17 95, 7464
| Hillsborough Tampa 715,859, $1531) 7936
|Dade ‘Miami 1,455,610, S14.1 - 5996.1
&——-—-——mn - — - -
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QUARTILE II: DATA FOR THE STATE OF FLORIDA

e e

Local Calls Population Density

f; Florida County Exchinge | m”’ FlrRate | s ,sq_m.._;"
Leon MTallahassee | 249,290 $14.15! 2887
' Brovard Melbourne 281,193 sl e
Charlotte Port Charlotie IR $1248 1600
| Okaloosa [FL. Walton Beach 110,723/ 81365 BT
| Alachua |Gainesville 170.987 1265 2077 |
| Clay Orange Park 5301521  §$13.55 1763
| Lake | Leesburg 131,836 $1323 1596
| Polk |Lakeland 251.663 slags 2162
| Pasco [New Pr. Richie | 158.546 $14.36 314
| Volusia Daytona Beach | 155,147 $12.65 - 3-5‘?5‘
Bay Panama City | 98,085 31230 1663
Highlands |Sebring 31976, $11.72 665 |
Escambia Pensacola L 23223 §1..65, 3960 |
ﬁ”m Weekiwachee Sprg | 125,537 $1230 2014
| Wakulla (Crawfordville | 19.172 $14.15 234
[ Marion Ocala | 237308 51323 123.4

Lip I 1 2
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QUARTILE III: DATA FOR THE STATE OF FLORIDA

_ Local Callin . Pepulation Density
| FloridaCouny | Exchange Srope © | Flat Rate | e |
|Santa Rosa Milton 150392 $1265. 80.3
'St Lucie Port St Lucie | 206611 $1265 2623
DeSuto Arcadia ! 13928 s1097 374
| Citrus [Inverness | 67801  $1248 160.2
Flaglet | Palm Coast 28,703 S11.60 92
Hendry Clewiston 8,621 $1097 224
Osceala Kissimmes 92,089 $1248 815
Suwannee [Live Oak 20,898 1310 389
Columbia Lake City 34982 s1% 535 ]
Franklin 'Apalachicola | 5332 5980 168
Jefferson 'Monticello ' 216,384 $14.15 189
| Taylor Perry 9,556, 51097 164
Okeechobes Okeechobee 22,494 51097 383
| Hardes Wauchula 10.741 S1u 97, 306
Baker MacClenny , 7,539 51250 316
! 59 80 204
$11.90 X
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QUARTILE IV: DATA FOR THE STATE OF FLORIDA

County/State L“"Scf;__[“‘“ "}“ﬂf mf‘
| Walton Defuniak Springs 14,453 §12.38 262 |
Sumter 'Wildwood . 19,613 $1097 519
| Jackson ‘Marianna 21,166/ $1275 - 452
Bradford |Starke 15,721 S123% 168
Gadsden ‘Quincy 229 888, 51620 796
Levy Williston 8,983 51097 232
Washington Chipley ' 12,988 1160 292
' Madison Madison 8320, $11.90 239
LaFayene Mayo 20,898, $13.10 103
[ Holmes Bonifay 7.140, S1190, 327
Gilchrist Trenton 9.177] sieol 177
Liberty |Bristol 215.616 _S12880 6]
| Dixic Cross City 7.566 $1120 150
Calhoun Blountstown | 8.594 $980 194
| Hamilton Jasper | 5.997 51288 213
' Glades 'Moore Haven | 2,685 $1097 9% |
Unicn Lake Butler | 141247 $13.45 427
— — —e e — s - —
- 187 -




i Caolorado Connecticut Dielaware . _F'Inrith Grturil-l
|/Recent basic local rate  |Rejected. 1996 US  |No. Price cap with no IN/A nio
(adjistment initistives | West ag ~lication no smsel |
undertaken by state  |965-257T ||
2\ Initiatives considered  |PSC '
|by PSC or legislature —
3|Proposed level of rate  |Increase resid., :
[adjustments decrease business -
both were rejecied. —— u - -
4: Proposed’ decided time
frame for
implementation

5 Specific service
{charges affected by rate
changes

Basic local s=rvices

6Classes of customers
|affected by rate
changes

Residential &
business; urban &

T Addreises acoess fees
ipaid by long distance
service providers?

Proposed 200
access charge
reduction

No. Federal fees
mirrored

8 Changes to the exicnt
of kocal calling aress?

9 Including extended
calling feanures (caller
10, el )?

N/A

10 Customer protection
from slamming,
Cramiming. of
detenioraling service
quality?!

NA

11 Decinions undertaken
by legislarure,
PSCTUC or individual

____phone companies”

12 Plans accompanied by
state urmversal service
fund universal service

___programs?

FEVIEW

High cost fund under |No change. Per

lline contribution

Mo chanpe

MIA

LUAF revicws 1n
1995, 1998
ESSJS-U

13 Are other staic
expeniences being
___consdered?

NYA

14 Key bills, dockets,
decruons?

Docket 965-257
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| | lowa | Kansas Kentucky Louisiana
IER:c:mtbui: local rate [No. Price reductions |Yes. 1996 State |no No o Price cap with no
adjustment initiatives  |under alt. Reg, [Telecom Act sunset
undertaken by vate |
2| Initistives considered Legislature, PSC {USF Case #3460 Jan |
by PSC or legislature . ]
3 Proposed leve] of rate |Incteases of
adju-tments {31 .00'month per year
|| lup to stateaverage
4| Proposed! decided time $1.00 per year
 frame for |inETeases OVEr WD
implementation lyears
5!5puciﬁ: service |Basic rates -
|charges affected by rate |
ichanges : e 2
6|Classes of customers ihll classes of .
:-lﬂtﬂld by rate |Custoumer
Lchanges | I I
7|Addresses access fees  |Reduction proposal | Legislature also
|paid by long distance  |considered addressed access fees
|service providens?
8 Changes to the extent INo
iof local calling arcas? o —
9 Includmng extended Legis. comm
|calling features (caller [reviewing defimtion
1D, etc.)? of services |
10, Customer protection iNg
| from slammmng,
cramming. of
detenomating service |
qualmy? | S T -
11 Decisions undertaken il_,:guumrt
by legislarure,
[PSCPUC or individual {
____phone companies? - -
12/Plans accompanied by |No 'Kansas USF 15 i Mew USF mefflet Noo Fillings for

siale universal service
fund universal service

programs”

place

13 Are other stale
jexpenences being
comdered?

14|Kev bills, dockets,
Idecisions?

Jan 1999

compensation by new
entrants
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| ———

Missouri

| Montana

MNebraska

| ' Recent basic local rate

Yes. Raise local,

PSC order D96.12.220,  Yes. Number of cases. No. Price cap

MNevada |

12 |Plans accompamied by

itate umiversal service

4798 rule on USF
proceeding which i

adjustment initiatives  |rates with access fee  [973/1598 some pending
undertaken by state reduc { —
2'Initiatives considered | PSC, aliuwed under  |PSC Order D96.12.220, PSC [
by PSC or legislature | statute Q731998 e | —
3 Proposed level of rate | Cos. under price cap |Increase $2.9Smonth USW 9 73%inc In |
adjustments could rebalance rates |residential 1o $20.30, 1996 (C-1398), prop
by increases of decrease $2.88/month  11.01% inc, C- 1§74 |
$1.50/mo per year | business to $37.06 pending | o
4 Preposed decided ume |Increase $2.95'month 1997, 1998
frame for residentual, decrease
implementation £2.68/month business
$ Specific service Basic local services | Basic local rates basic
charges affected by |
rate changes - — =
6 Classes of customers Res flat rate & res
affected by rate measured service,
changes |business in cities o
T Addresses access fees | Revenue neutral rate Ihnr.m charye reduction |Docket C-1678 access |
paid by long distance | changes | 7% begin 07/1599 reform penwing |
_service providen? | I o
¥ Changes to the extent | o’ [
of local calling areas” ! —tr
9 Inciuding extended (N/A a7
calling fearures (caller ’
1B et )? ! T
10 Customer protection |qu:| protection na
from slamming,
CraEmming. of
defenorating service
__Quality? '
1 Decisions undertaken PSC Crder D96.12220,  PSC. companics
by legislature, 93/1998
PSCPUC or individual |
| __phone companies?

No increase of mo. rates  USF Task Force.

for Montana Tel Assist.  Report of 072397, C- | place. not

In process, regs in

cxpeniences being

fund universal service  |snll under way Program customers 1628 |dispensing funds
prosrams?
13 Asc other state no?

 |[considered? |
14 Key bills, dockets, MS 392 2458 [PSC Order D96.12.220, |C-1398(USW 1996)
dectipons”? (973/1998 C-1874 (USW pend)
IC-162K (pend)
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North i Ohio Oklahoma Oregon | Pennsyhania | Rhbode
Dakota \ . Isiand
1/ Recent basic local rate | No. Price o R+e  |Yes 1998 HB RejectPendin | 1998 Bell Atlantic, No. Price
adjustment milialives  |caps Hreese [1717; 1997 5B . rate cul irejected, Global  |freeze
undertaken by state |ahernate 1815 ordered settlement talks | wan 1999
T8 _0972995  Fall 1998 =
2 Initiatives considered by . Leguslature in HB  |PSC PSC
___PSC or legislature 1717 T
3 Proposed level of rate  |No Imcreases of |Revenue cut
adjustments rebalancing iil.ﬂ?"mnp:r}-w. 111% and
S ismall cos. refunds o
4 Proposed decided time |Up 10 vhree years to ‘0973094
frame for bring rates to statc
implementation . |verage
| {
5 Specific service charges i e
affected by rate changes | 1
6/ Classes of customers |
| affected by rate changes |
7 Addresses access fees | No change iar.rr {SB1815in 1997  GTE rate case |PSC, penenc
paud by long distance | Mimor {access fee | brought SWB into mveatigabion of
service provaders? interstate jcompl., | parity with access charges
= n (1997 rej. | interstate rates . b
B Chanpes 1o the extent of | : Reductions
___local calling areas? | e =
9 Incluc.ng extended Reductions
calling features (caller |
11, ete §? { e -
10 Customer protection !
from slamming, [
cramming, of
deteriorating sefvice
_Quality | e .- i
11 Decisions undertaken by [
legaslature, PSCPUC or
individual phone
___companies” o
12 PMlans accompanied by |Leg may 1997 USF Dhocker Part of global
state universal service  |coms. in 1999, investigation. in LWT31, open  settlement talks
fund wniversal service  |Comm has place by £1/G8 since
programs? opencd 121959
docket I S - -
13' Are other state |
cxperiences being |
contidered? |
14 key bills, dockes, ! HBITI7, SBIEIS  LT-141 10060065
decisions? IGTE L UT-
P28 iUSW
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Yermont l Virginia : Washington West Wisconin Wyoming
| \'irEinin
. m
I Recent basic local rate oo {No. Altreg  |No. UT950200 no no Rate case pending
adjustment initiatives !I.ud rate caps  upheld on appeal, WY Telecom Act
undertaken by stare il.u yr. 2000 UT-970766 rej of 1995 req. local
| | _____ __irates priced a1 cout
2 Instiatives sonsidered iP".i{" Legulanure, PSC
(by PSC or legislature | 1
3| Proposed level of rate From$18.75 10
| adjustments §23 00‘'min
' ' e rewdentalsenvice
4 Proposed’ decided time | | LSW propases o
frame for raie basic
implementation I jresidential rates,
| i decinion pending
5 Specific service |
icharges affected by rate '
6'Classes of customers l | 3
affected by rate |
changes | — e
T Addresses access fees . |970-325 June No Access fee (Proposed decrease
paid by long distance [ | 1998 linitiative  [mirror frem S0.07/min to
senvice providers? . linterstate /S0 003 /'min
& Changes 1o the extent | 19 10-545 | .
of local calling arcas? | -
9| Inch.ding extended |
'calling features (caller |
___IDjee)y I 1 R,
10 Customer protection UT-970766
from slamming, [Fequires service
cramming. or Euar.
detienorating service
_quality? L1 N S
11 Drecisions underaken
by legislature,
PSCPUC or individual
_phone companies? ! . | SUST—
12 Plans accompanied by |No Mo ;‘?lﬂ-ll 1.WUTC Case Program m
state universal service (report 1198 underway place since
fund universal service May 1996
_programs’? B o
13| Are other state
expenienoes bomng ‘
_comsidered”? ) B b .
14 Key bills, dockets, [950-200 (1996), Case 70,000 TR-
decisions” ' '9?0?&& {Jan QE-120
1998)
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