State Universal Service Fund Questionnaire

Sources of Revenue
Funding

1.
Should wireless, VoIP, or any other providers that do not currently contribute to the State USF be required to do so?  (See LAC Report at 22).  If so, please identify such providers and explain why they should be required to contribute to the State USF.

2.
The LAC Report states that “[t]he Public Service Commission should require USF contributions to be based on intrastate revenues only.”  (p. 22).  Should contributions to the state USF be based on intrastate revenue, interstate revenue or both?  Please explain your response.  What would the impact on your company be if interstate revenues were eliminated?

3.
Do you contribute to the State USF today?

Withdrawals

4.
Do all providers of basic local exchange service have an equal opportunity to receive support from the USF?  Please explain your response and discuss any changes you would recommend to address any concerns you may have. 

5.
Should wireless providers or any other providers that do not currently receive funds from the State USF be allowed to do so?  If so, please identify such providers and explain why they should be allowed to withdraw from the State USF, under what conditions, and for what purposes.

6.
Should there be a moratorium on the withdrawal of additional funds from the State USF, beyond the amounts currently being withdrawn, while the General Assembly studies these issues? 

7.
Do you receive from the State USF today?

8.
Should withdrawals from the USF be tied to earnings?  If so, please justify.  If not, why not?

9.
Should access lines that are included in bundled offerings be eligible for contributions from the USF?

10.
Provide explanation on how USF could be established to provide a more targeted support to low income customers and customers in high cost areas.

General

11.
Section 58-9-280(E) refers to “South Carolina’s commitment to universally available basic local exchange service at affordable rates . . . .”  What is the appropriate benchmark for determining whether basic local exchange service is “affordable?”

12.
The LAC Report states that “[t]he goals of Universal Service have largely been met.” (p. 11).  Please discuss this statement and explain whether it supports a conclusion that the State USF does not need to be continued in its current form and should be scaled down.

13.
The LAC Report states that “almost all of South Carolina is considered a high-cost area because the cost to the phone company to provide basic service is determined to be much greater than the rate received for the service.”  (p. 19).  Please comment on this statement.  

14.
The LAC Report states “the PSC does not verify that these amounts [withdrawn from the fund] are used for basic service or that the company has lost the amount of revenue predicted when they reduced the rate.  The carrier could be using these funds to unfairly compete and keep new entrants out of the market.”  (p. 18).  Please explain whether this concern is satisfactorily addressed by the manner in which the State USF is currently implemented and, if it is not, please provide any suggestions as to how this concern should be addressed in the future.   

15.
The LAC Report states that “[t]he General Assembly should pass legislation giving telephone companies more flexibility in adjusting rates.”  (p. 22).  Please discuss the impact that providing such additional flexibility would have on the continuing need for and the size of the State USF.  

16.
Please provide any other comments you would like to make regarding the LAC Report, administration of the State USF, the statutory framework for the State USF, etc. 

17.
Should the Public Service Commission exercise its authority to require adjustments to the contributions and distributions annually?  If so, what data should be required from participating companies in order for the PSC to exercise its authority to require adjustments to contributions and distributions on an annual basis?

18.
If you are in favor of continuing the present USF fund, state your reasons why.

19.
If you are in favor of modifying the fund, please provide your suggestions and the reasons for these changes.

20.
If the USF was fully implemented as set forth in the statute, what would be the impact on the telecommunications industry?  What would be the impact on the rate to the customers?

21.
What percentage of your residential customers receives only basic dial-tone from you?  Compare 1998 to 2004.

22.
What percentage of your residential customers has more than one access line coming into a residence?  Compare 1998 to 2004.

23.
Please provide a 10 year trend on the number of access lines provided by your company.

24.
How many of your customers have ported their landline telephone number to a wireless carrier?

25.
What types of rate reductions has your company made to justify its receipt of USF funds?  (i.e. calling plans, access, etc.)

26.
When was the most recent cost study performed on your POTS system?  Are costs increasing or decreasing?

27.
When was the last time you decreased access charges and by what percent?

28.
What is the appropriate cost methodology for pricing basic exchange service?

29.
Should the intrastate USF be capped at current level?

30.
What cost methodology would encourage the efficient operations of telephone utilities?

31.
How many access lines are provided at 25% or more below costs?  Compare 1998 to 2004.

32.
Do you advertise costs below the state average price of $14.35?

Policy 
33.
When the Universal Service fund was set up, was consideration given to how long this fund would be needed?  Under what conditions would the fund no longer be needed?  Would it take new legislation to end the fund?

34.
The LAC Report states that “[t]elephone companies receive support from the federal universal service fund with South Carolina companies receiving $126 million in 2003.” (p. 11).  Please discuss this statement and explain whether it supports a conclusion that the State USF does not need to be continued in its current form and should be scaled down.

35.
Are there any developments at the federal level that would impact the need to continue or phase out State USF?

36.
Why is State USF needed in areas where there is currently only one landline provider?

37.
The LAC Report states that “[n]one of the eight other states in BellSouth’s service area has a USF comparable to South Carolina’s, and their basic telephone rates are equivalent to South Carolina’s rates.”  (p. 11).  Please discuss this statement and explain whether it supports a conclusion that the State USF does not need to be continued in its current form and should be scaled down.

38.
Do you know of any other states with universal service funds at the state level?

39.
Are the current procedures addressing the low-income assistance component of the State USF adequate?  If not, what changes to these procedures do you recommend?  

40.
Should the purpose of the Universal Service Fund solely be to ensure the availability of affordable voice telephone service?  If so, how should the cost of providing plain dial-tone be calculated in light of the fact that new technologies allow the delivery of a variety of services over the same infrastructure?

41.
Should the purpose of the Universal Service Fund be to promote both affordable voice and data services to the state?

42.
Do you think that including broadband services under USF would have a positive economic development impact in the state?  Please explain.

43.
Should the USF be limited to assist low income customers and customers in high cost areas?  Why or why not?

44.
To what extent to remain competitive within industry will telephone utilities need to expand its services offerings to include internet access and video services?  Should USF be used to upgrade telephone utility network to offer such services?

45.
In attempting to understand changes in the telecommunications industry, the General Assembly might benefit from an analysis of an aggregation of all companies’ revenue information [including access charges, subscriber lines, add-on features (i.e. call waiting, caller id, etc.), data services, video services, wireless services, CLEC services, Universal Service Fund Revenues, Interim LEC fund, and other services] and company specific cost of service information [including access charges, subscriber lines, add-on features (i.e. call waiting, caller id, etc.), data services, video services, wireless services, CLEC services, Universal Service Fund Revenues, Interim LEC fund, and other services].  Is there a procedure that you could recommend that would allow for such an analysis without compromising the confidentiality of company-specific information?
Interim LEC

46.
Under current statutes, the Interim LEC fund must transition into the USF when funding for the USF is finalized and adequate to support the obligations of the Interim LEC fund.  Are legislative changes required to allow for the transition of Interim LEC into the USF?

47.
Under current statutes, can the Commission proceed with the transition of Interim LEC fund into the USF?

48.
When will the USF be finalized and adequate to transition the Interim LEC fund into the USF?

49.
Have the statutory goals of the Interim LEC fund been met?

50.
Do any other states that you know of have a fund or mechanism similar to the Interim LEC?  What action did other states take to help the LEC’s recoup lost revenue from lowered access rates?  What was the effect of these approaches? 

51.
Under what conditions would the ILEC fund no longer be needed?  What changes would be necessary to end the fund?  What would be the impact of doing away with the Interim LEC fund? 

52.
Is the ILF discriminatory in that only ILECs can participate? 

53.
Are there any ways that you think the statutes establishing the Interim LEC fund need to be changed?

54.
Should administrative costs be paid from the ILEC fund?  If not, who should pay for administrative costs of the fund?
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