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HEARING EXAMINERS' PROPOSED ORDER 

By the Commission: 

On December 1, 1992, Illinois Bell Telephone Company 
("Illinois Bell" or "the Company" or "IBT") filed its Petition to 
regulate rates and charges of its noncompetitive services under an 
alternative form of regulation ("Petition"). The Company filed its 
Petition pursuant to Section 13-506.1 of the Illinois Public 
Utilities Act ("the Act"). 

The following parties intervened or entered appearances in 
this proceeding: the Illinois Independent Telephone Association 
("IITA"); the Illinois Office of Public Counsel ("OPC"); the 
Independent Coin Payphone Association ("ICPA"); Central Telephone 

Consolidated Telephone Company ("ICTC"); the Illinois Cable 
Television Association ("CATV"); the Cook County State's Attorney, 
People of Cook County ("Cook" or "Cook County"); AT&T 
Communications of Illinois, Inc. ("AT&T"); the City of Chicago 
("Chicago") ; the Illinois Electronic Security Association ("lESA"); 
the Attorney General, People of the State of Illinois ("Attorney 
General" or "AG"); Teleport Communications Chicago, Inc, 
("Teleport"); the Labor Coalition on Public Utilities ("LCPU"); 
LDDS Communications ("LDDS"); Northwest Central 9-1-1 System; 
Sprint Communications Company, L.P, ("US Sprint"); the American 
Association of Retired Persons ("AARP"); the Department of Defense 
and all other Federal Executive Agencies ("DOD/FEA"); the Illinois 
Telephone Association ("ITA"); and Lew Meyers. OPC subsequently 
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withdrew as a party in this case. During the proceeding, Illinois 
Bell adopted the name of its parent corporation, A(neritech. To 
avoid confusion, this Order retains the use of the 
Bell to refer to the Petitioner, and Ameritech, to 
parent corporation,i 

name Illinois 
refer to the 

Hearings were held in this proceeding before dî ly authorized 
Hearing Examiners on January 14 and 27; March 1; Apjril 8 and 30; 
May 17-21 and 24-28; June 1-4, 7, 8, and 14; August 12-6 and 9-13; 
October 14; November 8-10, 12, 15-19, and 24, 1993.| On November 
24, 1993, the record was marked "Heard and Taken," 

On July 13, 1993, CUB filed an earnings complaint 
("Complaint") based! on precisely the same testimdny which the 
Company and CUB already had filed in this proceediiig. CUB also 
moved to consolidate the Complaint with this prodeeding. The 
Hearing Examiners diily consolidated the cases, withqut objection, 
on August 11, 1993, 

The record of this proceeding consists of the testimony of 25 
witnesses for Illinojis Bell; 22 for Staff; 3 for the AG; 3 for CUB; 
1 jointly on behalf of CUB, Cook County, and AARP; 2 ̂ or MCI; l for 
Chicago; l for Sprint; 1 for LDDS; and 1 for DpD/ FEA, The 
transcript of this proceeding is more than 7,000 pagps long, 

i 

Public forums wfere conducted by the Commission fĉ r the purpose 
of receiving public comment on the Company's Petitior^ on March 18, 
1993, in Mount Vernon; March 23, 1993, in Decatur; A^ril 7, 1993, 
in Chicago; April 15; 1993, in Granite City; and Apri^ 19, 1993, in 
Peoria. 

Initial and reply briefs in this proceeding were 1 filed by IBT, 
US Sprint, CUB/Cook,, AT&T, Staff, LDDS/ICPA; the Chicago; the AG; 
MCI; CATV and DOD/FEA, 

On May 3, 1994, ;a Hearing Examiners' Proposed Or^er was served 
on the parties. ! 

I, INTRODUCTION I 

The telecommunications industry is changing atia very rapid 
pace. The extent of I this change is such that it is impossible to 
predict what the industry will be like in five yearsL Technology 
has now made it possible for the general public an^ business to 
have immediate access to almost limitless amounts ofj information. 
This information cah be anything from a motion picture to an 
encyclopedia to a foreign newspaper. The possibilities are 
breathtaking, Poteritial applications of this new technology for 
business, include real-time video conferencing, telecommuting and 
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Staff Ex. 1 

The Staff proposed the data requests that follow to API: 

API-7 The rate of return earned on the sales to Ameritech Bell Operating 
Companies for 1987,1988,1989,1990,1991, 1992, and the first 9 months 
of 1993. 

API-12 The total API revenue received in 1987,1988,1989,1990,1991,1992, and 
the first 9 months of 1993 from any source related to the provision of 
any service based in whole or in part on the relationship with Ohio 
Bell including revenues derived from the provision of directories con­
taining any information provided by Ohio Bell. 

API-13 The costs incurred by API in generating the revenues identified in 
response to Data Request API-12. 

API-14 The capital investments of API attributable to the revenues identified 
in response to Data Request API-12. 

API-15 The net earnings retained by API from the revenues identified in 
response to Data Request API-12. 

The answer given by API was, "Data does not exist in the requested form. 
Significant manual effort would be required to create it, and would be of question­
able value since it would need to be developed on an allocation basis. 

'^v 
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instant transfer of documents and files to anywhere in the world. 
The effect on education and the medical industry would also be 
enormous, 

One may wonder whether things such as mail service or airline 
travel for business purposes will become obsolete. Only time will 
tell what an advanced telecommunications infrastructure may bring. 
What is clear, however, is that just how people today wonder about 
what life was like before the VCR or how business managed before 
the facsimile machine, people ten years from now will think back to 
a time when it was not possible to have so much information 
available so quickly. 

While all of this technology may be available in the near 
future, a central question for the Commission in this docket is 
whether this technology can flourish in the current regulatory 
environment. The Commission faces a dilemma with respect to this 
technological revolution; the Commission must now decide who will 
pay for the implementation of new technologies and who will bear 
the risks that go along with the new technology? 

In deciding who will pay for the implementation of new 
technology, the Commission must weigh the interests of the average 
telecommunications user who, for the time being, is, for the most 
part, content with plain old telephone service or "POTS." One of 
the ways that the Commission is forced to hold the line on the cost 
of POTS is through the regulation of IBT's depreciation rates which 
have the effect of regulating the pace of IBT's investment. When 
the Commission slows the depreciation of equipment, the Commission 
potentially slows the deployment of new technology. The disputes 
between the parties in the depreciation section of this order 
highlight this dilemma. 

Any decision that the Commission makes in this docket can have 
significant consequences. Either the acceptance of the plan, or 
some modification thereof, or a total rejection of alternative 
regulation, involves many unknowns. Any decision that the 
Commission makes in this docket will carry with it some 
uncertainty. The Commission's goal in this proceeding is to weigh 
all of the risks and to proceed in a manner that balances all of 
the interests at stake, within the confines of the Act. 

This proceeding involves all of the issues associated with 
alternative regulation as well as the issues typically associated 
with general rate cases under traditional rate of return ("ROR") 
regulation. That is because the Company submitted all of the 
conventional cost of capital, accounting and other evidence 
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associated with general rate cases in order to demonstrate that its 
current rate levels are reasonable, and that such rates are an 
appropriate starting point for a price cap regulation plan, 

CUB'S rate reduction complaint also requires thej Commission to 
evaluate whether IBT's current rates are just and reasonable. The 
Commission notes, however, that this is not a rajte case under 
Article IX of the Act, The Commission's objective ife to establish 
a plan of regulation that will be viable over the jlong term and 
produce benefits for ratepayers, IBT and the State <̂f Illinois. 

II. THE ACT i 

Section 13-506j. 1 was enacted as part of Publifc: Act 87-856, 
effective May 14, 1992, It permits the Commission [to "implement 
alternate forms ofi regulation in order to establish just and 
reasonable rates for noncompetitive communications [services.,.." 
The Act lists a rjumber of items that the Commission "shall 
consider," in addition to the public policy goals stated in Section 
13-103. However, moire importantly, the Act requires -jthe Commission 
to make a nximber of findings before it may approve a plan as filed 
or as modified, Thei Commission must find that the pl̂ in or modified 
plan at a minimum: 

(1) is in the public interest; 

(2) will;produce fair, just, and reasonable 
rates for telecommunications services; I 

(3) responds to changes in technology \ and the 
structure; of the telecommunications industry that 
are, in fact, occurring; 

(4) constitutes a more appropriate form ^f regu­
lation baged on the Commission's overall donsider-
ation of the policy goals set forth in j Section 
13-103 and this Section; \ 

(5) specifically identifies how ratepayers will 
benefit from any efficiency gains, cost 
arising out of the regulatory change, and 
ments in productivity due to technological 

savings 
improve-
change; 

(6) will jmaintain the quality and availatillity of 
telecommunications services; and i 

(7) will Inot unduly or unreasonably prejudice or 
disadvantage any particular customer I class, 
including telecommunications carriers. 

-4-
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Section 13-506,1(c) requires "as a condition for Commission 
approval of the plan, that for the first 3 years the plan is in 
effect, basic residence service rates shall be no higher than those 
rates in effect 180 days before the filing of the plan." The 
Commission also is permitted to approve a "plan that results in 
rate reductions provided all the requirements of subsection (b) are 
satisfied by the plan," 

Lastly, any plan approved for more than one year "shall 
provide for annual or more frequent reporting to the Commission to 
document that the requirements of the plan are being properly 
implemented." 

One fact that must be noted is that the Act does not require 
the Commission to adopt an alternative regulation. While the Act 
provides for the minimum standards that the plan must satisfy, the 
decision whether to adopt alternative means of regulation is for 
the Commission to make. 

III. ALTERNATIVE REGULATION 

A. Illinois Bell's Alternative Regulation Plan 

Illinois Bell proposes to substitute pure price regulation for 
traditional ROR regulation. Under its proposal, the ability to 
change rates would be limited by a price index which reflects 
inflation in the general economy, offset by IBT's historical 
productivity growth. The Company's index contains a service 
quality component that it contends would ensure that service does 
not degrade over the term of the plan. Under the plan, the price 
index will be applied separately to four service "baskets" which 
represent the Company's major classes of customers (i.e., 
residential, business, carrier and "other"). Rate increases for 
each basket overall cannot exceed the index. Individual rates for 
services within each basket can be increased annually by a maximum 
of the index plus 5% to permit some modest level of rate 
restructuring; however, other rates within the same basket must 
then be reduced by an offsetting 5%. Thus, IBT states that 
applying the index separately to each basket ensures that the 
Company cannot shift its revenue requirements between major 
customer groups. 

Under Illinois Bell's plan, there would be no regulation or 
monitoring of earnings whatsoever. IBT would set its own 
depreciation rates and attempt to manage its current capital 
recovery shortfall at existing rate levels and within the 
constraints of the price index. IBT states that if it is able to 
manage its business effectively and compete successfully in the 
marketplace, its shareholders would benefit. Conversely, it states 
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that if the Company makes management mistakes ^ r is otherwise 
unsuccessful in competing for customers' business, its shareholders 
would bear the brunt of IBT' s shortcomings, T̂lie plan has no 
provision for IBT to seek rate relief in the Ipvent that its 
earnings deterioraite. 

i 
IBT notes tha!t as required by Section l3.506Jl(c), its plan 

includes a three-year rate cap on basic residential services, and 
future rate changes would be constrained by the indeW. The Company 
also states that it plans to eliminate the $.73 monthly charge for 
touch-tone service! over a three-year period beginniing January 1, 
1995, without instituting any offsetting rate increases, IBT 
proposes that rates going into the plan would be set at existing 
levels, resulting in substantially lower rates thâ n the Company 
would be entitled t0 under ROR regulation. Finally,| IBT is making 
a $3 billion commitiaent to grow and modernize its network over the 
next five years, if pure price regulation and depreciation reform 
are approved; this ostensibly represents a $900 million increment 
over what the Company likely would invest under earnings sharing or 
any other form of earnings regulation. I 

As an alternative to the Company's plan; Staf^, the AG and 
DOD/FEA all support the adoption of price regulation iplans with an 
earnings sharing coniponent. At a first benchmark ovfer the target 
rate of return, earnings would be shared on a 50%/50% basis between 
the Company and customers. At a second benchmark,] 100% of the 
Company's further earnings would be returned to customers. Each 
party has proposed (different benchmarks where earnings sharing 
begins and where earnings would be capped. StaffL the AG and 
DOD/FEA also propose different values in many instahces for the 
components of the price index itself, 

MCI and LDDS/ICI>A oppose adoption of any alternsltive form of 
regulation. Howeverj in the event price regulation (is approved, 
they recommend a "reverse taper" in the earnings shajring formula 
(to be explained later in this Order)-

CUB/Cook oppose any change from ROR regulation, jphey request 
rate reductions from! existing levels on the magnitude of $209 
million. These recomimendations are made in the context of CUB's 
earnings Complaint (Docket 93-0239), The AG and MCI lessentially 
adopt CUB' s rate redl̂ uction recommendations, The Afe, however, 
supports use of the RpR recommendation of its own witness, rather 
than CUB'S recommendation. ' 

B, Price Reaulatlion Versus Rate of Return Regulation 

In determining whether to accept or reject Illinois Bell's 
proposed plan, the Comitoission first must decide whether! changes in 
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the telecommunications industry warrant a change in the form of 
regulation currently in effect in Illinois. While the Act 
contemplates different forms of alternative regulation, price 
regulation is the only form of alternative regulation discussed in 
the record. The main issue in this docket, therefore, is whether 
to accept or reject some form of price regulation. 

1. Illinois Bell's Arguments Regarding The Need For 
Alternative Regulation 

IBT describes the need for change through the testimony of two 
witnesses: Mr. David H. Gebhardt, Director - Regulatory Affairs for 
Illinois Bell; and Dr. Robert G. Harris, Associate Professor and 
Chair of the Business and Public Policy Group in the School of 
Business at the University of California, Berkeley. 

Illinois Bell contends that traditional ROR regulation was 
designed for an environment where there is a single monopoly 
provider of service. IBT states that under ROR regulation, a 
regulated company can submit to regulatory control over its pricing 
with reasonable confidence that it will earn a modest, although 
presumably stable, level of earnings. IBT states that in making 
investment decisions, a regulated utility can presume that 
regulators will allow it to add investment and earn a reasonable 
return on. that investment, thereby encouraging the deployment of 
technology in order to provide quality service to customers. IBT 
states that stable depreciation rates allow a company to recover 
its investments in a way which matches the controlled introduction 
of new technology. 

The Company contends that because of the competitive entry 
which already has taken place, as well as increasing competition 
which looms on the horizon, this paradigm no longer applies. Mr. 
Gebhardt testified that competitive alternatives already exist for 
the Company's intraMSA calling services: facilities-based 
interexchange companies ("IXCs"); resellers; payphone and operator 
services; private line services and Centrex. Major customers also 
have established privately-owned alternatives to IBT's network, 
including Walgreens, General Motors, Chrysler, Kmart, the State of 
Illinois, Commonwealth Edison, Caterpillar and the Burlington 
Northern Railroad, These customers have purchased microwave 
systems or satellite systems that connect multiple locations and 
completely bypass IBT's network. Such entities also can sell their 
excess capacity to other users. 

Mr. Gebhardt indicated, moreover, that new sources of 
competition are proliferating. Competitive access providers such 
as MFS and Teleport are firmly established and are expanding the 
range of services they provide to customers. He explained that 
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these companies have expanded beyond the i provision of 
point-to-point services for carriers and large customers, and now 
have obtained certificates to provide Centrex-liJ^e services and 
connections between multiple locations of the saifte customer for 
voice or data traffic. Proceedings for expanded iiiterconnections 
at the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC") and at this 
Commission would allow service competitors to co-lofcate physically 
inside IBT's central offices and to offer end-to-ena services even 
where they do not have facilities in place. He seated that the 
final step in this burgeoning expansion of competitibn was taken on 
November 10, 1993,i when MFS filed for a certificate to provide 
facilities-based local exchange services and ijequested full 
integration with the networks of Illinois Bell and iCentel (Docket 
93-0409). ' 

1 

Mr, Gebhardt testified that yet another rtew source of 
competition is Pergonal Communications Services (f"PCS") , which 
would provide wireless local exchange service, Mr. Gbbhardt states 
that eleven experimental wireless licenses have been approved or 
are pending approval for the Chicago area, and MCIr is among the 
well-financed entities pursuing a nationwide PCS license. He also 
stated that traditional cellular service also represents another 
increasingly viable alternative to IBT's services, ak evidenced by 
AT&T's recent acquisition of McCaw Cellular Communiqations. 

Mr, Gebhardt opined that perhaps the most potent competitive 
force of all is the cable television ("CATV") industry. 
Nationally, CATV companies pass 90% of residential households, and 
55% of the households in Illinois are subscribers. Several of the 
larger CATV companies recently have allied theiiselves with 
telephone companies.; MCI also has announced a new initiative to 
build local exchange facilities and compete directJLy for local 
exchange service. i 

I1linois Bell contends that these competitive |developments 
undermine traditional ROR regulation in at least five Ways. First, 
the Company maintain^ that the regulator no longer can guarantee 
that an LEC will be able to earn a reasonable return because 
marketplace dynamics will cause a significant erosion in its 
revenues as competitors enter the market and achieve gains in 
market share. Second, the Company asserts that noncompetitive 
ratepayers will shoulder the risks associated with ! competition 
because the regulator will be required to offset re"\ienue losses 
with increases in noncompetitive rates. IBT states that without 
such increases, the regulator will not be able to meei its end of 
the regulatory bargain which allows IBT to earn a reasonable rate 
of return in exchange ifor relinquishing control over its own rates 
and earnings. i 
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Third, the Company contends that competition and technological 
change undermine traditional capital recovery mechanisms, IBT 
states that as long as regulators continue to establish IBT's 
depreciation rates and defer capital recovery into the future, 
there is a commitment and legal obligation to allow the Company 
full recovery by the end of an investment's useful life. However, 
IBT contends that as competition intensifies and price erosion 
continues, there is no reasonable likelihood that the regulator 
will be able to guarantee that IBT can recover its capital in the 
future. IBT states that without reasonable assurances of capital 
recovery, there will be less incentive for IBT to modernize its 
network and, therefore, less chance that the State will realize the 
economic benefits which network modernization would bring. 

Fourth, the Company contends that competition increases the 
complexity of regulatory oversight because issues such as prudent 
network investment, appropriate staffing levels and reasonable 
prices become vastly more complicated. The Company asserts that 
traditional regulatory oversight will create an untenable situation 
for IBT because the regulator will capture for ratepayers the 
benefits of Illinois Bell's successful ventures, but will face 
pressure to disallow investments in unsuccessful ventures. The 
expense and delay engendered by increasingly complex regulatory 
requirements will be particularly inappropriate in an environment 
of accelerating competition, as it imposes a cost burden on the 
LEC that is not shouldered by its competitors. 

Illinois Bell contends that a properly structured price 
regulation plan would eliminate many of the shortcomings of 
traditional ROR regulation. IBT states that the capital recovery 
quandary facing this Commission can be resolved through price 
regulation. According to the Company, regulators traditionally 
have set depreciation rates so as to strike a pragmatic balance 
between allowing regulated companies to recover their capital and 
maintaining low customer rates. This balancing tension has tended 
tQ,£.iKS6SM*lfĉ 6idaiw4jaa(i«Gpâ ^ iihe short T?un~r-^ith-^Uie 

en£"sir^|;te!^4iSg^^M^^^^ugi^ 
regnir^e^..,,^^^BT_ai;^Q^m^^^ ..tM?--..^©sM:sdijgm...OA.4-«£iected.-4.«-"^^ • 
accu7mXaiks;^*»ji^eip3^ri.sit i on - ragerve''-defi<?iency"0^ "approximately $55§ 
million. 

The Company contends that, as the telecommunications industry 
becomes more competitive, the Commission simply will not be able to 
meet its commitment to full capital recovery because prices will be 
set by the marketplace rather than by the Commission. Another 
alternative for addressing the depreciation reserve deficiency is 
to require Ameritech's shareholders to incur the loss through a 
write-down of assets. However, IBT contends that this alternative 
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would be patently unreasonable as it would be unldjwful to require 
the Company to write off investments in plant and ̂ equipment which 
have been made ini good faith to meet franchise obligations. In 
fact, IBT contends that this would violate longstanding legal 
prohibitions against confiscation of utility property as set forth 
in Federal Power Oommission v. Hope Natural Gas CoL, 320 U.S. 591 
fl943) ; Bluefield ̂ ater Works and Improvement Co, vJ Public Service 
Commission^ 262 U.S. 679 (1922); and Illinois Bell ifelephone Co. v, 
Illinois Commerce Commission, 414 111. 275 (1953).1 

In the Company's view, the only viable soliution to this 
dilemma is to permî t Illinois Bell to use its own business judgment 
about investments, 'to set its own depreciation ratejis, and to live 
with the consequences, IBT takes the position that price 
regulation allows the Commission to do so at no rfsk to captive 
ratepayers, because depreciation rates no longeri would affect 
noncompetitive customer rates, 

5 The Company contends, moreover, that a realistjc opportunity 
to recover its capitial would provide additional impetbs for network 
modernization. Mf^^^reS^ardt^^and^^t, Harril also jtestified, on 
behalf of IBT, that price regulation would pr<&vide greater 
incentives to operate efficiently, to introduce new [services, and 
to be more responsive to its customers. Specifically, they stated 
that, although the Company has no guarantee of earnini a reasonable 
areturn under price regulation, the risk of lower earifings would be 
^balanced by the potential to achieve increased earnings as a reward 
!for becoming more efficient and for investing wisely in network 
modernization. They also stated that at the same time, customers 
iunder a price regulation plan would be protected fromt the risks of 
competition because! price increases would be limited by a 
predetermined formula based on cost changes for the leconomy as a 
/whole, rather than oh IBT's internal costs. i 

i i 

The Company also contends that the streamMned tariff 
procedures under a price regulation plan would reduce the delays, 
burdens, and expensed of regulation for all parties. Finally, the 
Company asserts that a properly structured price regiilation plan 
would avoid the implicit earnings regulation of 
services inherent in ROR regulation. All of these objectives can 
be achieved, the Company argues, while at the same time 

competitive 

maintaining 
just and reasonable rates based on the price index me<^hanism. 

2. Staff 
! 

The Commission Staff's position was presented by Ms. 
Charlotte TerKeurst, Director of the Telecommunication^ Program in 
the Office of Policy and Planning. She agreed with lljlinois Bell 
that the rate of technological change over the past fefe; years has 
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been breathtaking, and that the rate of change and introduction of 
new telecommunications products and services appear to be 
accelerating. In general terms. Staff also agrees with the 
Company's criticisms of traditional ROR regulation in the climate 
current and expected market conditions. Staff agrees that the 
difficulties inherent in determining the various components that go 
into the revenue requirement are exacerbated by competition. Staff 
believes that ROR regulation tends to make an LEC more cautious in 
its investment in risky ventures and, at the same time, I«sfî -I4ke'ly 
to--̂ ut--e©sts-̂ Nir---the-Haftore"trad-itionarl -services, However, Staff 
cautions that these disincentives should not be exaggerated, given 
the Company's posture that it is a well-run and efficient 
organization which has made significant modernization and 
streamlining efforts in recent years. Staff also believes that 
there are strong incentives for the Company to cut costs and become 
mQi:fi..et£ixiijent-4inder̂ 'traditi.onain:egulat̂ ^̂ ^ 

feetstefiO«ratJB,«cases. 

Staff agrees with IBT that the Company should be regulated 
under a price regulation plan. Staff believes that, by breaking 
the link between prices and costs, price regulation protects basic 
customers from competitive risks, i,e., the risk that rates might 
need to be increased to maintain revenue requirements if demand for 
IBT's competitive services were to decrease in an increasingly 
competitive market. Staff also agrees that price regulation 

pg4ciftft»~̂ t̂ r.e«'-̂ nofe-'>̂ :directly-'̂ 4impact̂  
arnvestmetitr:̂ " Staff further contends that price regulation can 
prevent the Company from degrading service quality for those 
services with limited competitive alternatives, if an appropriate 
service quality provision is adopted. In addition. Staff contends 
that compared to ROR regulation, price regulation would reduce 
regulatory costs somewhat because the application of a price 
regulation system should be fairly straightforward and should 
require fewer resources. Overall, Staff believes that price 
regulation would provide additional incentives to invest in 
advanced technologies and that some amount of additional economic 
development is likely to occur as a result. Sta^-^«yfees--th^^-this 
xnvestmerrt—itiay*'̂ '»ot'™take -~place'""eveni-y-Mshroughout: ̂-theû Ĵtate.̂ .., but^ 
asa.ftTTts. that^^jQiecessary j.̂. this_issue can^^e jiddressed, separately. 
i3U,aiJOi:her....proceeding..."̂ "" """"''"'"'" "̂  '" '"""' """™""^ 

Staff believes that all of these desirable goals can be 
attained while maintaining Illinois Bell's financial integrity. 
They can be attained, in part, by allowing higher "rewards" than 
under traditional regulation, thus compensating IBT for any 
increased risk and encouraging innovation. Removal of the 
likelihood of prudence reviews and "second guessing" of investment 

-11-



92-0448/93-0239 Consol. 
H. EI Proposed Order 

decisions, argues Staff, also should encourage thfe Company to be 
more innovative and to take more risks. Staff contiends that price 
regulation would put Illinois Bell on a more even footing with 
other potential cqmpetitors, because the Company Wjould be able to 
respond more quickly to competitive conditions a4 they develop, 
without incurring iprotracted regulatory proceedings. Staff notes 
that all of these\ benef its may not be achieved in a rea 1 worId 
environment becausle IBT may have some incentive to keep earnings 
levels within some range perceived as "reasonable" in order to 
avoid regulatory backlash; and, as a result, cduld choose to 
increase expenses or investments for that reason rfather than for 
reasons of efficiency. 

3. Attorney General 

Dr. Lee L. Selwyn, an economist and President o^ Economics and 
Technology, Inc., examined Illinois Bell's proposal on behalf of 
the Attorney General. A passage from Dr. Selwyn's direct testimony 
best summarizes the AG's position: 

I 

Although the i public interest has been wejl served by 
traditional rate of return regulation of lobal telephone 
companies fori many years, recent developnknts in the 
technological land competitive complexion of the telecom­
munications industry warrant reexamination of existing 
regulatory practices. Rate of return regulatiori has fostered 
the development of a ubiquitous public telephone network, 
universally accessible and affordable, to a broad spectrum of 
citizens and businesses throughout the state and the nation. 
By shifting most investment risk to ratepayers, RpR regulation 
has enabled the regulated local exchange carriers (LECs) to 
acquire and to construct an extensive and mpdern public 
network infrastructure that is not likely to be duplicated by 
any other entity within the foreseeable future,I At the same 
time, the entry and growth of competition in cert̂ ain segments 
of the telecommunications market fundamentally alters the 
traditional role and goals of economic regulation, implying 
reduced concern with pricing and availabililî y of truly 
competitive services, but increased attention ito pricing, 
availability, ahd interoperability of so called ^'bottleneck" 
functions that pnly the dominant local exchand̂ e telephone 
company can feasibly provide, 

AG Ex. 1.0 at 3. ^ i 

Dr. Selwyn testified that traditional ROR regulation actually 
may create disincentives for efficient behavior. He stated that 
incentive regulation plans can induce a utility's management to 
exhibit competitive behavior; to pursue efficiency opp^ortunities; 
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to maximize the use of its capital resources; and, in general, to 
accept certain risks normally associated with the competitive 
marketplace in return for the opportunity to increase earnings in 
excess of levels traditionally associated with ROR regulation. 
However, Dr. Selwyn cautioned that a price regulation system must 
minimize the possibility that a company will be rewarded for 
actions that expressly disadvantage captive ratepayers or for 
events that are beyond its management's control. He stated several 
concerns that must be taken into consideration in developing an 
adequate incentive plan. These are as follows: 

1. The establishment of an incentive plan will not convert 
a fundamentally monopolistic market into a fully 
competitive one. IBT's $8 billion gross investment in 
the local distribution, switching, and transport 
structure gives IBT a ĉe facto monopoly. Accordingly, 
Dr. Selwyn states that a regulatory mechanism must 
continue to constrain in terms of pricing practices. 

2. In a competitive market, incentives and opportunities to 
adopt new technologies are available to all incumbents in 
the industry. In stimulating a competitive result, it is 
essential that the company subject to incentive 
regulation not be afforded the opportunity or ability to 
achieve a permanent earnings gain as new technology and 
operations are developed. 

3. Even if a telecommunications carrier subject to incentive 
regulation made no effort whatsoever to improve its 
overall efficiency, the aggregate growth in demand for 
services unrelated to management's actions combined with 
extreme economies of scale will result in a decline in 
average unit costs of service. 

4. Under the profit-generating incentive of a plan, the 
carrier may attempt to increase its earnings by 
compromising the overall quality of its services. 

Id, at 11-13. 

Dr. Selwyn took the position that the entry and growth of 
competition in certain segments of the telecommunications market 
fundamentally alter the traditional role and goals of economic 
regulation and warrant re-examination of existing regulatory 
practices. 
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He further states the following: 

These factors, individually and cumulatively point to an 
expectation of increased earnings over time either because the 
utility can ekploit its monopoly by imposing eicessive prices 
or by retaining for itself all of the "normal" <̂ ost reductions 
that can be expected to arise through generally improving 
productivity and growth. The purpose of incentive regulation 
is clearly not to reward the utility for such elxploitation of 
its monopoly through price gouging or for allowing the quality 
of its service to decline. Thus, even though the direct 
linkage between rates and costs is largely eliminated under 
incentive regulation, the overall system mustj be carefully 
tuned so as toi reward (or to punish) the utility's management 
and shareholders only to the extent that the rfesult of their 
actions would inot otherwise be expected to ocqur in a truly 
competitive marketplace. 

Id. at 14. 

He contends that the goal of the Commission should be to adopt 
a plan that includes! certain features that are intended to preserve 
the competitive result goal of economic regulation whjle still "de­
linking prices and costs per se." 

4, CUB/Cook 

CUB/Cook oppose the adoption of an alternat|ive form of 
regulation. Dr. MarVin Kahn, an economist and principal in Exeter 
Associates, Inc, exjamined Illinois Bell's proposal jon behalf of 
CUB/Cook and AARP. I 

First, Dr, Kahn states that ROR regulation currently contains 
an adequate number of incentives. He states that ccbipanies must 
behave efficiently iri order to earn the authorized rat|e of return; 
such a return is not guaranteed. Moreover, since rktes are not 
changed between rate cases, he argues that "regulatory lag" allows 
a company to increase its earnings if it can ijncrease its 
efficiency. He contends that the Commission cannot i assume that 
Illinois Bell's plan would provide more incentives automatically 
than currently exist!. For example, Dr, Kahn states that the 
pricing flexibility Qf its plan can be used by IBT t© retard the 
entry into the marketi of more efficient competitors. 

Second, he further contends that the IBT plan si^ort-changes 
ratepayers because current rates include the cost of deploying such 
cost-saving equipment as digital switches, fiber opticjfacilities, 
SS7 and ISDN capabilities. According to Dr, Kahn, "the cost of 
these facilities is included in rates with the expectation that the 

-14-



92-0448/93-0239 Consol. 
H. E. Proposed Order 

benefits expected in the future from these investments, including 
increased usage, would be passed on to ratepayers in the form of 
lower rates. He complains that under IBT's plan, these benefits 
instead would accrue to shareholders. 

In addition, he asserts that these facilities already allow 
IBT to offer new products such as call-waiting, speed dialing, 
three-way calling. Auto Callback and Repeat Dial. He contends that 
the number of residential and business customers subscribing to 
such services is increasing rapidly. Dr, Kahn contends that, under 
IBT's plan, the future revenue growth attributable to such services 
would accrue to the shareholders instead of the ratepayers who have 
paid for the facilities. 

He further testified that price regulation does not 
necessarily result in additional network modernization and that it 
eliminates or limits the extent of social input into the investment 
decision-making process and causes such decisions to be based 
strictly on profit considerations and without any regard for the 
maximization of social welfare. 

He also disputes IBT's contention that the plan will increase 
the pace of technology deployment in the network. He maintains 
that Illinois Bell witness Dr. Cronin did not offer a link between 
price cap regulation and investment in telecommunications, Dr. 
Kahn criticized Dr, Cronin's analysis because it assumed that 
whatever infrastructure deployment is undertaken will be cost-
effective. 

He contends that his own quantitative analysis attempts to 
determine whether alternative regulation leads to additional 
network deployment. He examined technologies deployed in the 
network in 1990 and 1991 by Bell/ Amer it ech, other Amer i t ech 
companies, and Bell companies in other regions. He testified that 
his analysis indicated that the extent to which telecommunications 
technologies have been deployed in Illinois is, in every instance, 
on a par with or ahead of that in most other regions. He notes 
that this rate of technological diffusion is occurring without 
alternative regulation in place. 

Moreover, he stressed that strategic decisions regarding 
technology selection are made at the regional corporate level. He 
testified that his analysis showed that the kind of regulatory 
structure in place was not significantly related to the deployment 
of technology. He states that while IBT witness Harris criticized 
his study. Dr. Harris did not conduct his own study to support the 
Company's position that incentive regulation would lead to greater 
infrastructure development. 
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Dr. Kahn alsoi criticized IBT's plan to commitjto spending $3 
billion on network modernization over five year®. First, he 
contends that the ] investments that IBT plans to Bĵ kes are those 
that would allow it to provide broadband services!including CATV 
services and that these investments would allow jthe Company to 
enter the interMSA; market if Ameritech is successjful in getting 
relief from the restriction placed on it at div|estiture which 
currently precludes it from providing such serviced• 

He asserts that the Commission does not have juajisdiction over 
the provision of CAJTV services, and that, to the extient that IBT's 
$3 billion expenditure will be spent to provide CATy services, the 
expenditure cannot form the basis for granting IBT'^ petition. In 
addition, he states that this Commission should not liake a decision 
that it is in the public interest for IBT to enter tfie business of 
providing interMSA service, i 

CUB/Cook further contends that such an expendit\^re can only be 
made pursuant to a (Certificate of Public Convenience^ and Necessity 
("Certificate") granted under Section 8-406 of the Act. CUB/Cook 
states that the record in this docket does not contain enough 
evidence to meet the requirements of Section 8-406. In addition, 
CUB/Cook argues that: the Commission should not approVe a plan that 
neither contains an adequate description of where the funds will be 
deployed nor provides for the cost-effectiveness of such 
expenditures, 

He also maintains that Mr, Gebhardt's testimonV that the $3 
billion investment would be funded from depreciat:.on, retained 
earnings and cash flow is evidence that it is IBT's intention to 
fund its forays into ibroadband services with ratepayer^ funds rather 
than shareholder funds. Accordingly, Dr. Kahn insists that the 
Company's protestations that its plan will shift the tisk of these 
investments onto itself and away from ratepayers must be 
disregarded. 

Finally, he argues that the $3 billion commitmei^t is nothing 
more than "business las usual" (BAU") for IBT. He 
according to IBT Form M reports filed with the FCC, 
capital expenditures ranging from $545 million to $58:i million per 
year during the 1989-1992 time period. He refers! to the BAU 
revenue projections of IBT witness Goens for the fivei-year period 
of 1994 through 1998, These projections indicjate capital 
expenditures of almost $2,7 billion over that time peiriod. 

5, DOD/FEA 

DOD/FEA contend that a competitive environment ifs developing 
rapidly for many of Illinois Bell's services and thati a change in 
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the form of regulation is appropriate. DOD/FEA assert that the 
development of competition in Illinois has been uneven 
geographically, but that the most rapid development has been in 
urbanized areas such as Chicago. Even in the Chicago area, 
however, DOD/FEA state, there has been limited experience with the 
interconnection of dedicated services, and even less with switched 
services, 

DOD/FEA contend that price regulation of IBT's services is 
preferable to traditional ROR regulation at the present time. They 
assert that properly designed price regulation would improve the 
incentives for IBT to operate more efficiently, to innovate, to 
investment in new technologies, and to provide the Company with the 
additional pricing flexibility needed in the changing 
telecommunications markets, DOD/FEA also contend that price 
regulation would reduce the regulatory burden on the Commission and 
other parties. They opine that these benefits can be achieved 
while providing reasonable rates to customers and maintaining IBT's 
financial integrity. 

6. LDDS/ICPA 

LDDS/ICPA assert that current competitive conditions do not 
warrant any departure from ROR regulation. In their view, switched 
intraMSA traffic is not competitive because Illinois Bell has 99% 
of the traffic, while all other carriers combined have less than 
1%. LDDS/ICPA assert that competition has not yet occurred in the 
local exchange marketplace, and that no customers have abandoned 
the IBT monopoly network. They contend that cellular service is 
substantially more expensive than IBT's local service; in any 
event, it is 50% controlled by Ameritech, and it depends on 
interconnection with IBT to originate and terminate calls. 
LDDS/ICPA also assert that potential competition from CATV, PCS and 
CAPS should not be considered because the Act requires that the 
plan be based upon changes which are " in fact" occurring, 
LDDS/ICPA are opposed to any change in regulation where significant 
changes and circumstances have not been proven, and LDDS/ICPA 
insist that, while competition is emerging, there is no real 
competition for IBT's services, 

7. MCI 

MCI contends that Illinois Bell faces much less competition 
than it claimed in its testimony. While some of the competition 
identified by IBT does exist, MCI asserts that not all of it has 
the kind of impact that competition usually has: namely, forcing 
Illinois Bell to try to find ways to lower its rates. In 
particular, MCI noted that cellular services cannot put a cap on 
IBT's local exchange rates as long as cellular rates are higher 
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than local exchange and measured service rates combined. MCI also 
contends that not all of the new services identified by the Company 
currently exist, Third, MCI contends that, wijth only a few 
exceptions, the competitive alternatives identifiedtby the Company 
rely on interconnection with IBT's local exchange facilities and, 
thereby, prevent other companies from becoming tr\:>ly independent 
competitors. 

8. AT&T 

AT&T, in general, supports alternative regulation plans for 
LECs as long as there is sufficient price regulation over services 
for which competition is not sufficient to protect, against the 
opportunity for antii-competitive conduct and uneconomic pricing. 

9. ICTA i 

ICTA's primaryi concern in this proceeding is t^e effect that 
a premature shift in form of regulation will have dn not only on 
consumers, but also other businesses such as members of the ICTA. 
The ICTA suggests that the Commission develop alternative 
regulation through a rulemaking rather than a utility specific 
docket. ICTA beilieves that the market conditions have not 
developed to a point that warrants a change in the form of 
regulation and that Illinois Bell's proposal failts to satisfy 
Section 13-505,1, 

10, Illinois Bell's Response 

With respect to the arguments of CUB/Cook, the iCompany takes 
the position that Dr^ Kahn rejects all of the efforts by regulators 
in this country to improve the system of regulation,! IBT further 
argues that he has not addressed the impact of competitive entry 
and technological change meaningfully and the diffi<^ulties those 
changes bring to the !tasks faced by regulators. IBT akrgues that he 
ignores the capital jfecovery quandary faced by this Commission and 
the implications of that quandary for network modernization, 

Dr, Harris testified that Dr, Kahn's position cb efficiency 
incentives was based on "out-of-date" economics. Although Dr. 
Harris conceded that some incentives do result from re^latory lag, 
he also testified that these incentives are not as significant as 
Dr. Kahn claims and that they will disappear as regullators become 
increasingly unable to keep their half of the regulatpry bargain. 

As to arguments! regarding competition, the Compa|ny takes the 
position that the parties have not characterized accurately the 
changes taking place in the industry, IBT also contends that the 
current level of competition is not the only issue, pu t that the 
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current and future direction of the marketplace are equally 
important, Dr, Harris testified that the arguments for price 
regulation do not assume full competition; in that instance, no 
regulation would be the best policy. Rather, Dr. Harris explained 
that alternative regulation is the best policy during a transition 
from partial competition to full competition. He also testified 
that Illinois Bell's market share of intraMSA calling does not 
demonstrate market dominance, because its rates are much lower than 
the other IXCs in the market. 

The Company emphas i z es that the change to a11ernative 
regulation should be made before all of its services are fully 
competitive. Dr. Harris testified that there are considerable 
risks in delaying regulatory reform, citing the experience of the 
railroad industry which was driven into the ground by continued 
application of traditional regulatory policies even after the 
emergence of stiffening competition. The Company urges that it 
needs time to manage its way through the legacy of past regulatory 
practices and that this Commission should begin the process of 
transitioning to a nonregulated marketplace as quickly and 
completely as possible, consistent with protecting noncompetitive 
ratepayers' legitimate interest in preserving reasonable rates and 
adequate service, 

11, COMMISSION CONCLUSION 

Under the current form of regulation, the Commission will find 
it increasingly difficult to effectively balance the interests of 
ratepayers, IBT and the overall welfare of the people of the State. 
The ratepayer demands low telephone rates — even at the expense of 
having less sophisticated communications capabilities. CUB/Cook's 
position in this case clearly illustrates this point. Illinois 
Bell seeks the ability to set its own depreciation rates and 
properly prepare itself for a competitive local exchange market. 
The welfare of the people of the State of Illinois requires that 
this Commission regulate IBT without hindering technological 
progress, 

A properly designed alternative regulation plan is a more 
prudent way to regulate IBT at the present time. An alternative 
method of regulation is the only way for the Commission to protect 
the interest of the ratepayer and, at the same time, allow Illinois 
Bell to prepare itself for a competitive telecommunications market. 
Alternative regulation can guarantee lower telephone rates for the 
consumer and insulate them against the risks that IBT will face in 
a competitive market. Alternative regulation also ensures that the 
State of Illinois will remain at the forefront of 
telecommunications technology, 
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The Commission agrees with the testimony of those witnesses 
who assert that the intrciMSA marketplace is lî cely to become 
increasingly competitive. The Commission would be| very reluctant 
to adopt any alternative form of regulation at thi$ point in time 
if it did not believe this to be the case. An alternative 
-regulation plan is intended to be transitional in nkture. without 
,a transition to a competitive market, such a plan [would continue 
indefinitely. To have a mechanistic formula deten^ine rates over 
a longer term could be problematic. 

The Commissioh rejects the arguments of LDDS/ICpA and MCI that 
there should be no change in regulatory structures until full 
competition has developed in the intraMSA marketplace. One of the 
purposes of adopting alternative regulation is to lallow Illinois 
Bell to adjust to a competitive market before such ̂  market fully 
develops. The pommission is of the opinion i that such a 
transitional period is necessary for the Company toi remain viable 
in the long run. It would be detrimental to the interests of IBT's 
ratepayers and the people of this state if the Commission were to 
neglect this situation and allow IBT to become uncompetitive. An 
uncompetitive IBT Would most likely lose its priWe customers*, 
leaving .captive customers responsible for a greater spare of costs. 
The Commission is of the opinion that accepting CUB/cioK's position 
in this docket, namely rejecting alternative regulation and making 
unwarranted rate cuts, would weaken IBT to such an ^xtent that it 
would not be able to respond to competition and, yith time, it 
would be before this Conunission requesting relief. 

T-he-Commi'Ssion̂ fiB "Of ̂iie-̂ oplnion,̂  however, that^ -the adoption 
of—aJjternautiye,_,regtiXati-on-̂ alone ' does not " necessyfrtly enhance 
competritioa* . The Commission is committed to facilitating the 
development of a fully competitive local market, Thi^ Order is one 
of many steps that the Commission intends to take t o modify the 
regulatory environment in order to achieve this goal. 

The Commission ialso rejects the arguments of tlie critics of 
alternative regulation to the extent that these critics counsel 
rejection of any form of alternative regulation. in some cases, 
however, these critics raise valid concerns that we must evaluate 
in formulating a plan and in some cases make adjustments to the 
plan in light of thei concerns. The Commission is oi the opinion 
t^at, these concerns tdo not warrant outright reject̂ ôn of price 
r^sgulation. \ 

For example, the Commission disagrees with Dr. sj-ahn that ROR 
regulation contains adequate incentives to operate iefficiently, 
The Commission believes that ROR regulation offers some incentives 
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to operate efficiently: (l) the concept of regulatory lag that Dr. 
Kahn discussed; (2) the Commission adjustment of expenses that 
occurs during rate cases; and (3) the management audit process. 

The question for this Commission is whether these incentives 
are adequate for a utility that is operating in an increasingly 
competitive industry. The answer is no. ROR regulation, while 
having performed reasonably well until now, is flawed because it 
does not offer enough incentives, and, in fact, contains some 
serious disincentives. A regulated utility, even one that is 
subject to prudent regulation, is not under the same pressure as a 
competitive firm to keep its costs to an absolute minimum. 

The Commission rejects Dr. Kahn's contention that price 
regulation does not necessarily result in additional network 
modernization. The Commission is of the opinion that Illinois Bell 
will be under increased pressure to keep its network modern as 
competition increases. Alternative regulation will allow Illinois 
Bell to respond much more quickly to the market through increased 
investment than it could under ROR regulation. 

The Commission also disagrees with Dr, Kahn's contention that 
future investment decisions will not be made with the intent of 
maximizing social welfare. While it is true that future investment 
decisions will be profit-motivated, the Commission is of the 
opinion that current investment decisions also are profit-
motivated. In fact, the Commission believes that it cannot direct 
Illinois Bell to alter its investment decisions based on what the 
Commission feels would maximize social welfare. Does CUB/Cook 
contend that the Commission should tell IBT that, for example, a 
call waiting service is more important than a call forwarding 
service or vice versa? It is not for the Commission to decide 
whether one service should be implemented before another. 
CUB/Cook's argument is unrealistic and it goes to the heart of why 
the public will be better off in an unregulated competitive 
telecommunications market. 

The Commission concludes that a change in the form of 
regulation applicable to Illinois Bell is appropriate. The 
Commission finds persuasive the testimony of the witnesses 
appearing for the Company, staff, the AG and DOD/FEA that pervasive 
changes are taking place in the telecommunications industry that 
warrant a decisive change. Indeed, these changes appear to be 
taking place faster in Illinois than in many other parts of the 
country. The Commission believes that competition is likely to 
increase considerably in the future and that its regulatory 
policies should be directed towards a successful transition to a 
more competitive environment. 
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We are of the! opinion that it would be unwise! to continue to 
regulate Illinois Bell under the current ROR system. We believe 
that to ignore the changes that already have oifccurred and to 
continue down the same course would harm both ratdipayers and the 
Company. The Commission believes that a well-designed alternative 

-c -regulation plan can guarantee ratepayers lower ft^ure telephone 
bills, something that absolutely cannot be guaranteed under the 
current system. Such a plan at the same time can prepare Illinois 
Bell for a competitive telecomomunications market. This, 
incidently, will l>enefit ratepayers because a trujLy competitive 
market will lead to lower rates, better service land a greater 
variety of available products. I 

C. Price Regulation Plan - Plan Components ' 

Under price regulation, a regulated companyJs ability to 
change prices is controlled by an index rather than through general 
rate proceedings. [Usually, the index has at least two principal 
components; (1) a measure of inflation for the economy as a whole 
(which can be referred to as I); and (2) some offset to inflation 
which measures productivity and/or other economi|c and policy 
considerations (which can be referred to as X). The typical price 
cap approach can be described as permitting a change in rates 
according to the formula: I minus X, \ 

Some jurisdictions include a service quality measure intended 
to ensure that service quality does not deteriorate under price 
regulation. Some jurisdictions include an "exogenous factor" to 
reflect cost changes! that are outside the control of the regulated 
company (e.g., changes in regulatory accounting, changes in the tax 
laws and so forth). The resulting index then is applied to the 
company's services which are grouped into categories or "baskets". 
Greater pricing flexibility generally is allowed within a category 
than between categories. 

1. Price Index Formulas 

One of the most significant issues in this proceeding has been 
the configuration of a price cap formula. Although} the overall 
structures of the formulas proposed by Illinois Bell, staff, the AG 
and DOD/FEA are similar, the individual values for the index 
components differ coiisiderably, 

i 

2. Illinois Bell's Proposal \ 

Relying on the testimony of Dr. Laurits Chriatensen, the 
Company contends that the Gross Domestic Producer Price Intex 
("GDPPI") should be used as the measure of inflation and the X 
factor should be a productivity offset which would [reflect the 
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degree to which the company's historical productivity growth has 
outstripped productivity growth in the economy as a whole. The 
Company maintains that this differential is relevant because 
productivity growth in the economy as a whole already is reflected 
in the measure of inflation. The Company points out that this is 
the way the FCC constructed its price cap plans. 

Dr. Christensen conducted a study of the company's historical 
Total Factor Productivity ("TFP") growth, which is the ratio of the 
firm's Total Output to Total Input. Total Output is the 
combination of all goods and services produced by a firm, measured 
in real terms. Total Input is the combination of all inputs used 
by a firm in producing the goods and services it sells, also 
measured in real terms. 

He calculated the growth of Total Output for Illinois Bell 
from 1984 to 1991 as 27.8%, or an average rate of growth of 4.0% 
annually. He calculated Illinois Bell's growth of Total Input over 
t:he same period as 12.5%, or an average annual rate of growth of 
1.8%, These figures imply an average annual TFP growth of 2.2% 
(4,0% minus 1.8%). 

According to Dr. Christensen, an economy-wide output price 
inflation index, such as the Gross National Producer Price Index 
("GNPPI") or GDPPI, already reflects TFP growth in the U.S. 
economy, i.e., the growth in the GDPPI is less than growth in 
economy-wide input prices by the amount of economy-wide TFP growth. 
Therefore, if the GDPPI is to be used to represent input price 
increases for Illinois Bell, then the productivity offset in a 
price cap formula should be Illinois Bell's TFP growth less the TFP 
growth for the U.S. economy. During the post-divestiture period 
Illinois Bell achieved TFP growth of 2,2% a year while the U.S, 
economy achieved TFP growth of 0,9%. The differential is 1.3%, 
which in Dr. Christensen's opinion would provide the basis for a 
1.3% offset to the GDPPI in a price cap formula. He testified that 
this level of TFP growth was consistent with the results of other 
studies for the telecommunications industry, Illinois Bell asserts 
that its TFP study is undisputed in this proceeding. 

The Company adopted Dr. Christensen's recommended 1,3% total 
offset in its price cap formula, but proposed dividing the factor 
in half in order to reflect recovery of it perceived depreciation 
reserve deficiency. This issue will be discussed in more detail 
below. 
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3, Illinois Bell's Depreciation Reserve Deficiency 
Adjustment | 

le Company proposes cutting its 1.3% productivity factor in 
half during the first five years of the plan. The Company explains 
that the purpose of this proposal is to achieve some type of 
"sharing" by ratepayers of what the Company claims is a $559 
million depreciation reserve deficiency for ŵhich current 
ratepayers are legally and equitably responsible, Illinois Bell 
argues that by halving the productivity factor, raitepayers would 
pay approximately $50 million more over the first five years of the 
plan than they otherwise would have paid; yet this î epresents only 
about 10% of the total reserve deficiency. The jCompany states 
that, if this adjustment is not made, customer^ will not be 
obligated to pay anything toward remedying this def î iiency and that 
this would be an unreasonable result. The Company ckrgues that its 
depreciation reserve deficiency is a shortfall which represents a 
legal obligation oh the part of Illinois ratepayers for capital 
already consumed an;d that adoption of alternative regulation does 
M0e:, xn and of itself, erase that debt, I 

The AG opposes the Company's proposal to cut thte productivity 
factor in half. In(its view, ratepayers who subscribe to Illinois 
Bell's noncompetitive services funded the investmeiifts which made 
past productivity gains possible in the first placSf, and should, 
therefore, receive the full benefit of expected prodi^ctivity gains 
in the future, AG witness Dr. Selwyn testified that, IBT's effort 
to recoup an investment recovery shortfall would be ui^successful in 
a competitive market, where it would be written off at 
shareholders' expense. Dr. Selwyn took the position that Illinois 
Bell's proposal is "cherry picking" between ROR regulation and 
incentive regulatioh. In Dr, Selwyn's view, incentilve regulation 
would not afford t&e Company the protection againfst errors in 
future capital recovery decisions, yet the Company proposes to 
divert potential ratepayer benefits that may arise lender the new 
regulatory system in order to "make it whole" !for previous 
management actions taken with virtual impunity in temjis of exposure 
to business risk. i 

In summary, Illinois Bell's initial proposal for the price cap 
formula was the GDPPI minus 1,3%, prior to considering! its proposed 
depreciation reservei deficiency adjustment. If the!depreOiation 
reserve deficiency aidjustment is included, it becomfes the GDPPI 
minus 0.7%, 

4, Attorney General 

The AG sponsored the testimony of Dr. David! Roddy, who 
criticized Dr. Christensen's use of economy-wide TF|> because it 
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involved only theoretical assumptions concerning input price 
inflation. 'Dr. Roddy testified that he utilized the same data 
relied upon in Dr. Christensen's study and calculated that the 
annual historical Illinois Bell price inflation rate is 
approximately 2.1% for the 1984 through 1991 time period. Since 
the GDPPI grew at an average annual rate of 3-7% for this same time 
period, the prices of inputs that IBT purchases grew at a rate 1.6 
percentage points less than did the GDPPI. :Dr. Roddy recommends 
that, at a minimum, the GDPPI factor used in the price cap formula 
should first be reduced by 1,6 to reflect this more accurate input 
price' infojrmation, 

AG witness Dix- Selwyn also disagreed with Dr. Christensen's 
approach. He testified that the basic objective of a price cap 
formula is to establish a rate adjustment mechanism that severs or 
at least weakens the linkage between costs and revenues that exists 
under the "cost plus" philosophy of ROR regulation, while still 
reflecting "normal" cost and productivity changes that the utility 
is expected to experience. He said that under the price cap model, 
these cost changes are driven by variations in the prices of inputs 
used by the local exchange carrier ("LEC") in the production of its 
services, offset by the productivity change which results from 
changes in the manner in which it combines those inputs to produce 
its products and services, Dr, Selwyn stated that ideally the 
price cap formula should be structured to reflect the change in LEC 
input prices less an LEC productivity target, plus or minus a 
service quality adjustment. 

According to Dr, Selwyn, the formula should not rely upon cost 
or productivity changes specific to the utility within the time 
frame in which the price adjustment is to take place, but instead 
should reflect some sort of exogenous productivity experience that 
is germane to the utility's operations. In principle, if the LEC 
can outperform the industry or some other appropriate benchmark, 
then the LECs management and shareholders should reap most or all 
of the benefits; conversely, if the LEC fails even to match the 
benchmark performance level, its owners should suffer the relative 
losses that necessarily will result when a firm's costs rise faster 
than its prices. 

In specific response to Illinois Bell's proposal, Dr, Selwyn 
recommended that the offsets in the rate adjustment formula should 
be increased to reflect higher realizable productivity levels and 
LEC input prices that are increasing at a considerably slower rate 
than price levels in the economy generally. He said that Dr. 
Christensen's use of the GDPPI assumes that input factor prices 
confronted by an LEC are increasing at the same rate, over time, as 
the average for all components of the Gross Domestic Product. He 
testified that, because of the significant technological 
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advancements characteristic of LEC resources, it is jLikely that the 
GDPPI overstates the extent of actual input pricej movements for 
LECs; and he maintains that Dr, Roddy's study confirms this. 

Dr. Selwyn also contends that Dr. Christensen improperly 
approximated LEC input prices by adding economy-wide productivity 
gain to the GDPPI. He said this improperly assumes that LECs 
obtain their inputs from the same pool and in the s^e proportions 
as all firms in the economy generally. According to Dr. Selwyn, 
most of an LECs inputs come from the output of other sectors of 

competitive, 
output prices 

the overall economy. Since most sectors are 
productivity gains therein will be reflected in the 
charged by those \ sectors. LECs benefit fromt the overall 
productivity gain in the other sectors of the ecoiiomy when they 
purchase products and services from those sectors. 3|n his opinion, 
since the prices paid already will reflect productivity gains that 
occur in those other sectors, no further adjustment f°^ economy-
wide TFP is necessary or appropriate. To the extent! that LECs are 
themselves able to Achieve further productivity gains within their 
own operations, thoSe gains are in addition to the gains achieved 
in the rest of the economy, t 

Dr, Selwyn maintains that the appropriate inp^t price index 
for an LEC (absent a specific LEC industry input priie index) must 
then be the GDPPI v̂ ithout any upward adjustment forf economy-wide 
TFP. Since Dr. Roddy' s study shows that IBT inpikt prices are 
growing at an annual rate of the GDPPI minus 1.6^, Dr. Selwyn 
insists that the correct specification of the IBT price adjustment 
formula to reflect input price changes is GDPPI minuS 1.6%, rather 
than the GDPPI plus 0.9%, which he maintains is î iplied by Dr. 
Christensen's approach, i 

With respect to the productivity offset poition of the 
traditional price cap formula, Dr, Selwyn maintap.ns that Dr, 
Christensen's estimated 2.2% annual TFP gain for Illinois Bell is 
only the bare minimiim. Dr. Selwyn points out that jbhe 1984-1991 
time period covered by the data used by Dr, Christens^ necessarily 
predates the adoption of incentive regulation. He arjgues that the 
productivity factor should more than merely reflect[historic IBT 
productivity gains; it also should incorporate | a "stretch" 
component that would! encourage the Company to improv^ its overall 
efficiency and thusirecognize the salutary effects [of incentive 
regulation itself ; in stimulating additional [productivity 
improvements. He prioposes that an additional 1% be iadded to the 
TFP offset to afford ja "consumer productivity dividenifl" that would 
guarantee some minimum level of benefit to ratepayers from the 
implementation of incentive regulation in Illinois. jThe AG notes 
that the FCC added ta 0.5% consumer dividend adjus-tment to its 
productivity factor.! The AG further notes that thje California 

-26-



92-0448/93-0239 Consol, 
H, E. Proposed Order 

Public Utility Commission stated that "about 1-1/2 to perhaps 2% of 
the adopted productivity adjustment will arise from the heightened 
incentives in the new regulatory framework" in its price regulation 
plan. Dr, Selwyn argued that ratepayers are entitled to share in-
productivity gains resulting from new technology because they 
already have paid for this equipment. 

In summary, the AG proposes a price regulation formula of the 
GDPPI minus 1.6% (reflecting IBT's lower than GDPPI price growth) 
minus 2,2% (IBT's historic TFP) minus 1.0% (Stretch Factor); this 
can be restated as the GDPPI less 4,8%. 

5, Further Discussion: Input Prices 

In his rebuttal testimony. Dr. Christensen, acknowledging the 
validity of Dr. Roddy's calculations, stated that from 1984 to 1991 
Illinois Bell's annual input price growth rate was 2.1%, and the-
input price growth for the economy as a whole was 4.6% per year, a 
differential of 2.5%. He maintains that this is a more appropriate 
way of stating the results of Dr. Roddy's study because it 
identifies the difference between economy-wide input prices and 
Illinois Bell input prices, rather than the difference between the 
GDPPI (which reflects economy-wide productivity) and Illinois Bell 
input prices. He says that Dr. Selwyn inappropriately included the 
full 2.5% differential as an adjustment to his price cap formula, 
but in two steps: a 1.6% price impact and a 0.9% productivity 
impact. 

Dr. Christensen argues that Dr. Selwyn erroneously assumes 
that an anomalous short-term differential between IBT input prices 
and U.S. economy input prices will continue into the future. Dr, 
Christensen analyzed the differential between input prices for IBT 
and the economy as a whole, and maintained that the differential 
was due almost entirely to three special circumstances: (1) the 
economy-wide decline in interest rates; (2) the Tax Reform Act of 
1986; and (3) the slow growth in wage rates for IBT employees 
relative to wage rates for the entire U.S. economy. If these 
three factors were removed from the input price data, he maintains 
that IBT's input price growth would have been virtually identical 
to that of the overall economy (i.e., 0.3% lower, not 2.5% lower), 

Dr, Christensen recomputed the capital input prices for IBT 
and the U,S. economy in 1991, assuming that the opportunity cost 
of capital had remained at the 1984 level for both Illinois Bell 
and the national economy. He concluded that if interest rates had 
not changed, the discrepancy between IBT input price growth and 
U.S. economy input price growth would have been reduced by 1.1% per 
year. He also calculated that if corporate taxes had comprised the 
same percentage of capital costs in 1991 as in 1984, the 
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discrepancy in input price growth between Illinois Bell and the 
U.S. economy wouldj have been an additional 0.5% pet year less. 

I 

Dr. Christensen contended that, in order 1 to justify a 
permanent adjustmeht to the formula, the Commission would have to 
assume that the next five years will be exactly lilke the 1984 to 
1991 period. He explained that such an assumption! does not mean 
that capital costs and taxes simply would remain stable; rather, it 
means that capitalicosts and tax rates would have t° decline over 
the next five years at the same rate as they declined between 1984 
and 1991, In Dr. Christensen's view, this wilp. not happen: 
corporate tax rates increased rather than decrease^ in 1993, and 
interest rates have fallen so far in recent yea^s that it is 
unlikely that they could go any lower. He claims that, viewed over 
the long run, the GDPPI is an accurate measure of the impact of 
inflation on Illinois Bell and that no adjustment to the GDPPI is 
warranted. Dr. Christensen cited his 1987 testimony to the FCC, in 
which he found that i over the period 1948 to 1979, injput prices for 
U.S. telephone companies grew at virtually the same riate as for the 
rest of the economy. For the full 31 year period, 
growth averaged 4.61% per year for the U.S, economy 
year for the Bell System. ! 

input price 
and 4.5% per 

Although Dr, Christensen maintained that no adjiistment to the 
formula was necessary, Illinois Bell proposed through [the testimony 
of Mr, Gebhardt to! address the issue raised by lir. Selwyn by 
incorporating a transitional adjustment. Mr. Gebhardt believed 
that uncertainties over input prices might be a reasoii some parties 
favored sharing. First, the Company proposes to reduce the 2,5% 
differential to 2.0%iin order to reflect the effect, ks calculated 
by Dr, Christensen, of the increase in corporate tax rates which 
already has taken place. Next, the Company proposes that one-half 
of the remaining balance (or 1.0%) be reflected as a temporary, 
three-year adjustment to the GDPPI. During the fourth year (1997), 
the Commission would revisit the relationship betwjieen Illinois 
Bell's actual input price growth experience and the GDPPI fo-
purposes of determining whether the 1.0% adjustmerft should be 
modified or eliminated. 

the AG, Dr, 
, has had no 

The AG opposes i this proposal. According to 
Christensen previously relied only on historical data 
experience in forecasting price trends, has no tragk record on 
which his judgment may be assessed, and otherwise proviides a rather 
simplistic analysis of the future. Dr. Selwyn claimed that 
structural changes resulting from the AT&T divestituire and price 
trends for new telecoitimunications equipment support hi^ conclusion 
that this differential would be permanent. Moreover, he said that 
Dr. Christensen' s statements concern only input prilpes and not 
productivity growth. Dr. Selwyn maintained that Dr. Cljiristensen's 
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selective interest in the future with respect to input prices but 
adherence to the past with respect to productivity amounts to 
nothing more than cherry-picking among arguments to maximize the 
benefit to his client. 

Illinois Bell disputed the AG's rebuttal analysis. Dr. 
Christensen took t:he position that both he and Dr. Selwyn were 
making implicit predictions about the future and that Dr. Selwyn's 
clearly were unreasonable. Dr. Christensen also maintained that 
neither the divestiture nor trends in telephone equipment prices 
explain the input price differential that existed during that 
period and that they will not produce a permanent differential in 
the future. 

6, Further Discussion: Consumer Productivity Dividend 
or Stretch Factor 

The Company maintains that use of the historical productivity 
differential provides ratepayers an appropriate share of the 
productivity gains and cost savings arising from changes in 
regulation and technology. The Company maintains that future 
productivity gains will be hard to achieve because the changes in 
technology that have produced the most dramatic savings already are 
in place and because very significant workforce downsizing efforts 
already have been completed, both of which are reflected in the 
Company's financial data and productivity analysis. 

The Company states that it will need to find new ways of 
achieving productivity gains just to meet its historic level of TFP 
growth, and that the incentives provided by price regulation will 
be significant to the Company's ability to do this. The Company 
notes that its productivity growth rate has been slowing down 
recently. Dr. Harris testified that there is no economic basis for 
requiring a flow through to ratepayers of productivity gains 
achieved solely as a result of price regulation; indeed, he 
testified that attempts to capture those gains actually would 
defeat the incentive function of price regulation. He also points 
out that loss of market share due to increased competition likely 
will have an adverse impact on the Company' s TFP. The Company 
maintains that customers will benefit from cost decreases and 
efficiency gains achieved under price regulation as a result of the 
fact that the Company claims it is going into the plan with a $275 
million revenue requirement shortfall. 

IBT witness Gebhardt disputed Dr. Selwyn's claim that 
ratepayers have a "right" to future productivity gains because they 
already have "paid for" certain equipment improvements. Mr. 
Gebhardt argued that customers do not obtain an ownership interest 
in the Company's assets merely by paying for the service they 
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receive. The rates they pay for service compensate [the Company for 
its operating expenses and provide a reasonable î ate of return, 
nothing more. . Mri Gebhardt also explained that, Ifrom a capital 
recovery perspective, Illinois Bell's customers have not even "paid 
for" the new technology as Dr. Selwyn claims. Mr. Gebhardt 
testified that, for example, customer rates have coj/ered just over 
50% of the last generation of switching technoldgy and only a 
lesser fraction of the Company's investment in newer technology. 

i 

7- Staff View of the Price Cap Formulai 

Staff witness i Charlotte TerKeurst noted that i the theory of 
structuring a price regulation mechanism is not full̂ y or precisely 
developed. On its face, the price cap formula statei that X is the 
amount by which IBT's price growth should differ ffom inflation. 
She did not agree with Illinois Bell's proposal that the X 
adjustment factor should reflect only the difference between 
Illinois Bell's TFPigrowth rate and that of the econcany as a whole. 
While the commonly used price cap formula can be derived from a 
model of a firm's TFP growth, she said that simplifying assumptions 
are made in reaching the price cap formula whiph limit its 
accuracy. She stated that the X factor is more acciirately called 
a "general adjustm^it" factor since it reflects sejveral factors 
that cause IBT's output prices to change at a rate different from'' 
that of a nationwide inflation factor. These factorfs include any 
difference in input j price growth rates; difference!^ in earnings' 
levels between the Company and the economy as a whole; the TFP 
differential; changes in revenues per unit of output kue to Ramsey 
pricing; and changes!in unit costs due to demand changes, including 
increases in demand for new services or decreases in pemand due to 
competitive inroads i i 

Ms. TerKeurst contends that the general adjustment factor 
should, as a general principle, be forward-looking and based on 
expectations regarding industry-wide rather than Company-specific 
operations. In Staff's view, an industry-wide approach would not 
reward a company's ipast low productivity growth nor penalize 
successful cost cutting by setting the future standard based on 
past performance, i 

i 
Ms, TerKeurst maintained that there was value ini structuring 

price regulation basfed on a model which estimates 6r forecasts 
expected year-to-year changes in a company's costs, uŝ Lng external 
measures and data to the extent reasonable. Such a model would be 
structured using some measure of the company's costsj in a given 
year as the chosen starting point, with the mechanism then modeling 
how those costs are likely to change relative to external measures. 
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She expressed concern that, by its own forecasts, Illinois Bell's 
proposed price cap mechanism does not track its expected revenue 
needs very well on a year-to-year basis. 

While noting that it preferred not to use Company-specific 
data. Staff analyzed Illinois Bell's forecasted revenue needs over 
the first five years of the plan and estimated that a general 
adjustment factor of 3,3% (based on the GDP Implicit Price 
Deflator) or 3.6% (based on the GDPPI) would approximate closely 
the estimated changes in Illinois Bell revenue needs over time. 
Staff cautioned that there are several sources of uncertainty in 
these estimates which reduce their reliability, including the 
inflation forecast, mismatches between the input and output growth 
rates, and certain significant changes which Illinois Bell made ia 
its forecasts in the interval between its direct and rebuttal 
testimony. As a result, Ms. TerKeurst said that determination of 
an X adjustment factor is judgmental at this time. She said that 
her original analyses, reflected in her direct testimony, led her 
to conclude that a 5.0% adjustment would be reasonable. Because of 
the uncertainties in the proffered revenue needs forecasts, she 
leaned toward a general adjustment factor somewhat higher than the 
derived levels based solely on the current revenue needs forecasts. 
She proposed that the general adjustment factor be set at 3,8% if 
the GDP Implicit Price Deflator is used as the inflation measure, 
and that it be set at 4,1% if the GDPPI is used. 

f? 

- ^ • o ' - - ' ^ . • • - • • ' - • • • • • — • -

,̂; .... In support of the reasonableness of this result. Staff noted 
the productivity adjustment factors adopted by the California 
Public Utility Commission, in its 1989 price cap proceeding, of 
4,5% for Pacific Bell and GTE California. According to Staff, 
between 1990 and 1992, Pacific Bell and GTE California actually 
achieved productivity rates of 4.9% and 6.2%, respectively, based 
on a National Economic Research Associates ("NERA") study of 
"implied" productivity derived from earned returns. Staff notes 
that the California Commission recently approved a settlement 
agreement for GTE California which included productivity 
adjustments ranging from 4.6% to 5.0% for 1994-1996. Staff also 
relied on the FCCs order involving interstate access services 
which allowed LECs to choose between a 3.3% and a 4.3% productivity 
adjustment. Staff noted that Ameritech chose 3.3% and claimed that 
since Ameritech had shared in 1991 and 1992 meant that Ameritech 
had exceeded the 3,3% productivity level in those years. 

8. Response to Staff's View of the Price Regulation 
Formula 

CUB/Cook criticize Staff's methodology because Staff conducted 
net present value ("NPV") analyses and used these as a way to 
-"find" the productivity offset for its proposal. Staff took the 
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revenue requirements provided by the Company, adjusted them for 
Staff's accounting disallowances, and arrived at a productivity 
offset it called the "X" adjustment and an upfront revenue 
reduction that would equate its sharing plan with the revenue 
levels expected under ROR regulation. In CUB/Cobk's view, the 
calculations are based on invalid revenue projec^tions for the 
1994-1999 time franie. In particular, they contend that changes in 
Illinois Bell's rate structure which will come about as the result 
of its Customers iFirst Plan create a substantial degree of 
uncertainty about ifuture projections. They also kssert that it 
would be an abuse of discretion to adopt Staff's proposal for this 
reason. CUB/Cook miaintain that Staff's analysis is fatally flawed 
because, in developing its NPV analysis. Staff, like the Company, 
used inconsistent growth rates in projecting revenues and revenue 
requirements. Staff used the demand growth rate j of 2.16% for 
projecting revenues! and a much higher growth rate for projecting 
revenue requirements, resulting in a bias against R&R regulation. 
CUB/Cook did not make any recommendation as to an appropriate price 
regulation formula i since they oppose adoption of ^n alternative 
form of regulation ^or Illinois Bell. 

The Company replied to Staff's proposal by blaiming that 
Staff's approach does not measure TFP and should not be used in 
this proceeding. The Company characterized Staff's method as 
"reverse engineering" because Staff used projected financial data 
to determine what productivity adjustment would produiie the desired 
financial outcome in this case in terms of benefit tto ratepayers. 
Dr, Christensen testified that Staff's approach is not supported by 
economic theory. As he explained, the proper methodologies for 
determining TFP are well developed in the economic literature and 
the "implied analysis" used by Staff based on earnijngs is not a 
proper TFP methodology. i 

The Company also criticized Staff's proposal because it does 
not use reasonable pjrojections of IBT's financial condition over 
the course of the pl^n. The Company notes that Staff assumed that 
all of the accounting adjustments and disallowances that Staff is 
proposing in this proiceeding, as well as a $20 million upfront rate 
reduction, will be approved, and used the resuli;ing revenue 
requirements assumptions to "reverse engineer" IBT's productivity 
factor. The Company| maintains that if Staff were to perform the 
same study using Illinois Bell's view of its revenue r[equirements, 
it likely would produce a negative productivity adjustment. 
Illinois Bell takes the position that a methodology which produces 
widely varying results, depending on which financial assumptions 
are relied on, is inappropriate. The company also i objected to 
Staff's increase of tihe adjustment factor above what ̂ as produced 
by the financial analysis, on the basis that "uncertaihties" could 
and should be resolved as accounting issues. ' 
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Finally, the Company argued that this Commission should not 
base its decision regarding productivity on the experience of 
Pacific Bell and GTE in California or Ameritech at the federal 
level. According to the Company, there is absolutely no similarity 
between the conditions faced by Illinois Bell and the California 
LECs. Dr. Christensen testified that the LECs in California have 
experienced total output growth and TFP growth dramatically higher 
than Illinois Bell ever is likely to experience. For example, 
between 1984 and 1991, Pacific Bell's TFP grew an average of 6.7% 
annually while Illinois Bell's TFP grew only 2.2%. The Company 
notes that Dr. Selwyn, who was involved in the Calif ornî a 
proceedings, does not endorse use of the California LECa' 
productivity values in this proceeding. With respect to the fact 
that Ameritech has shared at the federal level with a 3.3% 
productivity factor,, Dr. Christensen testified that the likely 
explanation was the difference between Ameritech's input price 
experience and the GDPPI during this period, rather than increased 
productivity. 

9. Nationwide Inflation Measure 

As shown earlier, IBT, the AG, and DOD/FEA contend that the 
GDPPI should be adopted as the measure of inflation because it is 
the most generally accepted measure of producer price inflation. 
The Company points out that the FCC used GNPPI — the predecessor 
of GDPPI — in both the AT&T and LEC price cap plans. The Company, 
the only difference between the GDPPI and the GNPPI is that the 
GDPPI excludes the effects of the United States' foreign^ 
operations. *Dr.i Christensen testified that GDPPI is becoming the 
standard and likely will be adopted by the FCC for use in its 
formula in the future^ Dr. Selwyn agreed that the GDPPI is the 
right measure of economy-wide inflation to use in this case. 

staff recommended that the GDP Implicit Price Deflator rather 
than GDPPI be used as the measure of inflation in the price cap 
formula. Staff argued that GDPPI is a "fixed weight" index which 
measures price changes in a fixed "market basket" of inputs, and 
therefore does not capture the effect of inflation caused by shifts 
in the relative usage of different inputs, such as the substitution 
of less expensive input. According to Staff, the GDP Implicit 
Price Deflator reflects input changes and thus measures economywide 
inflation more accurately. Another reason Staff does not favor use 
of the GDPPI is that it must be adjusted periodically to update the 
weight of various components and, as a result, can cause 
comparability problems for years before and after the periodic 
adjustment of these weights. However, in its rebuttal case. Staff 
stated that it did not believe that the measure of inflation was a 
critical issue in the price cap formula. Either the GDPPI or the 
GDP Implicit Price Deflator could be used provided that the general 
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adjustment factor was chosen in a consistent manner.j Specifically, 
if the GDPPI is chosen. Staff maintained that the 3f factor should 
be approximately 0,33 percent higher than if the llmplicit Price 
Deflator is used. 

The Company responded that the GDP Implicit Priffie Deflator has 
not been used by any other regulatory agency in la price index 
formula and that the U.S. Commerce Department, which publishes the 
index, cautions that "its use as a measure of pricel change should 
be avoided". The Qompany also points out that the FCC considered 
and rejected the u^e of the GDP Implicit Price Deflator in both 
1988 and 1990 in developing its price cap formulas. According to 
the Company, the (disadvantage in using the GDP implicit Price 
Deflator is that the index can change even if there,is absolutely 
no change in the price levels in the economy, Ipecause it is 
adjusted to reflect! the relative composition of theiGDP. 

10. Price Regulation Formula: Other Partj.es' Positions 

DOD/FEA maintain that the Commission shoiild adopt a 
productivity adjustment factor of 3,3% for Illinoii Bell, They 
note that the FCC aljlowed companies to choose betweeii a 3.3% and a 
4,3% productivity factor, and that the California Commission 
adopted a 4.5% productivity factor. In addition, DCp/FEA contend 
that a 1.3% produdtivity factor would not provide sufficient 
incentives for Illinois Bell to improve its performance. 

MCI, which opposes adopting any alternative form ipf regulation 
for Illinois Bell, characterizes the Company's proposal as a price 
floor, This intetvenor maintains that IBT' s pjroposed 0.7% 
productivity offset \ denies ratepayers the benefits 
productivity growth i that traditionally there has 
economy as a whole, offering consumers only half of the amount by 
which the Company's {productivity growth has exceeded ihe economy's 
productivity growth jhistorically. The net effect, [according to 
MCI, is that the Company would continue to overearn into the 
foreseeable future without monopoly ratepayers seeing lowered 
rates. MCI also contends that the proposal is inconsistent with 
Ameritech's support t̂ efore the FCC for a 3.3% productajvity offset. 
MCI argues that if both proposals were implemented, Illinois Bell's 
intrastate rates would increase approximately 2.6 percentage points 
more per year than its interstate charges, i 

11. COMMISSION CONCLUSIONS i 

The Commission concludes that with respect to the 
establishment of a i price regulation formula, it would be 
inappropriate to adopt the position of any party in its entirety. 
Each of the proposals regarding the price regulation i formula has 
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advantages and disadvantages. The Commission concludes that it 
will adopt a price regulation formula which selects various 
components on the basis of the most persuasive evidence presented 
in the record. 

a. Staff Approach 

Staff s price regulation recommendations have provided the 
Commission with valuable insights. Staff's analysis reflects a 
clear recognition that any plan for alternative regulation should 
offer specific advantages over traditional ROR regulation, and 
Staff's revenue needs analysis attempts to quantify the rate 
impacts which can be expected from a change to price regulation. 
Staff also recognizes that a considerable degree of judgment must 
be exercised by the Commission when establishing a price regulation 
formula. 

However, the Commission has several significant concerns 
regarding the Staff's approach. First, there is no established 
economic theory which supports the establishment of a price 
regulation formula on the basis of a revenue needs analysis. While 
at first blush the approach may appear to offer greater precision 
in calculating an appropriate X-factor, that advantage is largely 
illusory. The revenue needs modeling approach relies on an 
analysis which is at least as complicated and as potentially 
contentious as traditional ROR regulation. It can be described 
fairly accurately as a traditional ROR analysis with a five-year 
projected test year period. 

Furthermore, Staff has acknowledged that its modeling was 
highly dependent on Company-supplied data. The risks of the 
approach were dramatically demonstrated when Staff, which initially 
recommended a 5% X-factor, revised its position on rebuttal in 
response to forecast changes. There is unanimous opinion among the 
expert witnesses in this proceeding that a price regulation formula 
should be based on standards established through the use of 
economy-wide or industry-wide data. Staff has not demonstrated how 
its reliance on Company projections and data would be reduced over 
time or how its approach would incorporate economy-wide or 
industry-wide standards. As a result, we do not believe that the 
revenue needs modeling approach, in its present stage of 
development, provides a sustainable methodology for establishing 
the specific parameters of a price regulation formula. Therefore, 
we will not address the various parties' arguments regarding the 
appropriateness of the numerous Staff assumptions. We thereby 
avoid having to grapple with the additional complexities of 
evaluating five-year forecasts in an environment of increasing 
change. 
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Particularly in the Commission's first implementation of price 
regulation, we believe that it is important to estjablish a price 
regulation formula which is reasonably consistent w:̂ th established 
economic theory. By doing so, we can assure ourstelves that the 
plan we adopt can incorporate more readily any further developments 
in that theory, and the results from price regulation in other 
jurisdictions can be used as a frame of reference fcir the analysis 
of results in Illinois, and for the identification ojf any emerging 
or potential probleim areas. 

j 

Our conclusion does not mean that we believe that the Staff 
approach is without value. On the contrary, because it is so 
consistent with traditional regulatory analyses, it provides a 
particularly insightful check upon the reasonablenesls of the price 
regulation formula We adopt. ! 

b. Measure of Economy-wide Inflatiĉ n 

With respect to the selection of a measure ofi economy-wide 
inflation, we conclude that use of the GDPPI is preferable to the 
Staff's recommended use of the GDP Implicit Price Deflator. 
Although Staff has iasserted that use of the GDP I|nplicit Price 
Deflator would represent an improvement over the widely prevalent 
existing approach. We are not persuaded. We note [that the FCC 
specifically has rejjected the use of this index; its progenitor, 
the U,S. Commerce Department, explicitly cautions against its use 
as a measure of ! inflation; and that Dr. Selwyn and Dr, 
Christiansen, both nationally recognized expertp on price 
regulation, advocate! use of the GDPPI. The FCC pointed out that 
the Implicit Price Deflator cannot be used to measure iirice changes 
on a period-to-period basis, since changes in t̂ ie quarterly 
composition of GDP cfein affect the Deflator even if tlhere were no 
changes in prices. If, for example, the price of a igood remains 
stable, but the quantity increases, the GDPPI would reiain constant 
and the Deflator would show the change as inflationl The GDPPI 
divides current prices times base period demand by base price times 
base period demand; the Deflator simply divides total[ current GDP 
by total prior period GDP. 

Staff witness TerKeurst identified a potential period-to-
period comparability problem associated with use ojf GDPPI and 
suggested that if the! Commission elects to use GDPPI, 1 the Company 
be required to include in its annual price regulation filing an 
identification and reconciliation of any periodic updates to the 
GDPPI weights. We agiree that this suggestion is reasonable and it 
is adopted. 
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c. Input Prices in Price Regulation Formula 

The uncontroverted evidence in this proceeding is that input 
prices for Illinois Bell have lagged significantly behind the 
GDPPI. Dr, Christensen confirmed Dr, Roddy's calculation that the 
GDPPI grew at 3.7% per year during 1984-1991, while IBT's input 
prices grew at the GDPPI minus 1,6%. This implies that IBT's input 
prices grew at a rate 2.5% slower than economy-wide input prices. 

Illinois Bell suggests that this price experience is only a 
temporary anomaly, which will not continue into the future as a 
result of tax law changes, increases in interest rates, and an end 
to differential growth in wages paid to its employees compared to 
wage growth nationally. The Company contends that the GDPPI 
therefore remains an appropriate measure of Illinois Bell's 
expected input price growth in the future. 

Although the GDPPI may ultimately prove to accurately predict 
IBT input price growth over an extended period of time, we do not 
believe that a particularly long-term view, such as the three 
decades measured in Dr, Christensen's pre-divestiture Bell System 
study is appropriate for our use. It is our hope that price 
regulation will be superseded by competitive market forces 
significantly sooner than in thirty years. Since Article XIII of 
the Act sunsets in 1999, a five-year time frame is sufficient for 
establishing the appropriate parameters of a price regulation 
formula, 

We are also unpersuaded that Dr. Christensen' s post-
divestiture analysis provides a sufficiently accurate basis for the 
conclusion that the unadjusted GDPPI is likely to reflect 
adequately the input price experience of Illinois Bell or the 
telecommunications industry in general over the next five years. 
It is always possible to isolate various cost categories or 
historical events selectively and to contend that past overall cost 
trends will not continue into the future. The validity of those 
assertions is best tested after verifying that expected price 
trends in all factors of production have been analyzed. It is 
apparent that Dr, Christensen has not conducted such a 
comprehensive analysis. Therefore, we agree with the AG that an 
explicit adjustment should be made to the GDPPI to reflect the 
divergence between economy wide input price growth and the actual 
IBT input price experience. 

However, we do not believe that it is reasonable to project 
that the full amount of the historical post-divestiture input price 
divergence will continue into the future. The propriety of some 
adjustment, at a minimum, to reflect the impact of known tax law 
changes on the telecommunications industry is supported by the 
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record. We will adopt Dr. Christensen's calculation of a 0,5% 
impact from the tax law change, which was largely unrebutted in 
t:his proceeding. i 

Having made what we believe to be a reasonably adjustment to 
reflect Dr. Christensen's analysis, we reject Illinois Bell's 
suggestion that the remaining input price differential of 2.0% be 
halved, since the proposal is largely unsupported by any persuasive 
substantive rationalle other than that of simply raw ̂ ^ompromise. We 
also reject the pompany's suggestion that its 
experience be revisited in three years. The Company' 
Dr. Christensen, 'testified on rebuttal that 

actual price 
s own witness, 
it would be 

inappropriate to update the price index formula based on Illinois 
Bell's performance! with respect to TFP and input price growth, 
because to do so Would undermine the incentive Structure that 
provides the primary rationale for adoption of ttjie Alternative 
Regulatory Plan. We concur with this assessment, i In addition, 
revisiting the issue in three years necessarily } would invite 
reconsideration of numerous other issues which shoujd be resolved 
with a greater degree of finality and certainty through this Order. 
We have no desire to invite frequent and lengthy proceedings, the 
avoidance of which ! is one of the purported advantages of price 
regulation. We conclude that an appropriate estiipate of input 
price growth for the purpose of establishing a pripe regulation 
formula for Illinois Bell is the GDPPI minus 2.0%. i 

I I 

d. Productivity Factor in Price Reguljation Formula 

We further conclude that Dr, Christensen's calculation of 
Illinois Bell's differential TFP of 1,3% is approprietfte for use as 
a measure of productivity in the price regulation formula. 
Accordingly, we reject Dr. Selwyn's proposal that the full amount 
of Illinois Bell's historical TFP (2,2%) should be used. Dr. 
Selwyn's approach appears to be inconsistent with th^ methodology 
employed by the FCC and other jurisdictions which use[differential 
productivity growth rates. As the FCC has noted, t|he telephone 
industry has experijenced lower input price growtt̂  and higher 
productivity growth than the economy as a whole, and this has been 
reflected in lower otiitput price growth by the telephone industry. 
Our adoption of a price regulation formula which establishes an 
output price index fot Illinois Bell that is essentially reflective 
of the historical differentials between economy-wide land Illinois 
Bell input prices and productivity mirrors this pheno|menon. 

e . Depreciation Reserve Deficiency Ayaiustment 

In this Order we have determined a just and reasjonable level 
of rates for Illinois!Bell, This was done for two reasons. First, 
to evaluate CUB's fate reduction complaint; and [ second, to 
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determine appropriate rates for the initial year of the 
alternative regulation plan. When we determined just and 
reasonable rates, we adopted what we believed was a reasonable 
treatment of the depreciation reserve deficiency. We also note 
Staff's calculations regarding the impact of adopting the Company's 
proposed 0,7% total offset, which incorporates the reserve 
deficiency adjustment, and conclude that it would not yield just 
and reasonable rates over the initial period of the alternative 
regulation plan. The Commission therefore rejects Illinois Bell's 
proposal to incorporate in the price cap formula any adjustment or 
allowance for a depreciation reserve deficiency. We have no desire 
to convert a depreciation reserve def iciency into a ratepayer 
benefit deficiency. 

f, Consumer Productivity Dividend 

Section 13-506,1 of the Act requires that an alternative plan 
of regulation identify specifically: how ratepayers will benefit 
from any efficiency gains; cost savings arising out of the 
regulatory change; and improvements in productivity due to 
technological change, we are persuaded that the adoption of an 
additional increment to the price regulation formula is the most 
direct and appropriate way to achieve these goals. Acceptance of 
Illinois Bell's argument that a continuation of historical 
productivity performance would provide sufficient ratepayer 
benefits is inconsistent with the notion that a change in the form 
of regulation would enhance efficiency incentives. By including a 
stretch factor or consumer productivity dividend component in the 
price cap formula, we ensure that ratepayers will receive the first 
cut from any improvements beyond historical performance which arise 
from technological and regulatory change. 

Dr. Selwyn has suggested a 1% stretch factor, although he did 
not present any specific studies or methodology supporting his 
selection of that figure. We believe that a 1% consumer 
productivity dividend is too high, since it would require a near 
doubling of the previously achieved differential TFP. We conclude 
that the selection of an appropriate offset is largely judgmental, 
and that a 0.5% consumer productivity dividend is appropriate. We 
note that the FCC has adopted an identical 0.5% factor in its LEC 
price regulation plan. 

g. Summary and Additional Rationale 

To summarize, the Commission will adopt a price regulation 
formula equal to the GDPPI minus 2.0% (input price differential) 
minus 1.3% (productivity differential) minus 0.5% (consumer 
productivity dividend). The sum of the input price, productivity, 
and consumer dividend provisions can be referred to as the total 
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offset (to GDPPI). The price regulation formula w^ will adopt can 
be restated as the, GDPPI minus 3.8%, 

Severa 1 facts support the overal 1 reasonatileness of the 
formula we have selected. First, the 3.8% total offset is within 
the range suggested by Staff's revenue needs modeling analysis. 
Staff determined that when using the GDPPI, an X ffactor of 3,6% 
would track Illinois Bell's revenue needs well ove|r time. Staff 
then included an additional 0,5% to reflect forecast [uncertainties, 
and recommended a 4.1% X factor. Although we have rejected the 
notion that a price regulation formula should lie based on a 
traditional ROR regulation analysis, the similarity between the 
total offset we have adopted and Staff's recommended X-factor 
provides additional assurance that price regulation [will not yield 
results markedly different from a plausible outcome ̂ f traditional 
ROR regulation. 

The second fact that supports the overall reasonableness of 
the formula is that^the FCC permits LECs to choose ^etween a 3.3% 
and a 4,3% offset to the GDPPI. The 3.8% total offset we adopt is 
at the midpoint of this range. Many of the parties iointed to the 
FCCs price regulation formula in support of their specific 
recommendations regarding a total offset. There is Ao evidence in 
the record which woujld lead us to conclude that the FCfCs price cap 
formula is theoretically deficient or leads to j unreasonable 
results, particularly with respect to excessive prices or earnings. 
Furthermore, despite the parties' repeated references to the FCC 
formula, IBT has not raised any argument to rebut the essential 
fairness of the FCp's formula. In other words, there is no 
persuasive evidence in the record that IBT's actual in|>ut price and 
productivity experience and/or its prospective e*̂ onomic and 
financial situation is so unique that it must be viewed as an 
"outlier" to which application of the FCC formula, waich is based 
on nationwide standards, has been or would be inappropriate. 

Finally, the most current WEFA Group projections ̂ or the GDPPI 
reflected in the record are as follows: 

i 
1994 3,5 % 
1995 3,5 % 
1996 3.5 % ; 
1997 3,4 % 
1998 3.5 % 
1999 3.7 % 

If these GDPPI projections prove to be accurat^, the price 
regulation formula wje have adopted will yield a ^all annual 
decrease in Illinois Bell's noncompetitive rates.j This is 
something which ROR regulation would be unlikely ti> accomplish 
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because of the inherent upward rate bias associated with the fact 
that a utility ordinarily initiates its own general rate filings, 
and will do so only when it believes that some level of upward 
repricing can be justified readily. 

We wish to emphasize that by making this comparison we are not 
suggesting that a price regulation formula is reasonable only if it 
leads to price decreases, or that regulators should adjust a price 
regulation formula in light of inflation projections to ensure that 
it will achieve price changes in the direction and of a magnitude 
deemed to be desirable. Our point is merely that the price changes 
we can expect from the formula over the next five years are not 
inherently unreasonable. This contrasts with the Company's 
original proposal for a 0.7% total offset to the GDPPI which 
presumably would have led to rate increases every year, absent 
significant deflation; a result difficult to reconcile with our 
determination herein of just and reasonable rates using the 
traditional ROR regulation analysis. Under traditional ROR 
regulation, once rates are established they can reasonably be 
expected to remain in effect for several years. Under Illinois 
Bell's original proposal, the modest rate reduction we have ordered 
would be overtaken quickly by rate increases through the operation 
of the price regulation formula. Therefore, replacing traditional 
ROR regulation with a formula that would prove the Company with 
almost automatic annual rate increases would not offer the 
ratepayer any readily apparent advantage. 

The Commission further notes that the anticipated rate 
reductions for noncompetitive services are associated closely with 
our inclusion of the consumer productivity dividend in the price 
regulation formula. 

D. Earnings Sharing 

One of the most contentious issues in this proceeding has been 
the concept of "sharing", under which a portion of the company's 
earnings would be redistributed to ratepayers, 

Illinois Bell proposes that the Commission adopt what it 
refers to as a "pure" price regulation plan. There also would be 
no direct regulation of the Company's earnings. There would be no 
cap on the Company's earnings and, similarly, no specific earnings 
floor which would permit the Company to seek rate relief. 
Accordingly, there should be no sharing of earnings, in view of the 
Company's complete and unprotected assumption of risk. 

Through the testimony of its witnesses, and in its briefs, the 
Company maintains that sharing of earnings is inappropriate for 
five principal reasons, First, the Company contends that any 
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sharing plan is, for all intents and purposes, a continuation of 
ROR regulation because the Commission would continud, to monitor the 
Company's earnings.; IBT witness Dr, Harris testified that earnings 
sharing brings with it "all the baggage of r^te of return 
regulation," including control over depreciation r^tes, continued 
monitoring of Illinois Bell's investments and iexpenses, the 
potential for prudence reviews and continuing debated over how much 
Illinois Bell is earning and why. Second, as long a^ IBT's profits 
are subject to sharing, there would be signifijcant external 
pressure on the Commission to ensure that the CompanSy is investing 
wisely, operating efficiently, and is not "hiding" its profits to 
avoid sharing. ?rhere also would be external | pressure to 
"recontract," i.e. to re-establish the parameters i)f the plan if 
Illinois Bell is perceived to be earning too much or| too little. 

Third, the Coir̂ pany contends that earnings shajring does not 
provide the same level of incentives to operate efficiently as does 
pure price regulation. Illinois Bell concedes th^t alternative 
regulation plans which include sharing can induce niore efficient 
behavior than can ROR regulation, but claims that sharing plans, by 
their inherent nature, would not provide efficiently incentives 
comparable to pure ,price regulation because the Company cannot 
retain all of the fruits of its efforts. Fourth,! the company 
contends that sharing substantially dilutes regulator:^ cost savings 
because so many revenue requirement issues are retained. In the 
Company's view, sharing actually could result in higher regulatory 
costs than under ROR; regulation because it would retaiin all of the 
old revenue requirements issues and would add new regup.atory issues 
associated with the iprice index mechanism. Finally^ the Company 
maintains that sharing probably would result in the Commission 
continuing to regulaite Illinois Bell's depreciation [rates, which 
the Company opposes. The positions of the parities on the 
depreciation issue are discussed in the next section o|f this Order. 

Staff witness TerKeurst states that, in general, illinois Bell 
prefers that regulatory controls and reviews be loosened more than 
Staff believes market conditions warrant. She believes that a 
price cap mechanism with a startup revenue adjustment and an 
earnings sharing mechanism creates a framework that can yield 
reasonable results in the short-, mid-, and long-terins. Indeed, 
Staff argues that an, earnings sharing provision is a critically 
important component pf price regulation for Illinois[Bell, since 
the Company retains significant market poweri for many 
telecommunications seirvices on which customers rely. \ 

Staff contends that there is a substantial! degree of 
uncertainty regarding!both what revenue requirements wduld be under 
ROR regulation and what the outcome of price regulation would be, 
and so additional safeguards are needed to protect customers from 
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risks that prices may be higher than actually would occur under ROR 
regulation and thus to ensure customer benefit. Staff views 
sharing as a safeguard against these uncertainties, noting that 
there are considerable uncertainty and judgment involved in 
constructing price index formulas, and that wide swings in earnings 
could be simply an indication of inaccuracies in the formula rather 
than an indication of management capabilities. Thus, Staff 
believes that sharing protects customers from the risks that the 
price index mechanism may overestimate the price changes which 
Illinois Bell needs. Staff also believes that sharing may make the 
price regulation mechanism more sustainable than a pure price 
regulation proposal, thus reducing the likelihood that the 
Commission will need to revisit this issue soon after adopting a 
plan. Staff believes that the benefits of sharing can be obtained 
while preserving the efficiency incentives of a pure price cap 
model. 

Staff points out that the Company's plan also significantly 
changes the regulatory treatment of competitive services. Staff 
contends that the Company's proposal would permit it to exploit any 
market power it may retain for competitive services to the 
exclusive benefit of its shareholders. Staff believes that any 
excess competitive service profits should be shared with its 
noncompetitive customers under an earnings sharing mechanism. 
Staff notes that while only a small fraction of IBT's revenues 
currently are derived from competitive services, IBT has stated its 
intention to reclassify a majority of its services as competitive 
over the next few years if alternative regulation is adopted. 
Staff asserts that revenues which the Company derives from 
competitive services over which it has no significant market power 
should be free from any sharing obligation. Under Staff's view, 
Illinois Bell could petition the Commission for a finding that it 
lacks significant market power. Finally, Staff observes that the 
sharing mechanism it proposes is very similar to the sharing 
mechanisms adopted in California in 1989 for Pacific Bell and GTE 
California and by the FCC in 1990 for LECs' interstate access 
services. 

Staff opposes Illinois Bell's request that the Commission no 
longer regulate its depreciation rates. It acknowledges that while 
depreciation rates would not affect prices under price regulation. 
Staff believes that continued oversight is required because 
depreciation rates are critical components of the LRSIC cost 
studies needed for imputation, aggregate revenue tests, and the 
earnings sharing calculations. 

Under Staff's proposal, a benchmark rate of return would be 
set at 200 basis points above the adopted weighted average cost of 
capital. Sharing would start if the Company's overall rate of 
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return exceeds 12.2 6%, based on Staff' s reco^ended 10.26% 
mid-point of the weighted average cost of capital.i A capped rate 
of return would be set 600 basis points above the t̂̂ opted cost of 
capital. Any earnings between the benchmark of 12,^6% and the cap 
would be shared on a 50/50 basis between shareholders and 
ratepayers. Any earnings above the cap would be retiurned entirely 
to customers through a one-time credit on their billls. However, 
Staff's sharing proposal does not incorporate a fldfor on earnings 
to protect shareholders in the event the price i cap mechanism 
underestimates revenue needs nor does it provide a [means by which 
ratepayers might share in underearnings. If earnings fall below 
the authorized rate of return, Illinois Bell would not be allowed 
any automatic rate increases but could petition the iCommission for 
reconsideration of the price cap mechanism. 

The AG also presented an earnings sharing pfroposal. Dr. 
Selwyn took the position that there was an expectation of increased 
earnings over time.. Under the AG's proposal, Illinois Bell would 
be required to shate with noncompetitive service Ratepayers all 
earnings from noncompetitive services in excess of sp basis points 
above the benchmark rate of return on a 50/50 basils. Aggregate 
Company intrastate earnings, including those froii competitive 
services, in excess of 500 basis points above the authorized 
benchmark rate of return would be refunded, in their entirety, to 
ratepayers as part Of an annual sharing credit. The AG contends 
that the 50/50 sharing provision is intended to assubre ratepayers 
participation in Beil's efficiency gains, ! 

According to tljie AG, the sharing would be limited to gains 
from noncompetitive jservices and, consequently, shoiald limit the 
effect of any cros^-subsidization of competitive Services with 
revenues from noncoiiipetitive services. Dr. Selwyn j asserts that 
this would minimize Oross-subsidy tactics which mightj arise if the 
Company were to accept lower earnings on some trul^ competitive 
services and then compensate for these lower earnings through 
excess monopoly earnings. 1 

Implementation of this aspect of the AG's plan Would require 
the allocation of investment-related intrastate costs ind operating 
expenses between noncompetitive and competitive categories. The AG 
asserts that the company is able to perform such allocations 
because it has been required to do so by the FCC Part ̂ 54 rules. As 

proposes the 
would limit 

an alternative to this allocation proposal. Dr. Selwyn 
use of a "competitive services price index" which 
increases in monopoly service price levels to those adopted by the 
utility for its competitive services, exclusive of Yellow Pages. 

The AG then proposes that an overall earnings kap apply to 
both competitive and noncompetitive services in order [to limit any 
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excess profits. According to the AG, to the extent there is no 
actual competition present for services classified as competitive, 
this refund provision would have an effect similar to that of the 
marketplace in constraining earnings. Finally, the AG contrasts 
its sharing proposal with the sharing proposal made by Staff. The 
AG notes that Staff's proposal would not require sharing until 
earnings exceeded the authorized ROR by 200 basis points, as 
opposed to 50 basis points under its proposal. The AG believes 
that Staff's proposal does not focus adequately on the equity of 
ratepayer sharing of the benefits of efficiency. The AG believes 
that Staff's sharing plan may be too lenient in favor of Illinois 
Bell since the 200 basis point threshold is not projected to occur 
for the 1994-1999 period. 

Since CUB/Cook oppose any alternative regulation plan, they do 
not discuss the merits of pure price regulation versus earnings 
sharing. CUB/Cook, however, specifically oppose Staff's earning 
sharing plan because Staff derived its productivity offset by means 
of an NPV analysis which relied upon projected revenues for the 
1994-1999 time frame, and a demand growth rate of 2,16%. CUB/Cook 
contend that these revenue projections cannot be relied upon 
because of Ameritech's announced intention to restructure its rates 
in connection with its Customers First plan and because the 2.16% 
demand growth rate is too low. CUB/Cook oppose the AG's earnings 
sharing plan on the grounds that neither Dr. Roddy nor Dr, Selwyn 
attempted to prove that the AG's proposal met the standards set out 
in Section 13-506.1 for the adoption of alternative regulation. 

DOD/FEA recommend that the Commission adopt a symmetrical 
earnings sharing plan with a no-sharing zone of 50 basis points 
above and below the target rate of return- Outside of this range, 
on both sides, there would be a 50-50 sharing between the Company 
and its ratepayers. Operating results would be subject to annual 
review. Compensation to ratepayers, if any, would be in the form 
of one-year rate reductions rather than one-time credits. In order 
to provide additional incentives to the Company, DOD/FEA recommend 
that no earnings ceiling be established. 

DOD/FEA justify their sharing mechanism on two grounds which 
Staff also raised. First, DOD/FEA contend that since local service 
competition has not developed to the point where Illinois Bell is 
unable to extract monopoly profits from captive customers for some 
services, earnings regulation is the only tested procedure for 
identifying and controlling monopoly profits. Second, DOD/FEA 
believe that earnings sharing is warranted because there is 
considerable uncertainty as to the appropriate productivity offset 
level to use in the price index formula. 
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MCI contends ithat Illinois Bell's price regulation proposal 
should be re j ected. However, in the event that i the Comanission 
wishes to experiment with some other form of price jregulation, MCI 
recommends that the Commission adopt a "reverse itaper" sharing 
mechanism in order to reduce any errors associated with 
misspecification of the appropriate productivity 1 factor in the 
price index formula, MCI witness Dr, Nina Cornell explains that 
the best sharing plan would have consumers receivi|ng the largest 
share of increased j earnings that are close to the authorized rate 
of return, with the Company retaining a greater share the higher 
the achieved level; of earnings, up to some cap. (Cn MCI's view, 
giving the Company inore of the "harder" to achieve earnings creates 
a greater incentive to seek out the productivity imjarovements that 
would drive such earnings growth. MCI also notes t^at, in Docket 
89-0033, Illinois Bell supported an earnings sharping plan, and 
that, in MCI's view, circumstances have not changed which would 
justify a different result today. 

LDDS/ICPA alsoi oppose any type of price regulat^-on. However, 
like MCI, they contend that, if the Commission does adopt some form 
of price regulation, it should adopt a sharing mechanism with a 
reverse taper. In their view, a reverse taper would enhance 
Illinois Bell's incentives to become more efficient because the 
Company would be able to retain a progressively greater percentage 
of profits as its earnings level increases, LDDS/IfCPA note that 
this Commission adopted an earnings sharing mechanifem four years 
ago in Docket 89-0033. 

Illinois Bell responds to these positions in several ways. 
First, the Company argues that sharing should not be viewed as a 
"safety net" for any uncertainties in constructing f price index 
formula. The company contends that although price ihdex formulas 
do rely on predictiohs about the future to some degre^^ the Company 
contends that the current record provides a solid basis for 
establishing a reasonable price regulation plan. In the Company's 
view, its price indjex formula reliably reflects thp conditions 
which the Company wiill face in the future because tnfe formula is 
based on an inflation measurement which change^ yearly, a 
productivity measurement which is based on sevdn years of 
historical data, and a service quality index which[ is based on 
recent Company performance. In addition, Illinois B^ll presented 
detailed financial projections for the first five year^ of the plan 
that were examined by!the Staff and the other parties.I The Company 
contends that the protection against some fundamental î error in the 
operation of the price index formula is the Commission'is ability to 
monitor the operation of the price regulation plan aftjer the first 
three years, to review whether the offset to inflation should be 
continued, and to determine whether a company-specific or 
industry-wide productivity factor should be used. 
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The Company also points out that Staff's sharing argument is 
based on the false premise that any earnings over 12.26% are likely 
to be due either to the Company's misuse of market power or to a 
misspecification in the price formula, Dr, Harris testified that 
high profits may mean simply that Illinois Bell did extremely well 
in the marketplace or is managing its business efficiently. 

The Company states that it does not believe that there is any 
public perception that Illinois Bell's current rates are excessive, 
noting that its end user rates are low when compared to those of 
other LECs around the nation. Illinois Bell further points out 
that it has not had a general rate increase since 1985, and that 
its rates were reduced by $45 million in late 1989 as a result of 
Docket 89-0033. 

Illinois Bell further argues that sharing plans simply do not 
provide the same level of incentives to operate efficiently as do 
pure price regulation plans. Although sharing plans can induce 
more efficient behavior than traditional ROR regulation, the 
efficiency effects depend very heavily on where the breakpoints are 
set for sharing and how much of the additional earnings must be 
shared. Dr. Harris testified that the Staff's proposed breakpoints 
and sharing levels certainly were reasonable, as sharing plans go, 
However, he also stated that sharing plans, by their inherent 
nature, cannot provide efficiency incentives comparable to those 
provided by pure price regulation, where the Company is assured 
that it can retain the fruits of its efforts. The Company argues 
that once the 50% sharing threshold is reached, the earnings 
incentives are reduced dramatically relative to the risks 
associated with the potential of actually achieving those earnings. 
The Company further contends that the positive disincentives to new 
investment from continued control of depreciation rates almost 
guarantee that the investments necessary to achieve those high 
levels of earnings will not be made. 

Illinois Bell also argues that Staff's proposed $73 million 
revenue reduction, together with its $20 million upfront rate 
reduction, are equivalent to approximately 180 basis points of ROR 
(on its pro forma rate base) . As a result, the Company states that 
it would have to improve earnings by 180 basis points merely to do 
as well as it is doing today under ROR regulation and that the 
sharing threshold under Staff's plan then really is only 20 basis 
points above that level of earnings. In other words, the Company 
argues that Staff's proposal, in reality, requires 50/50 sharing of 
virtually all earnings in excess of the authorized rate of return; 
and, therefore, it provides much less in the way of additional 
incentives to achieve efficiencies than it would appear to provide. 
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The Company also challenges Staff's assertion that competitive 
services should be iincluded in the calculation of eâ rnings sharing. 
The Company contends that, from the plain tertas of Section 
13-506.1, it is ! clear that the legislature intended that 
alternative regulation plans be applied to noncompetitive services 
and that the safelguards contained in Section 13-506,1 already 
protect noncompetitive service customers. The Company argues that, 
from a policy and! legal perspective, it turns tjihe purpose of 
alternative regulation on its head to justify an eatrnings sharing 
plan for both competitive and noncompetitive services based on a 
perceived need to Control earnings on competitive services. 

The Company states that nothing in Article $.3 of the Act 
evidences any concern about earnings levels fo|r competitive 
services. The Company also contends that Staff's Proposal for a 
separate "market power" test is fundamentally inconsijstent with the 
structure of the Ajct. Section 13-502 (b) require^ only that a 
functionally equivalent alternative service be [available to 
customers in order to classify an LEC service as competitive. The 
Company points out i that the legislature could have but did not 
impose, additional requirements that the LEC also prove the 
existence of "effective competition" or "lack of maiiket power," 

The Company also contends that Staff's proposal for a market 
power test is fundamentally inconsistent with the Commission's 
treatment of other carriers in the past. When AT&T cilassified its 
services as competitive under the Act in 1986 in Docket 86-0003, 
AT&T still maintained a significant market share for pmany of these 
services, yet was allowed to remove its competitiive services 
entirely from earnings regulation without having tq satisfy any 
market power test. ! The Company contends that establishing one 
standard for earnings regulation of competitive Services for 
interexchange carriers and a different, more restrictive standard 
for LECs would be unreasonable, discriminatory, and ijiî lawful. 

IBT argues that ithere is no basis for Staff's conbern that the 
Company is earning excessive profits on its competitiive services 
because the Company's service cost studies show that its 
competitive service category is essentially in equili|brium. That 
is, competitive service revenues exceed the total ofi competitive 
service LRSICs, imputed costs, and allocated costs by a relatively 
small margin (a $6 imillion margin on a revenue base of $150 
million, or 5.2%). ijhe Company explained that, since competitive 
service revenues must equal or exceed competitive service "costs" 
under Section 13-507, this small, positive rate/cost ra^io relative 
to the category as a iwhole is appropriate. The Company believes 
that if the Commission is concerned about potential abuse of 

-48-



92-0448/93-0239 Consol. 
H, E. Proposed Order 

pricing freedoms at some point in the future, that issue should be 
addressed directly when it arises and not indirectly now as part of 
a price regulation plan. 

The Company further contends that sharing cannot be justified 
on the assumption that Illinois Bell has an expectation of higher 
earnings over the next few years. The Company states that it 
presented detailed financial projections for the first five years 
of the plan, which were examined extensively by Staff and other 
parties, that do not show the increased earnings which some of the 
parties contend will exist. The Company asserts that there simply 
is no basis for assuming that there is some financial windfall 
looming on the horizon. Moreover, the Company contends that, while 
costs for certain of its inputs such as switching have declined on 
a unit basis, other major portions of its network, e.g., its 
outside plant, have experienced increased costs, The Company 
asserts that its total accounting costs — the relevant 
consideration in terms of earnings — are increasing year-over-year 
and are increasing faster than its revenues, Therefore, the 
Company claims that there is no foundation for the argument that it 
is a declining cost company that will benefit inappropriately from 
price regulation. 

Illinois Bell argues against adoption of any sharing plan, but 
it particularly opposes the reverse taper proposal of the LDDS/ICPA 
and MCI. Dr, Harris testified that this "fine-tuning" of sharing 
would not improve it, but actually would make the economic impact 
of a shar ing p Ian even worse. He exp la ined that Dr. Cor ne 11' s 
proposal would impose a very high tax in the form of a high sharing 
payout. The Company takes the position that this effectively would 
negate whatever incentive effects sharing otherwise would create. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

Whether to adopt a sharing provision as a component of an 
alternative form of regulation of noncompetitive services is one of 
the most significant decisions the Commission will make in this 
proceeding. When analyzing this and all other issues, we have 
assumed that the policy goals, considerations, and mandatory 
findings which the General Assembly has identified, are as relevant 
to an examination of the specific features of an alternative 
regulatory plan as they are to an evaluation of the entire plan. 

As we evaluate sharing with respect to the public policy goals 
declared in Section 13-103, the considerations identified in 
Section 13-506,1(a), and the required findings of Section 13-
506(b), we find that, on balance, it would be inappropriate to 
incorporate a sharing provision in the alternative regulation plan 
that we adopt in this Order. 
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When sharing! is evaluated with respect j;to the first 
consideration of Section 13-506. l, that of reduĉ ing regulatory 
delay and costs over time, it is readily apparent that a sharing 
provision fails this test. The record evidence indicates that a 
sharing provision creates a high probability that m^ny of the same 
issues - evaluation of investments, expenses, alloWable returns -
which consume the resources of everyone involved in ]?10R regulation, 
would continue to be the subject of dispute. Certjainly no party 
has alleged that ai sharing provision would reduce [conflict, save 
money, or speed up the regulatory process. i 

When sharing is evaluated with respect to whether it will 
encourage innovation in services and promotfe efficiency 
(considerations 2 and 3 of Section 13-506,1 (a)), a sharing 
provision has evident disadvantages. The parties who advocate a 
sharing provision do not claim that it will promote efficiency; 
most parties readily concede that the efficiency incentives from a 
pure price regulation plan would be greater. At best they assert 
that the sharing benchmarks can be set in such a \ way that the 
efficiency incentives would not be reduced unnecessarily. That 
claim is not supported by any empirical evidence. The efficiency 
disincentives of earnings sharing plans apparently nfever have been 
measured. We note the wide variety of sharing plani presented in 
the record - progressive retention, reverse taper^, symmetrical 
sharing, dead-zonesi, capped sharing; all with sharifng benchmarks 
established at varying distances from varying ROR i targets. It 
would seem likely that obtaining the benefits of bharing while 
avoiding excessive, efficiency disincentives is] subject to 
considerable uncertainty. Sharing provisions purport to protect 
against the risks ofi "misspecified" price regulation 1formulas, yet 
they may merely add additional uncertainties and clot̂ d the ability 
to assess the success or failure of price regulatioh. 

Section 13-506.1 (a) (5) requires a consideration ̂ f whether the 
economic development of the State would be enhanced.[ A number of 
parties, including sOme who advocate sharing, have notjed that price 
regulation does not[guarantee investment in Illinoii. We agree, 
but we believe that the appropriate solution to that problem is to 
create an economic cjlimate which is as conducive to investment in 
Illinois as possible, consistent with essential ratepayer 
protections, Invest^nents whose returns are subject t|o an earnings 
sharing "tax," would be conspicuously less attf-active than 
equivalent investments elsewhere which would not b^ subject to 
earnings sharing. Section 13-103(f) declares, as 4 legislative 
policy, that development of and prudent investment in advanced 
telecommunications networks that foster economic development of the 
State should be encOuraged. We believe that Illincjiis' economic 
development objectives are best achieved through elimination of 
barriers to investment; earnings sharing is one such barrier. 
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Section 13-506.1(a)(6) requires a consideration of whether 
fair, just and reasonable rates for telecommunications services 
will result. This is a reflection of the policy goal of Section 
13-103(a) and the required finding of Section 13-506.1(b)(2). These 
sections of t:he Act are the focus of those parties who advocate a 
sharing provision. However, a close examination of the record 
evidence indicates that including a sharing provision is not 
warranted by this rationale. The key contention is that earnings 
sharing aVoids the risk that the parameters of a price regulation 
formula were misspecified, and protects against excessive monopoly 
profits. 

We believe that the risks identified above are minimized by 
various features of the alternative regulation plan we have 
adopted. First, we are adopting a price regulation formula and 
pricing provisions which are conceptually very similar to price 
regulation plans elsewhere. Theoretical consistency with price 
regulation plans in other jurisdictions ensures that if Illinois 
Bell experiences unusually high earnings which are attributable to 
the extraction of monopoly profits from services subject to the 
price regulation formula, it only can be the result of a 
shortcoming or systemic failure of price regulation generally 
(which should be detectable by monitoring the results of price 
regulation plans elsewhere). There is no evidence in this record 
that any telecommunications carrier subject to price regulation has 
enjoyed excessive monopoly profits. 

Second, we have adopted a formula which includes an explicit 
adjustment., to the GDPPI to reflect the' variance between the 
historical input price experience of the Company and the experience 
of i:he economy as a whole. This eliminates an assumption which can 
be a significant source of uncertainty or misspecification in other 
jurisdictions. Third, we have used the results of Staff's revenue 
needs analysis, a variant of the traditional rate of return 
analysis, as a check on the reasonableness of the formula. Fourth, 
we have adopted the low end of the reasonable return on equity 
range when establishing initial rates under the plan. This ensures 
that in the unlikely event that the price regulation formula unduly 
favors the Company, there is an additional cushion to absorb the 
error, 

We also note that if a company earns above a specified sharing 
level, one cannot assume that the price regulation formula 
necessarily was misspecif ied. As Staff points out in its Reply 
Brief, Ms. TerKeurst testified that wide swings in earnings could 
simply be an indication of inaccuracies in the price cap formula, 
rather than an indication of the Company's management capabilities. 
Nevertheless, Staff and the other advocates of sharing apparently 
believe that the possibility that earnings above a certain 
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specified level arej the result of price cap formula jjnaccuracies or 
of the exercise of market power necessitates that, \î ithout further 
analysis, those funds be recovered from the Company. A sharing 
provision addressesi a possibility by rendering it a presumption. 

It must be recognized that a decision not to implement an 
earnings sharing provision does not increase the likelihood that 
monopoly profits wijll be obtained. Sharing provisions do nothing 
to prevent monopoly profits; they merely make highly debatable 
assumptions about their incidence and measurement, and then 
redistribute revenues after they are obtained. We believe that as 
telecommunications markets have become more complexi with varying 
degrees of actual and potential competition,] generalized 
assumptions such as those embodied in ROR sharing proyisions become 
increasingly untenable. Attention should be focused]on the prices 
and market conditions of specific services in orderj to determine 
whether anticompetitive and anticonsumer abuses hav€i occurred. 

The Commission therefore rejects Staff's aergument that 
earnings sharing is necessary in order to protect; against the 
exercise of market power by Illinois Bell with r€lspect to its 
competitive services. Staff's concerns appear to be largely 
motivated by IBT witness Gebhardt's testimony that in his view, at 
least 50% of the |Company's revenues currently dlassified as 
noncompetitive are ;generated by services where customers have 
competitive alternatives, and that he expects this figure to 
increase to over 80% by 1999, with significant number^ of services 
moved into the competitive category over the next few years. We 
believe that Mr. Gebhardt's predictions may have been predicated on 
an overly optimistic i assessment of the existence and rpte of growth 
of market competitiohi and/or an overly expansive interpretation of 
the statutory standard for reclassifying services as[competitive. 
We will address service classification issues in greater detail in 
Docket 88-0412, ] 

In reality, revenues from competitive services cohstitute only 
five percent of the company's total revenues. There i^ no evidence 
in this record that Illinois Bell is abusing ithe pricing 
flexibility afforded it by the Act, The Commission retains 
oversight authority Over the reasonableness of competitive service 
rates under Section 9-250 and that section may be invoked in the 
future if Staff or the parties believe that the Company's pricing 
practices for competitive services are unlawful. In addition, the 
Commission has the authority under Section 13-502(b) to 
investigate, on its ojwn motion or upon complaint, the 
any classification oif any service and, pursuant to 

propriety of 
Section 13-

502(d), may order refunds to customers for any overcharges which 
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may have resulted from an improper service classification. The 
Company is encouraged to utilize Section 13-502 (e) when it 
believes that reclassification of a service is appropriate. 

E. Depreciation Regulation 

As an integral component of its price regulation proposal, 
Illinois Bell requests Commission approval of a plan to permit the 
Company to establish its own depreciation policies outside of the 
existing depreciation prescription process. The Company argues 
that continued regulation of depreciation rates will not solve the 
capital recovery dilemma it says the Commission is facing, IBT 
emphasizes that, under its proposal, the costs of any imprudent 
investments would be borne by its shareholders and not by its 
ratepayers. It contends that the decision whether to deregulate 
depreciation rates cannot be deferred for several years because by 
that time it may be too late to avoid confiscatory write-offs. The 
Company acknowledges that, as a practical matter, regulators are 
generally reluctant to relinquish control over depreciation rates 
under a sharing plan. That is because depreciation rates can have 
a s ignificant effect on a company's earnings, and so regulators 
fear that a company will avoid sharing of earnings by accelerating 
depreciation. The Company reasons that this conflict between 
adequate capital recovery policies and sharing provisions is 
another argument against sharing. 

staff take the position that the Commission must continue to 
regulate IBT's depreciation policies in order to ensure that rates 
remain just and reasonable and to maintain the integrity of the 
LRSIC and imputation studies. 

The Attorney General also proposes constraints on the 
Company's ability to set its own capital recovery policies as part 
of its earnings sharing plan. Under Dr. Selwyn's proposal, 
depreciation rates for existing plant would be capped at today's 
levels. The Company would be required to write off its existing 
$559 million reserve deficiency. On a going forward basis, the 
Company would be allowed to set its own rates for new plant, based 
on the life assumptions used in engineering analyses supporting the 
investment. However, it could do so once and once only; any future 
capital recovery shortfalls would also have to be written off. 
Within these constraints, however, there would be no Commission 
oversight of the Company's depreciation rates. 

Dr. Selwyn took the position that firms facing 
market-determined maximum price levels for their services must 
frequently make extraordinary adjustments in the value of their 
assets. He testified that any write-off necessary to reflect 
changing technology or market conditions that were not anticipated 
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at the time the acquisition decision was made shduld be charged 
against shareholders, as would be the case for any nonregulated 
firm. Dr. Selwyn took the position that his proposal would join 
the capital budget process and depreciation in an appropriate 
fashion, MCI adopted Dr. Selwyn's depreciation proposal. 

In its Initial Brief, CUB argues that Illinois ftell's proposal 
to eliminate Commission oversight of its depreciatkion activities 
amounts to an invitation for the Company to manipuljate its short-
term financial resiults, while leaving the quality^ of the local 
network for the monopoly ratepayer at risk. CUB inaintains that 
there is a danger that the Company will artificially inflate its 
depreciation expense levels in order to avoid automatic rate 
decreases under a price caps or earnings sharing environment. CUB 
witness Brosch asseirted that all comparability between authorized 
and achieved earnings and rates of return is lost wh^n a company is 
permitted to foregojreporting depreciation accruals.] As such, the 
Commission's ability to review the reasonableness ok overall rate 
levels is severely impaired. CUB also notes that even if 
alternative regulation is adopted now, the Commission may wish to 
return to traditional rate of return regulation at 
the future. Mr. Brosch asserted that IBT provides 
that it will book depreciation expense accruals in 
credit ratepayers with the amounts of depreciation b^ing collected 
in tariffed rates. 

some point in 
no guarantee 
the future to 

CUB witness Currin recommends that once a reasonable level of 
depreciation expense is established under price regulation, the 
Commission's focus jshould primarily be on the establishment of 
minimum levels of depreciation expense, calculated as la function of 
access lines or revenues. Mr. Currin also recommended that upper 
limits on depreciatipn expense be established for IBT under price 
cap regulation. According to Mr. Currin, the Compaiiy's year-to-
year depreciation expense could be increased by as much as 10% over 
the previous year aijid would provide for investment and customer 
growth, as well as provide IBT with sufficient flexibility for 
adjusting depreciation expense to reflect changing business 
developments. 

i 

Illinois Bell takes the position that none of [ the parties 
meaningfully addressed the capital recovery issue. TJo the extent 
that Staff perceives continued review over depreciatioh rates to be 
necessary because of;their impact on earnings and, tperefore, on 
the earnings available for sharing, the Company believes that the 
right solution is nOt to adopt earnings sharing at all. The 
Company further states that oversight of depreciation 
needed to ensure reasonable rates, since Illinois 
seeking an increase in customer rates needed to meet 

rates is not 
Bell is not 
its capital 

recovery shortfall, there is no rate impact. The CoipP̂ Ŷ argues 
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that continuation of the status quo, as Staff recommends, is simply 
not sustainable over the long run. Illinois Bell states that it is 
offering the Commission and the Company's ratepayers a way out of 
this dilemma on extremely favorable terms and that the opportunity 
should not be passed up. 

IBT maintains that Dr, Selwyn's capital recovery proposal is 
totally unreasonable and unlawful. The Company states that it has 
used its best efforts to set appropriate depreciation rates in the 
past. It argues that its depreciation rates are too low in part 
because the marketplace and technology have been changing more 
rapidly than anyone predicted even five years ago. The Company 
further argues that its depreciation rates are also too low because 
regulators have consistently set them too low, deferring the cost 
of capital recovery to future ratepayers. Illinois Bell points 
out that, since 1984, both the FCC and this Commission have allowed 
much lower increases in depreciation accruals in virtually every 
represcription than what the Company had requested. For example, 
the Company points out that, had this Commission approved Illinois 
Bell's depreciation proposal in Docket 89-0033, its reserve 
deficiency today would be $360 million instead of $559 million. 

IBT also argues that Dr. Selwyn is wrong that this shortfall 
would be written off in competitive markets. Dr. Harris testified 
that managers in unregulated firms can and do change depreciation 
rates as soon as they recognize that their current rates are too 
low; they then try to manage the recovery of their investments 
based on the new life expectations within the constraints that the 
marketplace imposes on their pricing. Dr. Harris stated that most 
firms do this successfully. Dr. Harris testified unequivocally 
that firms in competitive markets are not frequently required to 
make extraordinary adjustments., that investors expect a return of 
their capital and that they would take a very dim view of repeated 
write-offs. The Company argues that mandatory write-offs would 
violate long-established legal prohibitions on confiscation of 
utility property, since these investments were prudently made to 
meet its franchise obligations. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

In:d light of the Commission's decision to adopt pric^ 
regulation without a sharing provision, it would be imprudent for 
the Commission to continue to set IBT's depreciation rates.. The 
plan adopted in this docket insulates ratepayers from the effect of 
higher depreciation rates. There is little need to control 
depreciation rates under this method of regulation. 

The Commission is of the opinion that a capital recovery 
dilemma exists. As new technologies emerge and old equipment 
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becomes obsolete, illlinois Bell must have the ability to respond 
quickly. llinois Bell will not be able to compete] effectively if 
it is hindered in its ability to implement ne^ technologies 
quickly. Under rate of return regulation or price] cap regulation 
with sharing, the Commission is reluctant to relinquish control 
over depreciation because of the effect that accelerated 
depreciation has on rates. 

In making a decision as to the depreciation rate for a 
particular asset, the Commission must balance the interests of all 
ratepayers. Underi ROR regulation, the Commission |LS reluctant to 
raise telephone rates when the increase is causejd by increased 
depreciation of equipment which satisfies the ]needs of most 
ratepayers. 

However, by \ controlling depreciation, t^e Commission 
implicitly controls the pace of IBT's investmlents, and the 
direction that the telecommunications industry ifs progressing. 
This is the heart of the dilemma that the Commissioh is now facing 
and it is one of the main reasons for adopting alternative 
regulation. ] 

IBT will soon be able to offer new services that it was not 
able to offer to the public in the past. IBT wilPl have to make 
additional investments to provide these services, ]The Commission 
cannot require thei average ratepayer to pay for thise investments 
and bear the risks that go along with such investpients. If ROR 
regulation were toicontinue, the Commission will haVe the tendency 
to protect ratepayers at the expense of stifling progress. Under 
the plan that the Commission is adopting in this case, the 
Commission is protecting ratepayers and stimulatirtg, rather than 
stifling, progress^ Permitting IBT to set deprecia-qion rates is an 
integral part of this plan. 

The Commission rejects Staff's assertion that continued 
control over depreciation policies is necessary to protect the 
integrity of cost of service and imputation studies. There is 
simply no basis in the record to conclude that the depreciation 
policy flexibility IBT seeks involves any likelihoo^ that it could 
be used to manipulate the results of the studies; or if such 
manipulations can and do occur they would be undetectable and 
irremediable. As istated in a later section of tjiis Order, the 
Commission will closely monitor IBT's formulation 4nd application 
of depreciation rates. The Commission will not toletate any abuses 
that manipulate the results of the imputation and cost studies. 
Any detected abuses will result in a reevalqation of the 
alternative regulation plan pursuant to Section 13-506.1 (e) of the 
Act. 
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There can be little doubt that permitting the Company to 
establish depreciation policies would enhance the financial 
position of the Company at no cost to the ratepayer. Investments 
could be more readily financed and economic conditions, not 
regulatory considerations, would be the primary determinant of 
equipment replacements. 

F. Service Quality 

Illinois Bell proposes the inclusion of a service quality 
component in the price index formula that would result in an upward 
adjustment if the Company improves service and would result in a 
downward adjustment if service deteriorates. The purpose of this 
feature purportedly is to guard against any erosion in the 
Company's service quality levels and to create incentives for the 
Company to improve service quality by rewarding it if service 
quality is superior, Illinois Bell witness Ms. Rita Gaskins 
identified eight separate quality of service measures for tracking 
and monitoring the Company's performance: (1) percent installation 
within five days, (2) trouble reports per 100 access lines, (3) 
percent out of service over 24 hours, (4) percent dial tone speed 
within three seconds, (5) operator average speed of answer — toll 
and assistance, (6) operator average speed of answer 
information, (7) operator average speed of answer — intercept and 
(8) trunk groups below objective. Seven of these eight measures 
already are part of the Commission's service monitoring and 
reporting rules. 

The Company proposes to base the service quality benchmark on 
its actual performance during 1990 and 1991, Under the Company's 
proposal, each of the eight measures is given equal weight in 
calculating the service quality component. For each measure, the 
Company receives a score of zero if it meets the benchmark, a score 
of +.25 if it exceeds the benchmark and a score of -.25 if it fails 
to meet the benchmark. The maximum downward service quality 
adjustment in any year is 2% and the maximum upward adjustment is 
0.6%, Thus, the Company notes, its proposal has more potential for 
a negative adjustment than for a positive adjustment. 

The AG supports Illinois Bell's service quality proposal with 
one important modification. Dr. Selwyn testified that the service 
quality adjustment should act only as a potential penalty and 
should not provide a potential reward to the Company. In Dr. 
Selwyn's view, if the "going in" level of service quality at the 
outset of the plan is appropriate, there would be no reason to 
reward Illinois Bell for improvements in service quality which go 
beyond current levels, particularly since improved service quality 
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may require excessive cost increases. Accordingly,! he recommends 
that only the penalty portion of the Illinois seil formula be 
retained, MCI. agrees with his position on service iquality. 

Staff also takes the position that the sê rvice quality 
adjustment should be downward only. In addition, Staff proposes 
more comprehensive modifications to the way in which Illinois Bell 
would compute the service quality component of the index. Staff 
concurs in the use of the eight quality of service measures 
identified by Illinois Bell. Under Staff's plan, eadh of the eight 
measures can range; from zero to -. 25. The maximum downward 
adjustment is 2%; there is no upward adjustment. 

! 

Staff's preferred approach, however, is to measure service 
quality performance separately in each of the six ^rea codes in 
Illinois. Staff acknowledges that this is possible aiid useful only 
for measures 1 through 3 identified above. For these items. Staff 
proposes that the Company compute each service quality measure 
based on the Company's annual performance andl report its 
performance separately for all area codes, each of which would be 
accorded equal weight. Of course, that equal weigĥ ting approach 
might focus the Cpmpany's attention on those more sparsely 
populated area codes where service quality is cheapOr to attain. 
Under Staff's proposal the "percent installation within 5 days" 
measure can range frjom 0 to -.25. The performance for each area 
code would be calculated separately and assigned a Acore of 0 or 
-.05 depending on whether the annual performance in that area code 
met or fell below thfe benchmark standard. 

For service quality measure 4, Staff reciommends the 
continuation of semiannual reporting of "percent dial tone speed of 
answer within 3 secorids" on a statewide basis. The service quality 
adjustment for this item would be assigned a score cjif -.1 if the 
service level falls below the benchmark in one six njionth period, 
and a score of -.25 ijf the service level falls below t;he benchmark 
in both six-month reporting periods. Where it is not; possible or 
useful to perform these calculations by area code 
through 8) , the Staff proposes that the Company 
statewide score, but that it do so monthly. Each mor̂ th, for each 
of these four service measures, the Company would redeive a score 
of zero or -,0l, depending on whether it met or fejl below the 
benchmark standard, up to a maximum of -.25. Staff sluggests that 
the benchmark standards set out in Section 730 of the Ipommission's 
rules be used rather than the standards proposed by tpe Company. 

Finally, Staff recommends that special programs,]such as the 
Communications Intensive Household ("CIH") program, !be excluded 
from measurements of service quality in order to ensurfe that such 
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programs are not allowed to degrade the quality of service to other 
customers with limited competitive alternatives.. 

The Company opposes the modifications proposed by Staff, the 
AG, and MCI because IBT asserts that they virtually would guarantee 
a negative service quality adjustment and would provide no 
financial incentive to the Company to improve service quality. The 
Company disputes Dr. Selwyn's view that the "going-in" level of 
service quality necessarily is appropriate. The Company states 
that many of its customers have evidenced an interest in receiving 
a higher quality of service and that some reward is appropriate if 
the Company is able to achieve it. The Company also contends that 
Staff's proposal is improperly biased because the Company would 
have no opportunity to balance negative months with positive 
months. Finally, the Company took the position that CIHs should 
not be excluded from the measurement of service quality because 
nothing about a CIH designation decreases the quality of service 
which the Company provides to its other customers. The Company 
agrees, however, that if a downward-only adjustment is approved, 
the Staff's proposal to use the service standards in the 
Commission's rules should be adopted. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

After careful consideration of this issue, the Commission 
concludes that it will not adopt a service quality component for 
the price cap formula.- We recognize that one of the theoretical 
risks of price regulation is that the Company may, while seeking to 
maximize its income, reduce expenditures in certain areas in such 
a manner as to impact service quality adversely. -However, we are 
not persuaded that the development of an elaborate scoring system 
as suggested-by the parties, and its incorporation into the pricing 
formula, are the most appropriate way to guard against this 
eventuality. 

The service quality measures set forth in 83 Illinois 
Administrative Code Part 730 are intended to be minimum standards 
which all LECs must meet. Incorporation of these standards into 
the price cap formula essentially would assume that they capture 
all relevant aspects of service quality adequately, and are 
established at appropriate levels. . Although the standards were' 
updated most recently in 1991, we already are concerned that they 
may require revisions. Illinois Bell's testimony that numerous 
customers have indicated an interest in receiving improved service 
quality and the Company's initiation of the CIH program support 
this conclusion. In addition, appropriate assessments of service 
quality require adaptation to the changing telecommunications 
environment. As new technologies and services are introduced, the 
Commission must refocus its attention on many associated service 
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quality issues which may not be addressed completely by the 
existing standards. Emergency preparedness, the (reliability of 
network interconnections between unaffiliated icarriers, the 
increased likelihood of software-related failures Coincident with 
the introduction of advanced technologies, and datja transmission 
quality, are just a few of the service quality issues which the 
Commission intends to monitor. 

Finally, we believe that the inclusion of a service quality 
component in the price regulation formula unnecdissarily would 
confuse the difficult-to-quantify service quality issues with the 
market-oriented economic considerations underlying price 
regulation. The concept would introduce an additional element of 
uncertainty into the transition to price regulation ĉ d̂ a potential 
complicating factor into the measurement of the ^mpact of the 
change. A price cap formula which reflects Only economic 
considerations will simplify administration of the alternative 
regulation plan and also should enhance public understanding and 
acceptance of the change in regulatory approach. i 

We conclude that the best way to ensure that ^n alternative 
form of regulation will maintain the quality of teledommunications 
services is to require that the plan include reporting of the 
service quality standards identified by IBT witness Gaskins and 
Staff witness TalbOtt. The reports should be provided in the 
format and with the frequency recommended by Mr- Talbott in his 
rebuttal testimony (ICC Staff Exhibit No. 13.01, Schedule 1 -
MODIFIED), but without assignment of price cap formula adjustments 
for failure to meet benchmark factors. The Staff will be directed 
to report to the Cominission, on a quarterly basis, its analysis of 
the reports submitted by the Company together with an 
identification and assessment of any other significant events or 
activities which may impact adversely the qualit;^ of service 
provided by Illinois Bell- Any marked deterioration of service 
quality, whether identified through the service queiity reports 
required here or through the use of any new measures the Commission 
may develop in the future, will lead to a reassessment of the 
alternative form of Regulation, pursuant to Section 13-506.1 (e). 

I 

G, Exogenous Changes 

Price index formulas adopted in some jurisdjlctions have 
included a provision for "exogenous" changes, i.e.L changes in 
costs over which the telecommunications carrier has! no control. 
Ms. TerKeurst testified that it was reasonable to aliew reflection 
in a price cap mechanism of certain very limited tVpes of cost 
changes outside the company's control. She stated that the ability 
to adjust rates in order to recognize exogenous cost dhanges would 
improve the accuracy and sustainability of the [price index 
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mechanism and would reduce the risks to both shareholders and 
customers. She testified that recognition of exogenous factors, if 
properly limited, would not be contrary to what happens in 
competitive markets where prices of different goods increase at 
different rates depending on industry cost variances. She stated 
that it would be premature to give up the ability to require 
flow-through of significant external cost decreases and that such 
an ability is entirely consistent with the goals of price 
regulation because it is an adjustment for factors which are not 
within the Company's control. 

Ms. TerKeurst provided several examples of costs that could 
qualify for exogenous treatment under her proposal, including tax 
changes with disproportionate effects on the Company or 
telecommunications industry, separations changes and regulatory 
accounting changes, as well as IBT-specific items such as the 
ending of the Company's reserve deficiency amortization program in 
1999, the Customers First plan and the reclassification of services 
from noncompetitive to competitive status. 

She testified that the range of exogenous factors cannot be 
foreseen completely, but that the following guidelines would be 
appropriate in order to determine whether certain events qualified 
for exogenous treatment. First, in order to avoid double-counting, 
she stated that reflection of exogenous cost changes should be 
allowed only for costs that would not be picked up in the 
economy-wide inflation factor. Second, she contended that the 
financial effects should be verifiable and quantifiable in order to 
avoid protracted and controversial litigation. Finally, Ms. 
TerKeurst recommended that a threshold of positive or negative $3 
million be established in order to limit regulatory oversight to 
only those factors which could affect Illinois Bell's earnings 
significantly. She proposed that rate changes due to application 
of statutory imputation requirements when a service is classified 
as competitive should be treated as an exogenous factor to reduce 
the price cap index used for noncompetitive services. 

Mr. Gebhardt testified on behalf of Illinois Bell that the 
Company's price index proposal includes no provision for exogenous 
changes, for two reasons. First, the Company believes that 
exclusion of exogenous changes is more consistent with a 
competitive model because competitive companies have neither an 
automatic right to increase prices nor an obligation to decrease 
prices when there are changes in the external environment. Second, 
the Company states that the exogenous change factor issue has 
tended to be contentious in other jurisdictions. Debates over what 
kinds of changes should be incorporated in the index would increase 
the cost of regulation, The Company notes that AG witness Dr. 
Selwyn agreed with the Company that the price index formula should 
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not include an exogenous change factor, although Dr. Selwyn's 
position is based oh his perception that it has been ]iabused by LECs 
in other states. 

Mr, Gebhardt ; further testified that, in tjie event the 
Commission were to i incorporate exogenous changes into the price 
index mechanism, it! clearly must specify the types or cost changes 
that qualify for exogenous treatment in order to[ avoid future 
uncertainty and litigation. In particular, he testified that any 
exogenous change provisions should be limited po regulatory 
accounting changes and changes in separations; Dr. iSelwyn agreed 
with this position.\ 

Mr. Gebhardt testified that the Company wou^d accept Ms. 
TerKeurst's proposal to treat the ending of the! depreciation 
reserve deficiency as an exogenous change if two c|onditions are 
met. First, he stated that revenues must be increase^ equal to the 
revenue requirement !going into the plan. If Illinois Bell assumes 
a substantial revenue requirement shortfall going intt> the plan, as 
the Company propose^, he contended that ratepayers i would not be 
paying for the amortization of the reserve deficiency during the 
first five years of [the plan and, therefore, would n^t be entitled 
to the amortization's full value in rate adjustments iwhen it ends. 
Second, he argued i that the reserve deficiency [ amortization 
associated with the analog switching account must bei removed from 
the adjustment calculation and netted against the ^hange in the 
digital switching account which contains the equipment that 
replaces the analog technology, ! 

The Company taHes the position that Staff's ricommendation 
that service reclassifications be treated as exogenous events is 
not necessary. In; the Company' s view, most serWices to be 
reclassified are likely to pass both the imputation and 
cross-subsidy tests.! When rate adjustments are required, they are 
not likely to be sighificant. However, if exogenous[treatment of 
service reclassifications is required, Mr. Gebhardt maintains that 
only competitive service price increases that are reqi|iired to pass 
the cross-subsidy teSt should result in an adjustment I to the price 
index — not adjustments which are required to pass thjle imputation 
test, because of the different legislative purposes underlying each 
requirement. The Company's position is premised on t[he fact that 
the purpose of the bross-subsidy test of Section 113-507 is to 
protect noncompetitive ratepayers; whereas the purjpose of the 
imputation standard is to protect competitors. The pompany also 
accepts special consideration of the outcome of tihe payphone 
complaint case (Docket 88-0412), whether as a known change, if it 
is decided before this case, or as an exogenous change, if it is 
decided after this caSe, 
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Second, Mr. Gebhardt testified that an adjustment for service 
reclassifications should not be required unless rates going into 
the plan produce revenues sufficient to meet the Company's stated 
revenue requirement. If the Company's current revenues are less 
than its traditionally determined revenue requirements, then 
noncompetitive ratepayers are not bearing the burden of those 
noneconomic costs at all — shareholders are, He argued that, 
under these circiomstances, an additional downward adjustment to the 
price index when a service is reclassified, and prices are 
increased to cover the Company's obligation under Section 13-507, 
would provide financial benefits to noncompetitive ratepayers to 
which they simply are not entitled. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

The Commission views the proposal for an exogenous change 
factor as a recognition t:hat a price regulation-formula is in 
essence, a gross simplification of a traditionally complex "public 
policy-making process. It cannot be expected that a formula wilO. 
always reflect changing circumstances and fairly balance competing 
interests with the same effectiveness as can occur through 
adj udicatory proceedings, However, it cannot be assumed that 
including an exogenous change factor in the price regulation , 
fojrmula is necessarily the best way to ensure that changing 
circumstances are fairly reflected under an alternative form of 
regulation. 

The Staff proposal attempts to develop criteria for assessing 
the unknown. It would certainly be convenient if future events 
could be accounted for solely with reference to an identifiable and 
readily quantified change in the Company's cost structure. The 
price regulation formula could then be simply updated without 
litigation, as Staff posits. Unfortunately, our experience 
suggests that such situations are likely to be extremely rare. 
Even the examples which Staff identifies as qualifying for 
exogenous treatment under its proposal do not appear to be readily 
quantifiable and free of contention. Under the Staff proposal the 
Company would, on an annual basis, identify exogenous cost changes 
and propose adjustments to the price index. It is unlikely that 
the Company would request changes to reflect exogenous cost 
reductions with the same alacrity it would request reflection of 
exogenous cost increases. We agree with Dr. Selwyn that an 
exogenous change feature as recommended by Staff, invites abuse. 
However, we also believe that Illinois Bell's "set it and forget 
it" approach to the price regulation formula is equally 
unrealistic. 

Ultimately, the Commission is responsible for ensuring that 
the conditions set forth in Section 13-506,1 (b) continue to be 
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satisfied under an i alternative form of regulation.] The precise 
nature of events which may challenge the continued appropriateness 
of particular parameters of the alternative regulatipn plan we are 
adopting, cannot be ispecified in advance. At best, jthe Commission 
can address a few issues which are likely to arise Jn the future. 

The Commission is persuaded that exogenous treai:ment of price 
adjust:ments required by aggregate revenue tests associated with a 
service reclassification is warranted in order ]< to properly 
implement the cross-lsubsidy protections under the Actl.,. However, we 
agree with Illinois Bell that price adjustments associated with the 
imputation requirements, which are intended to protect competitors, 
do not imply a need for offsetting noncompetitive rate changes. We 
note the Company's commitment to accept full exogenjious treatment 
for the results of Dockets 88-0412 and 93-0044. 

It is possible that the Customer's First Proposei (Docket 94-
0096), if adopted in some form, may require changes] to the price 
regulation formula! or other substantive provisions of the 
alternative regulation plan. We will not attempt toi speculate at 
this time regarding what changes, if any, would be needed. 

We are also unpersuaded that the public interest jrequires that 
we determine, at this time, an appropriate treatment ftor the ending 
of the depreciation reserve deficiency amortization i(n 1999. This 
matter is an appropriate subject for discussionL during the 
proceeding which evaluates the results of the initiaj. term of the 
price regulation plan. 

H. Basic Residence Service Rate Freeze 

Section 13-506.1 (c) provides that an alternative regulation 
plan must provide that, for the first three years that the plan is 
in effect, basic residence service rates shall be n^ higher than 
those rates in effeCt 180 days prior to the filing [of the plan. 
The statute defines basic residence service rates asj. the monthly 
recurring charges fori the carrier's lowest priced primary residence 
network access lines], along with any associated untimed or flat 
rate local usage charges. i 

On July 27, 1993, the Commission directed th^ parties to 
address a number olf issues in the rebuttal ph^se of this 
proceeding. Among the issues, the parties were asked to identify 
the benefits and drawbacks of a Commission-approved[ alternative 
regulation plan which would freeze residential rate^ at current 
levels until the year 2000. 

IBT witness Gebhardt responded that he ass\ua<fed that the 
residential rates to: be frozen were basic residential rates as 
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defined in Section 13-506, He stated that a freeze on basic 
residential rates could be perceived by customers as a significant 
benefit, because the Company otherwise might tend to increase basic 
residence rates to the maximum allowed under the price cap index 
formula. He maintained that the principal drawback of a rate 
freeze proposal is that it would perpetuate the existing rate/cost 
relationship inbalance for residential access and the pricing 
disparities between residence and business rates for the duration 
of the freeze. He said that, assuming that the price index allowed 
rate increases, the Company would be required to forego revenues in 
the amount of $144 million over the period of the plan. He then 
stated that Illinois Bell would be willing to accept such a freeze 
only in the context of a reasonable overall plan of pure price 
regulation applicable to noncompetitive services. 

Staff witness TerKeurst identified most of the same advantages 
and disadvantages as Mr. Gebhardt delineated. She noted that to 
the extent that basic residential rates may be below LRSICs, the 
freeze could preserve an existing subsidy that may be broader than 
needed to maintain universal service. If the regulatory plan also 
includes a price cap index mechanism, other services might increase 
more than they would if residential rates were not frozen. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

% The Company's proposal provides that there will be no increase 
'in tariffed rates for basic residential services for the first 
three years of the plan. These include residence network access 
lines for Access Areas A, B, and C; Band A residence usage service; 
and flat rate residence usage service in those exchanges where 
usage-sensitive service is not yet available. We conclude that 
IBT's proposal complies with the requirement of Section 13-
^506,1(c) . 

However, we believe that the three-year basic residential rate 
freeze is a minimum provision mandated by law, which an alternative 
regulation plan must contain in order to be considered and approved 
by the Commission. We believe that we have the authority to extend 
the term of the basic residential rate freeze if we conclude that 
it is necessary in order to ensure that the conditions set forth in 
Section 13-506.1 (b) are met. 

We conclude that it is appropriate to extend the period during 
which basic residential service rates will be frozen, to the full 
five-year initial period of the alternative regulation plan that we 
are adopting. A residential rate freeze will help to ensure that 
telecoitimunications services will be available to all Illinois 
citizens at a just, reasonable, and affordable rate, consistent 
with the goals identified by the General Assembly in Section 13-103 
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a), and will helpi to ensure the achievement of |the conditions 
identified in Sections 13-506.1 (b) (1), (2), |(6) , and (7). 
Residential ratepayers at all income levels can b^ assured that 
basic telephone service will continue to be available to them at 
today's prices for ithe next five years, regardless |of the results 
of the price regulation formula. We note the Company's stated 
intention to raise; residential access line rates l̂o the maximum 
permitted under the, alternative regulation plan. By extending the 
residential rate freeze, the Commission thereby intends to 
guarantee that adoption of price regulation cahnot harm the 
residential ratepayer, i 

; ! 

The rate freeze will protect access to the teleiommunications 
network and a base level of universal service for every citizen of 
Illinois during a period in which the Commission taust turn its 
attention toward reexamining the appropriate scope] of universal 
service, and must grapple with the complex social| and economic 
issues associated with new technologies and emerging competition. 
By extending the ratjs freeze an additional two years, [we believe we 
also are enhancing i the opportunity for the General Assembly to 
consider the issues Mentioned above and to assess the feffectiveness 
of the policies we have adopted, in preparation for [the sunset of 
the Universal Telephone Service Protection Law of 19[85 on July 1, 
1999. i 

With respect to the price/cost disparity, we agriee that it is 
unfortunate that soiree disparity also will be frozen in place, but 
we believe that the preservation of universal service! represents a 
matter of public interest which overrides rigid adhei-ence to pure 
cost-based pricing. ; We believe that social subsidy issues are 
likely to become increasingly and almost unavoidably Common in the 
future. Since thi^ Commission has been quite aggressive in 
eliminating cross-sUbsidles and price/cost dispaiFities where 
feasible in the past, the extension of the rate freteze does not 
pose as much difficiiilty in Illinois as it might p^se in other 
jurisdictions. i 

I, Service Baskets 

The price index jformula herein described would fcte applied to 
the Company' s services which are grouped into caftegor ies or 
"service baskets": (1) Residential Basket, consistiijig of Band A 
through Band D usage, including volume discounts, I touch-tone, 
Starline, multi-ring, custom calling, advanced custom [calling, and 
non-recurring charges) ; (2) Business Basket, consisting of business 
network access lines, Band A through Band D usage, including volume 
discounts, touch-tone, network ISDN, custom calling, advanced 
custom calling, ACBS, remote call forwarding, WATS, and 
non-recurring charges); (3) Carrier Basket, consisting of switched 
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access, special access, cellular access and LIDB, and (4) Other 
Services Basket, consisting of directory services, Chicago Name and 
Address, payphone, directory assistance, private line, and operator 
services. E-911 service is excluded from the plan. Intrastate 
toll service also is excluded, at least initially. Staff 
recommends that the Company's proposal with respect to service 
baskets be adopted. DOD/FEA also agree with the Company's 
selection of service baskets, 

LDDS witness Joseph P. Gillan testified that Illinois Bell's 
alternative regulation plan cannot be expected to result in just 
and non-discriminatory access rates because the plan accepts any 
rate/cost imbalances in Bell's existing rate schedule and allows 
prices to drift farther from costs, constrained only by a 
marginally adjusted rate of inflation. He contended that the 
Company has both the incentive and the ability to shift rates 
between services within the same service basket in order to 
increase the price of services required by its competitors and to 
decrease the price of services for which those competitors compete. 
As an illustration, Mr. Gillan alleged that Illinois Bell could 
reduce local transport rates to undercut its competitors, while 
raising switching rates to recover the lost revenues. He opposes 
the Company's service basket proposal because, he contends, it 
permits the Company too much pricing flexibility which could be 
used to harm its competitors. 

with respect to the issues raised by LDDS/ICPA, Mr, Gebhardt 
testified that Mr. Gillan's concerns are addressed to Illinois 
Bell's access charges and more specifically to its intrastate local 
transport rates. The Company has filed restructured local 
transport rates with the Commission which mirror rates approved by 
the FCC, He further emphasized that Staff plans to request the 
Commission to initiate a proceeding that would investigate these 
rates. If any change in access rates is found to be appropriate by 
the Commission at the conclusion of such an investigation, the 
Company commits to us ing such aItered rates as a bas is for the 
carrier price index set forth in the plan. 

Mr. Gebhardt also responded to Mr. GilIan's concern over 
pricing flexibility. Mr, Gebhardt contended that the pricing 
formula set forth in the plan allows the Company appropriate 
flexibility for responding to competitive pressures within the 
access basket of services, while at the same time setting a price 
cap for that basket and for individual services. He asserted that 
the Company would not use the flexibility afforded by the price 
index plan in order to raise any intrastate carrier access rate 
above the interstate level and that all Commission prescriptions of 
carrier access rate levels would be observed, unless an appropriate 
petition were filed and granted, 
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Staff witness Rettle recommended that Illinois Bell be allowed 
to offer temporary price promotions for individual services and to 
offset those promotional rate decreases with increased rates for 
other services within the same service basket. ] However, she 
recommends one safeguard for such temporary price promotions for 
services in the residential basket. Staff is concerned that the 
Company could increase basic service rates to offset a temporary 
price promotion. Therefore, she proposes that t^e Company be 
prevented from increasing rates for residential network access 
lines and Band A \ usage in order to offset temporary price 
promotions for other residential services. 

Staff does notirecommend that this procedure h^ followed for 
other baskets since they do not include highly pifice-inelastic 
services like basiq residential service. No partjr objected to 
Staff's recommendation. 

Under the Company's proposal, basic residential]service would 
be excluded from the operation of the price index dû iring the price 
cap period. In other words, the Company would 1 not consider 
revenues attributable to basic residential service whOn calculating 
how much IBT would be permitted to increase or decrease its prices 
at the beginning ofi each year as a result of the change in the 
price index formula,, i 

Staff takes the position that all noncompetitive services, 
including basic residential service, should be included in the 
price index calculation because the costs of providing the services 
are expected to change regardless of whether the prices change. If 
the price index decjreases rather than increases in some years. 
Staff contends that the effect of excluding basic resiidence service 
would be to preclude jrate reductions which properly st̂ ould be made, 
However, Staff recoghized that if the price index increases in any 
of the first three i years, the price increase allowed for the 
residential basket could be obtained only frem non-basic 
residential services. 

The Company objected to Staff's recommendatioh that basic 
residential service revenues be included in the determination of 
allowable price changes during the first three years]of the plan, 
Mr. Gebhardt testified that Staff's proposal would be[inconsistent 
with the legislative purpose underlying the c^p on basic 
residential rates, I}e explained that, in the event rite increases 
were allowed. Staff's, plan would permit the Company toiincrease the 
price of non-basic :tesidential services in order t^ recoup the 
revenues foregone as a result of the rate cap on baŝ ic services. 
He analyzed the relative effects of excluding or inclî ding capped 
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services on allowed rate increases over the period of the plan and 
concluded that Illinois Bell would be able to increase residential 
rates by $38 million more if capped services were included. 

The Company maintained that since network access constitutes 
approximately 60% of the total residence basket, there also is an 
issue regarding the feasibility of obtaining rate increases of an 
offsetting magnitude from the remaining 40% of the included 
services. Mr. Gebhardt recognized that Staff's proposal also would 
increase the magnitude of any reductions required by the price 
index, which he believed was the motivating factor behind Staff's 
recommendation. However, he testified that it would not be the 
Company's intention to reduce rates for network access. The 
Company does not believe that it would be realistic or appropriate 
to reduce the relatively small number of non-capped residential 
services by offsetting amounts based on the whole category of 
residential revenues. 

COMMISSION ANALAYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

The Commission concludes that all of the Company's revenues 
should be included in the calculation of the price index, as Staff 
recommends. The concerns raised by Mr. Gebhardt were primarily 
based on the assumption that the price regulation formula would 
yield Illinois Bell regular rate increases. Given our selection of 
a total offset of 3,8%, and current GDPPI projections, this is 
unlikely to be the case. Accordingly, Staff's recommendation is 
adopted. 

The Commission is of the opinion that with respect to the 
composition of the service baskets, the Company's proposal is 
reasonable. The Company's longstanding practice of mirroring 
FCC-approved access charges, its commitment not to raise any 
intrastate carrier access rate above the interstate level, and its 
legal obligation to comply with whatever decisions are rendered by 
the Commission in other proceedings involving carrier access charge 
rate levels and rate structures, largely address LDDS/ICPA's 
concerns regarding the need for additional baskets to embrace 
access services. 

However, with respect to pricing flexibility within the 
baskets, Mr. Gillan has identified an issue which concerns the 
Commission and which has not been addressed in great depth in the 
record. Illinois Bell's proposal would allow it to make annual 
price adjustments to individual services in the baskets within a 
band of plus or minus 5% of the price cap index. In other words, 
if the index increased by 3%, the Company could raise the price of 
a service in a particular basket by as much as 8%, provided 
corresponding equivalent adjustments in the opposite direction were 
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made to prices of iother services in the basket. This 5% pricing 
flexibility feature creates the possibility that the Company could 
raise prices on those services for which it faces inelastic demand 
while decreasing prices for services for which it faces elastic 
demand. We note that if the price of two services which are 
equivalent ly priced going into the plan, and the Company is able to 
raise one price of!one service by the maximum 5% each year, while 
lowering the price of the other service by the maximum 5% each 
year, at the end of five years the first service would be priced 
more than 60% higher than the other service. [ 

We believe that the Company should be allowed ^OTue reasonable 
pricing flexibility to respond to the marketplace a^d gradually to 
restructure rates that are not economically rational!. However, the 
Company should not interpret our endorsement of ^n alternative 
regulation plan as;an abandonment of our long-standing commitment 
to marginal cost-based prices, nor as an approVal of Ramsey 
pricing. The Commission wishes to make clear that qy approving an 
alternative regulation plan, we will not [abdicate our 
responsibility to Scrutinize the pricing practices d̂ t the Company, 
and we will suspendiproposed price changes where wari^anted, even if 
the proposed pricei changes are in technical compliance with the 
price regulation formula, 

J, Cost-of-lService Issues 

1. LRSIC Studies 

The Company, tihrough the testimony of Richard ] Hi lis trom and 
William Palmer, presented the long run service inci-emental costs 
("LRSICs") developed for both noncompetitive anp competitive 
services provided b^ Illinois Bell, The Company als6- presented Dr, 
Richard Emmerson as its expert service cost witnes^. The LRSICs 
were developed to ^erve as inputs for the Aggregate Revenue Test 
which is required by Section 13-507 in order to ensute against the 
cross-sUbsidizationi of competitive services by honcompetitive 
services. i 

! I 

In developing the LRSICs for IntraMSA Calling} and Switched 
Access Services, Illinois Bell utilized the Network!Cost Analysis 
Tool ("NCAT") modeli In order to determine the incremental volume 
sensitive usage costs, a 10 percent static demand phange to the 
usage records in the data base was applied, MCI witness Dr. Nina 
Cornell contends that the costs developed actually] are long run 
incremental costs (i"IiRICs") rather than LRSICs, wijth the result 
that the Company potentially has understated its I costs. Dr, 
Cornell maintained that the NCAT model uses marginal costs as a 
surrogate for total! demand in analyzing usage servibe cost. She 
said that determining the additional costs incurred by adding a 
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certain quantity of output on top of an existing level of demand 
results in LRICs rather than in LRSICs. 

Staff witness Ms, Meena Thomas reviewed the methodology and 
computations involved in the development of the LRSICs and found 
them to be adequate to serve as inputs in the Aggregate Revenue 
Test. Her evaluation of Illinois Bell's LRSIC studies was based on 
the LRSIC standards proposed by Staff in Docket 92-0211. Staff 
contended that it is reasonable to use a 10 percent static demand 
change, since the Company demonstrated that the costs per minute 
and per message remain the same whether a 10 percent demand change 
or a 100 percent demand change is applied to a given number of 
usage records. This is true because any percentage change in usage 
demand results in a proportional change in total investments for 
setup and duration, thereby resulting in the same volume-sensitive 
unit costs. Furthermore, Ms. Thomas observed that costs developed 
by NCAT are then multiplied by the total demand for the service in 
question, consistent with Staff's proposed cost of service rule in 
Docket 92-0211, Therefore she disagreed with Dr. Cornell's 
characterization of NCAT as an LRIC rather than an LRSIC cost 
analysis tool. 

In its Reply Brief, AT&T agreed that Illinois Bell's LRSIC 
studies were appropriate, but only because the Company demonstrated 
by its sensitivity test that the per unit cost remained static and 
that the static unit cost then would apply to the total service 
demand, 

Sprint witness Jamison argued that the LRSIC of a service 
should reflect shared costs, including common overhead costs. The 
Company identified shared costs which are incremental to two or 
more services and assigned these costs to the individual services 
within the group based on the ratio of the LRSIC of individual 
service in the group to the total LRSIC of the group of services 
sharing the cost. 

IBT witness Palmer maintained that Mr. Jamison's contentions 
ignore Section 13-507, which requires the allocation of only common 
overhead and residual costs to competitive services in the 
aggregate and noncompetitive services in the aggregate. Staff and 
the Company maintain that LRSIC, or the total incremental cost of 
a service as defined by IBT witness Emmerson, includes the future 
costs avoided (or added) by discontinuing (or offering) an entire 
service, holding constant the production levels of all other 
services produced by the firm. They explain that Mr. Jamison has 
defined the total incremental costs as including all of the 
service-specific fixed costs and volume-sensitive costs. Shared 
costs, as defined by Mr. Jamison, reflect all costs incremental to 
the set of services sharing the costs and are unaffected by a 
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subset of these services. Staff and the Company baintain that, 
based on Mr. Jamison's own testimony, it would be ineonsistent with 
his definition of total incremental cost of a servjice to include 
costs that are shated costs and that are not. directliy attributable 
to the service in question. [ 

Staff and the Company further agree that faction 13-507 
recognizes that LRSlCs for a group of services would include costs 
shared by that group of services. The apportionment of common 
costs, such as comihon overhead costs, is to be ma^e between the 
groups of competitive and̂  non-competitive services in the 
aggregate. Common expenses should not be included i^ the LRSIC of 
any individual service. Thus, it would be consistent with Section 
13-507 and the cost! principles contained in Staff's]proposed rule 
in Docket 92-0211 if shared costs are recovered froi the group of 
services sharing the costs, and common overhead costsf are recovered 
in the aggregate from competitive and non-competitive services. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS!AND CONCLUSION 

The Commission concludes that the Company's LRSjC studies do, 
in fact, compute the LRSIC of a service- Dr. Cornell's contention 
is not supported I by the preponderance of t h e evidence. 
Furthermore, we conclude that the treatment of shared costs and 
common overhead expenses in the Company's IJRSIC st\idies complies 
with Section 13-50^ and with Staff's proposed rule, and is 
supported by the record, 

2. Imputation Tests 

Pursuant to Section 13-505.1 imputation tests are required for 
certain services of telecommunications carriers that provide both 
competitive and nonbompetitive services. Basically, imputation 
tests are safeguards lagainst anti-competitive pricing! These tests 
are intended to determine whether the rates that a cafc'rier charges 
a competing carrier for certain noncompetitive service elements are 
discriminatory. They are used to analyze whether competitors of a 
carrier, who are also customers of that carrierf, are being 
prevented from providing services at competitive rates. 

Section 13-505,1 provides guidance as to which i^rriers need 
to perform imputation tests and how such tests are to pe performed. 
In accordance with Section 13-505,1, IBT performed impiitation tests 
for the following services: (1) Usage Sensitive Services ("USS"); 
(2) Message Toll Service ("MTS"); (3) non-payphine Operator 
Service; (4) 800 serVice; (5) WATS; (6) Centrex; and[(7) payphone 
interexchange calling services, I 
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3, Scope of Service for Imputation Tests 

After reviewing the imputation tests IBT conducted, staff 
witness Ms, Elizabeth Wisniewski maintained that the Company needed 
to conduct additional imputation tests in order to achieve the goal 
of safeguarding against anti-competitive pricing. She asserted 
that attempting to define what constitutes a service by examining 
a carrier's rates, service functionalities, or service titles alone 
may not achieve the fundamental goal of imputation. She said that 
these considerations can provide meaningful guidance, but that the 
determination of the level of disaggregation for imputation tests 
(i.e.. what services or elements of services should be subject to 
imputation) should mainly be driven by the goal of guarding against 
anti-competitive behavior. In other words, evaluating whether a 
competing carrier possibly was being prevented from providing 
services at competitive rates due to the rates it is charged by IBT 
for essential, noncompetitive inputs to the competing carrier's 
service. Under this analysis, the determination of what 
constitutes a service must be made on a case-by-case basis. Any 
determination, however, must be consistent with the definition of 
telecommunication services contained in the Act. In particular. 
She recommended that IBT be required to conduct separate imputation 
tests for its Additional Aggregated Discount Plan and Growth 
Incentive Discount Plan (collectively "AAD/GID") , contained in Part 
2 Section 19 of IBT's tariff, as well as separate tests for its 
dedicated and nondedicated 800 service offerings. 

IBT witness Panfil conceded that, although the Company and 
Staff are not in complete agreement as to how to define the term 
"service," the determination of the scope of a service for purposes 
of imputation can be made only on a case-by-case basis. Mr. Panfil 
disagreed with Staff's contention that separate imputation tests 
should be conducted for AAD/GID and dedicated and non-dedicated 
800 services. Sprint witness Jamison contended that imputation 
should be required at the service level where "service" is defined 
as any option that a customer can obtain separately, 

a. 800 Services 

Ms. Wisniewski argued that functional differences exist 
between dedicated and non-dedicated 800 offerings and that a 
possible difference exists between the level of competition for 
these two offerings. Accordingly, she contended that separate 
imputation tests for dedicated and non-dedicated 800 offerings 
should be provided. 

IBT witness Panfil testified that the distinctions between 
dedicated and non-dedicated 800 offerings are inconsequential as 
far as imputation is concerned. He pointed out that while some 
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differences exist i between these two offerings,i both provide 
functionally equivalent service to the end user arid both compete 
for the same general body of customers. In addition, both are 
offered by all major competitors. He further obsekrved that when 
the Company presented imputation tests to the Commission in Docket 
83-0142, the Compajny treated 800 service as a single service. 
Both MCI and AT&T Were parties to the Stipulation] and Agreement 
which set forth the! imputation test provided by the ctompany in that 
docket and neitheri objected at that time. He further testified 
that, in his viewi, nothing was added to subseqijlent statutory 
language and no change in circumstance has occurred which would 
require the Company to change its 800 service imputation testing 
methodology. Finally Mr. Panfil stated that, in p.r\Y event, the 
Company passes an limputation test for 800 servicejt whether that 
service is viewed on a disaggregated basis (for !dedicated and 
non-dedicated offeriings) or on an aggregated basis.! 

With regard to IBT's 800 service offerings, JIs. Wisniewski 
stated that the stipulation in Docket 83-0412 provides useful 
guidance regarding! imputation, but by no means sets forth a 
definitive rule fori how imputation must be conductctd pursuant to 
the imputation requirements of the Act which were codfLfied in 1992. 
LDDS witness Gillan! agreed with Ms. Wisniewski's conclusion that 
separate tests must! be conducted for dedicated and [non-dedicated 
800 service offerings. ' 

AT&T takes the iposition in its Initial Brief th^t the Company 
should be required !to perform separate imputation bests for its 
dedicated and non-dedicated 800 service offerings. AT&T contends 
that disaggregation lof Illinois Bell's 800 service infputation test 
to this level provides a safeguard against anti-competitive pricing 
because the levels !of competition affecting these jtwo offerings 
could be different. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS JAND CONCLUSION [ 

The Commission is persuaded that it would be ajppropriate to 
require that separate imputation tests be performed ^or dedicated 
and non-dedicated 8Q0 services. Staff has identified a relevant 
difference between a idedicated and non-dedicated service that could 
result in different! sets of customers desiring these different 
services. The lower-priced dedicated 800 service[ may attract 
larger customers, while the higher-priced non-dedicateid service may 
attract smaller customers. We agree with Staff that 
difference in the level of competition for these 
warrants separate imputation tests for these offerings. 

the possible 
two markets 
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b, AAD/GID 

An issue also arose with respect to the Company's large user 
discount offering. The Company began extending a large user 
discount after the close of the test year in this case. The 
Company applies this discount to the largest users of its usage 
sensitive service. The interexchange carriers in this docket (MCI, 
LDDS/ICPA, and AT&T) as well as Staff all contend that the Company 
should perform a separate imputation test for its large user 
discount schedule. MCI in its Initial Brief cites the testimony of 
Company witnesses in the large user discount complaint case. Docket 
93-0044, contending that the Company fails an imputation test for 
a large user discount and that the large user discount constitutes 
a predatory pricing scheme. 

Sprint witness Jamison made a recommendation with respect to 
the large user discount schedule that also encompassed the 
Company's usage-sensitive service business and residence customers. 
First, he recommended that the Company's USS/NTS imputation 
analysis be broken down into one for business customers and another 
for residence customers. In addition, he recommended that the 
Company perform a separate imputation test for its large user 
discount schedule. He contended that such separate tests are 
necessary to ensure that smaller customers are not covering costs 
that should be covered by larger customers, 

LDDS/ICPA argue in their Initial Brief that the Company's 
discount schedule constitutes evidence of anti-competitive conduct 
on the part of the Company and monopoly manipulation of an 
essential access service. 

Staff contends that the issue of the discount schedule must be 
addressed in the current docket rather than in Docket 93-0044. 
Staff witness Wisniewski testified that the Commission must address 
the issue in this docket in order to ensure that imputation 
requirements of the Act are complied with prior to the 
implementation of an alternative regulation plan. Staff further 
argued that the Company should be required to perform a separate 
imputation analysis for the discount schedule because of the risk 
that the Company otherwise could engage in anti-competitive 
behavior with respect to this offering. 

Mr, Panf il disagreed that imputation tests need to be 
conducted for AAD/GID, He noted that the issue of imputation for 
AAD/GID is the subject of litigation in Docket 93-0044; and, 
therefore, it is inappropriate to include the effects of these 
discount schedules as a "known change" in this docket. 
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Mr, Panfil pointed out that the Company's largej user discount 
schedule was added to Illinois Bell's tariffs after the 
commencement of this docket and the end of the test year. He 
testified that, giVen the uncertainty surrounding t̂ he outcome of 
Docket 93-0044, it Would be inappropriate to include the effects of 
the discount schedule in the Company's imputation aijiialyses in the 
instant docket. He stated, however, that the Company [appropriately 
would include the discount schedule in any future imputation test 
based on the outcome of Docket 93-0044, In its Initial Brief, the 
Company requests that the Commission take administrative notice of 
the fact that extensive testimony has been filed in Socket 93-0044 
and that hearings took place on January 25-26, 1994J 

The Commission concludes that it is unnecessary^ to rule upon 
imputation issues associated with AAD/GID in this !docket. The 
Commission takes adniinistrative notice of the fact tl̂ at the matter 
is being fully litigated in Docket 93-0044, and tjiat LDDS/MCI, 
AT&T, Staff and IBT! have submitted testimony in that proceeding. 
Furthermore, we expect to issue a decision in that docket in a time 
frame reasonably proximate to our Order in this proceeding. If we 
determine that the large user discount schedule shoufld be subject 
to a separate imputation test, we will require the Cdmpany to make 
any necessary rate i changes so that the Company I can pass an 
imputation test at any level of disaggregation we] direct. In 
addition, we will require the Company to treat sucjih changes as 
exogenous changes to be used as a starting p<>int for the 
appropriate price indices found in the plan. 

c. Local Calling Area offerinfer 

Local [Area 
") offering] 

Staff witness Wisniewski argued that IBT' s 
Offering (also known as local calling area ("LCA 
relating to business usage, described in Part 2, Section 19 of 
IBT's tariff, requires an imputation test pursuant t<I> Section 13-
505,1. IBT did not include this offering in itSj USS or MTS 
imputation tests. According to Staff, such flat rate calling plans 
exist throughout Illinois, and the Commission needs t^ ensure that 
they pass imputation! tests since they are interexchange switched 
services. [ 

j 

IBT witness Panfil argued that requiring an imputation test 
for LCA is too literal an interpretation of the Act. fle noted that 
these offerings have been in existence for decades and] claimed that 
an economically sound imputation test cannot be perf[ormed on the 
interexchange portion of a flat rate service since ncji causal link 
can be established between any portion of the revenues and the 
interexchange portion of flat rate calls. In any event, he 
asserted that flat rate interexchange or LCA calls are de minimis, 
representing less than 0.05 percent of IBT's interexchange USS 
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calls. He further testified that other LECs have a far larger 
stake in whether such a flat rate calling plan is subject to 
imputation, and that, therefore, the issue of whether such a 
calling plan is subject to imputation ultimately should be decided 
in a docket where other LECs have a full opportunity to 
participate. He stated that the Company naturally would abide by 
any decision reached in such a docket. 

In its Reply Brief Staff argues that two of the three other 
LECs (Centel and GTE) that are subject to imputation requirements 
are currently involved in rate cases (Docket 93-0252 and 93-0310) 
and Staff is currently addressing this issue for both of these 
companies. Staff states that it does not intend to discontinue its 
analysis of the LCA issue in any of these cases to open a generic 
docket, 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

Our review of the record discloses no discussion of the LCA 
issue in either Docket 93-0252 or 93-0310, We conclude that 
although Staff essentially is correct that there does not appear to 
be a materiality exception in the statute's imputation 
requirements, this appears to be an issue with potentially 
disruptive impacts on other LECs for whom this type of service is 
far more significant. We conclude, therefore, that we will adopt 
the Company's suggestion that we initiate a generic docket that 
will explore the issue on a statewide basis. Such a docket will 
afford all potentially affected LECs an opportunity to participate 
and will ensure that the Commission has a full record upon which to 
base a decision that takes into account these offerings, 

d, Pick-a-Point Service 

Staff witness Wisniewski asserted that IBT's Pick-a-Point 
Service also requires a separate imputation test, since it provides 
customers an optional rate plan that differs from either MTS or 
USS. 

Mr. Panfil responded that the Company's Pick-a-Point rate plan 
is optional for MTS customers, giving these customers a 30% 
discount from tariffed MTS rates on selected exchanges no more than 
28 miles from their homes. Pick-a-Point is a noncompetitive plan 
that has been offered to customers since 1980. It was treated as 
part of the Company's MTS imputation test in Docket 83-0142. Mr. 
Panfil observed that no party objected at that time to the 
Company's treatment of its Pick-a-Point plan. 

In response, Ms, Wisniewski again asserted that the 
stipulation provided guidance regarding imputation, but noted that 
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the Commission cannot be hamstrung by an agreement that was reached 
long before the enactment of the imputation requirejhients embodied 
in the Act. Moreover, she stressed that IBT has not adhered to the 
strictures of the i stipulation, as evidenced by the Company's 
incorporation of advertising, marketing and billing costs in its 
imputation analyses, The Act, furthermore, did not grandfather 
existing services. i 

The Commission concludes that the Company's^ Pick-A-Point 
service should be [subject to a separate imputati(>n test. The 
Company places too much emphasis on a stipulation! entered into 
years before imputation became a statutory requirement. It is far 
more important to i enforce the Act's requirement^ by defining 
services for purposes of imputation in a consisteht and logical 
manner, than to honor a stipulation which can only reflect the 
market situation and various party's expectations at that time. 

IBT has stated its desire to reclassify oi" discontinue 
offering LCA and Pick-a-Point if the Commission d^ermines that 
imputation is required for these offerings. Staff rtotes that any 
difficulty IBT may have in performing imputatibn for these 
offerings may be addressed through the use of proxy [data and that 
discontinuance of these offerings may not be neceSsary, The 
Commission encourages the Company to fully explore tlhis option. 

4. : Local Transport Termination Rates 

Witnesses for MCI, Sprint, and LDDS/ICPA criticiied the way in 
which the Company had imputed "local transport termination" charges 
to itself in its imputation test for USS, MTS, WATS, 
witness Dr, Cornell Stated that, unless Illinois Bell 
through a tandem, the Company imputes only one lot̂ al transport 
termination charge to itself. She testified that Illinois Bell 
should be required in all instances to impute toT itself both 
originating and termination usage-sensitive transport ̂ ate elements 
for each interexchahge call. She further maintained that the 
Company should be required to impute to itself a mileage-sensitive 
component to each end of the call as well, at least fop calls going 
between two wire centers. 

and 800. MCI 
routes a call 

MCI witness Dennis Ricca, on rebuttal, also addressed the 
local transport termination charge issue. He teiBtif ied that 
Illinois Bell had failed adequately to impute the charges for 
interconnection of transport facilities with a switch, thereby 
improperly imputing to itself only one rather two lodal transport 
termination charges. Sprint witness Jamison agreed with MCI' s 
position, as did LDDS/ICPA witness Gillan. 
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Staff disagreed with MCI, Sprint and LDDS/ICPA. . Ms, 
Wisniewski advanced the position that the imputation of one local 
transport termination charge properly reflects Illinois Bell's own 
network routing arrangements and, therefore, is consistent with the 
language in Section 13-505,1 which permits the Company to perform 
an imputation test based on its own network routing, 

IBT witness Panfil defended the imputation of one local 
transport termination charge for direct trunk calls under the 
Company's usage services imputation tests. He responded to Mr, 
Ricca's argument that the Company had not imputed charges 
adequately for interconnection of transport facilities with a 
switch. He noted that such a charge is included in a separate 
local switching rate element which the Company imputes twice for a 
direct trunk call. He further maintained that for a direct trunk 
call, the Company imputes only one local transport termination 
charge because no intervening tandem office is involved for such 
calls, By contrast, routing arrangements for interexchange 
carriers require two separate local transport termination charges 
because one such charge is needed in order to have a call 
transported between Illinois Bell's originating central office and 
the interexchange carrier's intervening point of presence, and 
another such charge is required in order for the call to be 
transported back from the interexchange carrier's point of 
presence for completion over IBT's network. Accordingly, he 
testified that, while interexchange carriers pay two local 
transport termination charges for such a call, the Company 
appropriately imputes only one such charge to itself for a direct 
trunk call. He stated that the Company does impute two local 
transport termination charges to itself for a non-direct trunk call 
routed through a tandem switch. 

With respect to the local transport termination charge issue, 
the Commission observes that a direct trunk call over the IBT 
network involves only an originating central office and a 
terminating central office. By contrast, a call using an 
interexchange carrier involves the transport of a call from an IBT 
originating central office to the interexchange carrier's 
intervening point-of-presence and then the transport of the call 
back again to the IBT terminating central office. 

The Commission concludes that this fundamental difference in 
network design is reflected properly by Illinois Bell, 
Accordingly, the Company properly imputes only one local transport 
termination charge to itself for a call routed on a direct trunk 
(reflecting the origination of a call in one central office and the 
termination of that call in another central office) even though 
interexchange carriers properly pay two local transport termination 
charges (reflecting the origination of a call in a central office 
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and its termination at the interexchange carrier's 
point-of-presence, i and the origination of a call at that 
point-of-presence and its termination at an IBT central office), 
The Company's imputation methodology conforms 
13-505.1, which permits imputation based on the LEC 
arrangements." 

with Section 
s "own routing 

5. Economies of Vertical Integration 

In performing its imputation tests, the cota-pany reduced 
imputed costs to reflect economies it experiences] in providing 
usage services itself and in avoiding the billing of switched 
access customers. Both Mr. Jamison and Dr. Cornell 
Illinois Bell controls the billing costs which it incjurs in serving 
its competitors and therefore has an incentive to maximize 
resulting "economies" which it can recognize in ilts imputation 

objected that 

is not proper 
economies of 

studies. In addition, Mr. Jamison testified that it 
for Illinois Bell'si imputed price floor to reflect 
vertical integration where these are economies that competitors 
actually cannot achieve through vertical integration. Moreover, 
Dr. Cornell criticizled the fact that when Illinois Ben recognized 
an economy of vertical integration for billing, |it used what 
Illinois Bell contended were the lower costs of billing end users. 
She contended that ithe proper cost to use is thatj for billing 
interexchange carriers and that these costs should be lower than 
those incurred to bill end users. 

AT&T and LDDS/ICPA also object to the Company's rfecognition of 
economies of vertical integration. LDDS/ICPA take the position 
that by recognizing isuch economies, the Company is :!mputing less 
than the "premium ; rates" required under Sectipn 13-505. 
Similarly, AT&T contends that Section 13-505.1 does not include any 
language which would[permit something other than the tariffed rate 
to be substituted for the Company's incremental ! cost in an 
imputation test. ^ 

Ms. Wisniewski ^Iso disagreed with the Company'i recognition 
of economies of vertical integration. She asserted that while the 
Company's economic efjficiency argument is appropriate for theoreti­
cal debate, the Compajny failed to demonstrate how IBT'rs adjustment 
comports with the Act and its legislative directives.! 

Dr, Emmerson testified on behalf of the Company that if an LEC 
has economies of vertical integration and, for example! incurs more 
costs when providing! access to interexchange carriers than when 
providing usage diredtly to end users, then such economies should 
be recognized in any proper imputation test. Fellow wifcness Panfil 
also testified in Support of recognizing such economies and 
responded to the contention that the Company woî ld have an 
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incentive to create an artifically high cost if it were permitted 
to recognize these economies. He contended that no evidence exists 
that the Company has done so, and further observed that Mr, Jamison 
himself admitted that the Company continually is cutting costs in 
anticipation of competition, 

Mr, Panfil also responded to Mr, Jamison's criticism that the 
Company should not be permitted to recognize vertical economies 
that competitors cannot achieve, Mr. Panfil testified that 
Illinois Bell should not be handicapped by its competitors' 
inefficiencies. He also responded to Dr. Cornell's contention that 
the Company's billing costs for interexchange carriers are higher 
than for billing end users, noting that interexchange carrier bills 
are far more complicated than end user bills. 

In its Initial Brief, the Company contends that its 
recognition of economies of vertical integration is consistent with 
Section 13-505.1, specifically subparagraph (3) which permits the 
Company to recognize "other identifiable long run service 
incremental costs associated with the provision" of a service. The 
Company contends that costs saved in providing this service 
directly to end users fall within the category of "other 
identifiable" costs which should be reflected in an imputation 
study. 

Section 13-505,1 provides, in pertinent part: 

The imputed costs of a service for purposes of this test shall 
be defined as the sum of: 

1) specifically tariffed premium rates for the noncompetitive 
service elements, or their functional equivalent, that are 
utilized to provide the service; 

2) the long-run service incremental costs of facilities and 
functionalities that are utilized but not specifically 
tariffed; and 

3) any other identifiable, long-run service incremental costs 
associated with the provision of the service. 

The Commission is persuaded that it would be inappropriate to 
permit the Company to subtract avoided billing costs from imputed 
switched access costs on the basis of economies of vertical 
integration. We note that the statute refers to the sum of the 
three cost categories. While it is possible to add a negative 
number (reflecting cost savings rather than costs), we believe that 
the better view is that the "other LRSIC" category is intended to 
protect competitors by ensuring that the total calculation of 
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imputed costs is fully inclusive of costs; it is î ot intended to 
serve as a miscellaneous offset to tariffed prejiium rates and 
facilities LRSICs.r 

6. Period of Cost Studies 

Consistent with fellow Staff witness Thomas' irecommendation 
that IBT's cost studies should reflect end-of-te^t year demand 
quantities, Ms. Wisniewski requested that the Compar̂ y's imputation 
tests reflect the same data, IBT provided end-of-test year data, 
and Ms. Wisniewski! concluded that the revisions did not have a 
substantive effect jon the imputation tests. Staff [maintains that 
the Commission should require IBT to conduct future imputation 
analyses using end-̂ -of-test year data. Staff argî ed that it is 
more appropr iate to use end-of-test year quantit ies in the 
Aggregate Revenue "̂ êst because the period for which the test is 
performed is a historical test year and the more accurate end of 
test year demand quantities are available. 

IBT witness Palmer stated that using end-of-yiar quantities 
does not significantly impact the outcome of [ the test. 
Nonetheless, he pointed out that use of mid-year [quantities is 
consistent with thei Company's cost study methods and provides the 
most appropriate estimate of quantities and costs during a test 
year. 

With respect to the issue of whether the Company should have 
used end-of-test year or mid-test year quantities in[its Aggregate 
Revenue Test, it is iuncontroverted that no matter wh^ch quantities 
are used, the Compahy passes the Aggregate Revenue T^st. However, 
since it is the Staff which will have primary responsibility for 
reviewing the resuljts of the studies, it is important that the 
Company provide data in the format which Staff pref^^s. Staff's 
recommendation is adopted. 

I 

7. Impact of imputation study deficiencies 

IBT witness Panfil asserted that the Commissien's ultimate 
decision as to how imputation tests are to be performted should not 
be an obstacle to : the approval of the Company's alternative 
regulation plan, since any revisions to imputation tfests could be 
done pursuant to the Commission's final order in ]this docket. 
Staff agreed that imputation concerns can be addressed without 
affecting the timing of the implementation of it^ alternative 
regulation plan should the Commission approve the plaii, MCI & AT&T 
believe that it would be unacceptable to implement aiji alternative 
regulation plan prior to satisfying various imputation concerns-
Satisfactory passing] of the imputation cost test isf part of the 
determination of whether Illinois Bell's rates a|:e just and 

-82-



92-0448/93-0239 Consol. 
H, E, Proposed Order 

reasonable at the outset of the plan and whether access customers 
would be disadvantaged by the plan. According to AT&T, 
implementation, of the plan must be conditioned on appropriate rate 
levels at the start of the plan and on services being priced to 
satisfy imputation cost tests. 

The Commission finds that the imputation issues identified in 
this proceeding reflect technical differences of opinion among 
expert witnesses, and do not raise fundamental questions as to 
whether Illinois Bell's rates under an alternative regulation plan 
would be just and reasonable. We will require the Company to 
revise its tariffs in accordance with our determinations on these 
issues and present a modified aggregate revenue test and imputation 
studies which demonstrate compliance with the statutory 
requirements when initiating the alternative regulatory plan. 

8. Aggregate Revenue Test 

The Company conducted an Aggregate Revenue Test, as required 
by Section 13-507, in order to ensure against the cross-
subsidization of competitive services by non-competitive services. 
Section 13-507 requires that competitive services in the aggregate, 
or as a group, must generate revenues which cover their total 
LRSICs, imputed costs and their allocated common overhead expenses, 
and residual revenue requirement. The Company contends that its 
competitive services pass the Aggregate Revenue Test and that such 
services, therefore, are not subsidized by its noncompetitive 
services, 

MCI witness Dr. Cornell argued that the Company's Aggregate 
Revenue Test was deficient because it failed to allocate its 
residual costs based on the Company's revenue requirement, as 
opposed to the lower, actual level of the Company's revenues. She 
maintains that this is a fatal flaw because the Company's 
allocation of noneconomic costs in the aggregate revenue test falls 
short by $300 million. 

The Company responded to Dr. Cornell's contention that the 
Aggregate Revenue Test should allocate common overhead and residual 
costs based on a revenue requirement, Mr, Panfil contended that 
Dr, Cornell has based her recommendation on a totally erroneous 
assumption: that the Company has proposed price changes in order 
to eliminate any revenue requirement shortfall. He argued that 
this is not the case, but that if the Company does recover higher 
levels of residual costs in the future by generating a higher level 
of revenues, that such a higher level of recovery will be reflected 
in annual Aggregate Revenue Test updates to be filed with the 
Commission, The Company argues that the Commission should not 
require it to allocate shortfalls that it does not recover or 
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revenues that it does not receive. The whole purpose of the 
Aggregate Revenue Test is to ensure that noncompetitfive ratepayers 
do not bear a disproportionate burden of the Company's noneconomic 
costs. To the extent those costs are not being ] incurred, the 
Company argues that no apportionment needs to be made to protect 
ratepayers. 

Staff witness Rettle concluded that the Compahy's Aggregate 
Revenue Test appropriately allocates the difference between LRSICs 
and current revenuels (as opposed to the difference between LRSICs 
and a higher revenub requirement), because the test was performed 
in the context of the Company's proposal for an alterfnative form of 
regulation, and IBTi is not seeking any rate increase. 

The Commission! agrees with the Company and Stafjf that, in the 
context of an alternative regulatory plan, an lallocation of 
noneconomic costs (formerly known as common overhead^ and residual 
revenue requirement) under Section 13-507 should be based upon the 
difference between ithe Company's revenues (and not its revenue 
requirement) and the Company's LRSICs. MCI's proposal would have 
the unwarranted effect of putting upward pressure pn competitive 
service prices, therjeby disadvantaging the Company's customers. In 
addition, the Company has committed to reflecting in its annual 
Aggregate Revenue liest updates any additional revenues which it 
receives, ! 

i 
a, ; Touch-tone | 

Staff witness Thomas reviewed the Aggregate Revenue Test and 
agreed with the irtethodology that the Company lised. Staff 
identified some computational errors in IBT's direct case which 
subsequently were corrected by the Company in jits rebuttal 
testimony. Subsequently, Staff again reviewed IB^'s Aggregate 
Revenue Test, Uponi her second review of the test, 
Thomas argued thati the Company has reflected a 
revenues erroneously, based on the Company's proposal 

however, Ms, 
reduction in 
to eliminate 

revenues is 
cost data in 

touch-tone service revenues over the first three year^ of its plan. 
She argued that reflecting this reduction in 
inappropriate because the Company has presented its 
the context of an historical test year and because the Commission 
has not yet approve^ the elimination of touch-tone} rates. She 
maintained that, siince Mr, Palmer's Aggregate Revenue Test 
consisted of demand Iquantities and rates that existed in the test 
year, September 1991! to August 1992, his test must include touch-
tone revenues which iexisted during that time frame and which the 
Company continues to;collect. If and when the Commission approves 
the elimination of touch-tone rates. Staff agreed thap the Company 
should exclude that kervice from the test revenues a1̂  that time, 
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IBT witness Palmer said that he excluded revenues for touch-
tone services from the Aggregate Revenue Test because IBT will 
phase out touch-tone charges in the first three years of the 
alternative regulatory plan, consistent with Staff witness Roth's 
rate design proposal, Mr. Palmer pointed out that no one has 
opposed the Company's proposal to eliminate all such revenues 
during the first three years of the plan. 

The Commission's decision to implement a revenue reduction 
through elimination of the tariffed charge for touch tone service 
moots this issue. Accordingly, the Company need not revise its 
Aggregate Revenue Test to reflect Staff's concern. 

b. Semi-Public Payphone Revenues 

Staff witnesses Thomas and Wisniewski recommended that the 
Company be required to modify the payphone revenues included in its 
Aggregate Revenue Test to reflect only rotary payphone revenues for 
semi-public sets as opposed to higher touch-tone revenues. 

Staff maintains that the Company incorrectly derived revenues 
by using touch-tone payphone rates in order to develop revenues for 
payphones that are currently rotary. This results in increasing 
the payphone imputation test margin by approximately $1,000,000, 

With respect to semi-public payphone touch-tone revenues, IBT 
witness Palmer argued that the Company's use of such revenues 
comports with Staff's proposed elimination of semi-public rotary 
sets in Docket 92-0275 (the Rulemaking concerning payphone 
service). He testified that the Company uses forward-looking 
revenues which reflect proposals that would impact revenues 
realized over the course of the alternative regulation plan. 

In response. Staff asserts that the use of forward-looking 
revenues lacks any foundation in the Act or in Commission rules. 
Staff says that acceptance of this approach would allow the Company 
to manipulate its revenues freely based upon purely speculative 
future Company actions. 

We conclude that it is inappropriate to include touch-tone 
revenues on the basis of the staff proposal in Docket 92-0275. We 
note that the First Notice Order has not been issued in that 
proceeding. Any adjustment to the Aggregate Revenue Test to 
reflect a mere proposal in a pending rulemaking is premature and 
speculative. The Company should confine its imputation and 
Aggregate Revenue Tests to a reflection of existing Commission 
policies at the time such studies are conducted. 
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9. Deoreciatiion And Cost Of Eouity In Cost of SJervice Studies 

Illinois Bell Witness William Palmer proposed tShat on January 
1, 1995, and on the first of each year thereafter, [ Illinois Bell 
would file updated yalues for its cost of capital anb depreciation 
rates for use in its LRSIC studies. Staff witness Peggy Rettle 
responded that Illihois Bell has not specified the methods it would 
use to estimate cĉ pital costs and depreciation rites. In her 
opinion, allowing tthe Company to establish its owh depreciation 
rates without Commission approval would lead to inappropriate LRSIC 
study results. She pointed out that according to thei* proposed cost 
of service rules (Dbcket 92-0211); Proposed Part 791 Section 80 (a) 
and (b)), the Comroission must "make a finding ofi, or adopt a 
methodology for detjermining" the "projected life of 
zero" and the "carrier's cost of equity" in a proceeding under 
Section 13-506,1. She said that, if the Commission 
the Company's proposjal, the methods for estimating the cost of debt 
and equity and setting depreciation rates must be 
this proceeding. ' 

plant at age 

were to adopt 

determined in 

Ms, Rettle proposed that for purposes of LRSIC s-̂ udies and the 
Aggregate Revenue Test, the company be required to| use whatever 
cost of equity and depreciation rate determinants ate adopted by 
the Commission in tliis proceeding. She argued that no compelling 
evidence had been; presented that the cost of! equity and 
depreciation rates both be updated each year, Ms, Retitle supported 
Ms. TerKeurst's recommendation that if the 30 year "Treasury bond 
yield rises 250 baSis points above its yield at the time the 
Commission enters its order in this proceeding and stays at that 
level for at least three consecutive months, then a review of the 
cost of equity should be conducted, Ms, Rettle stated that the 
Company would continue to be free to file for depreciation rate 
represcription at any time. 

The Company responded that consistent with the r^le, it had in 
this proceeding proposed a method for determining cdfst of equity 
and depreciation for use in future LRSIC studies, llBT proposes 
that it be permitted to use a forward-looking cost of equity 
determined through use of a DCF and CAPM methodology es it used in 
this proceeding, 

COMMISSION CONCLUSION • 

Consistent with the Commission's decision toj permit the 
company to set its own depreciation rates, we approve [the proposal 
that it use remaining life depreciation rates using tpe projected 
life of plant at agei zero. The Commission will clopely monitor 
IBT's formulation and application of depreciation rates. If the 
Commission observes that IBT has abused the flexibility that is 
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afforded to them in this plan, the Commission will reevaluate the 
appropriateness of the alternative regulation plan adopted in this 
docket, 

However, the Commission concludes that the Company's proposal 
regarding cost of equity determinations for the purpose of LRSIC 
studies is too ill-defined, IBT's proposal seems to be based upon 
the assumption that cost of capital issues can be decided in an 
objective fashion without any controversy. As can be seen in the 
rate of return portion of this order, this is not the case. 
Applying the DCF and CAPM methodology requires the subjective 
analysis of experts. IBT's position would necessitate extensive 
litigation over the issue of cost of equity any time that new 
studies are prepared. On the other hand, the Commission is of the 
opinion that Staff's proposal is more reasonable in that the point 
at which a review is necessitated can be determined objectively, 

K. IntraMSA Presubscription 

MCI sponsored the testimony of Mr. Dennis Ricca, who maintains 
that, because Illinois Bell strips off and carries all 0+, 1+ ten-
digit and seven-digit dialed intraMSA calls, the people of Illinois 
have been denied the benefits of competition for a large percentage 
of their intrastate calls. He opines that IBT's application did 
nothing to open its protected monopoly intraMSA market to effective 
competition and that, until effective competition is allowed, the 
Company's plan is unacceptable. He presented an implementation 
plan for intraMSA equal access according to which customers are 
provided an opportunity to presubscribe to an interexchange carrier 
for their interMSA toll traffic and are allowed to eliminate the 
need for complicated access codes. This witness contended that the 
dialing parity implemented through his plan is necessary in order 
to ensure effective competition. He asserted that intraMSA 
presubscription is technically feasible, economical, consistent 
with the Act, and in the public interest. 

LDDS/ICPA witness Gillan also testified in support of intraMSA 
presubscription and asserted that increased competition for 
interexchange services could improve Illinois Bell's productivity 
and consumer responsiveness. He also stated that smaller business 
subscribers and residential customers could be expected to benefit 
most from intraLATA dialing pattern reform because MTS-type 
products are designed to appeal particularly to these markets, yet 
they are most dependent upon 1+ dialing and switched access to be 
successful. This witness advocated a "2-PIC" option in which a 
customer designates two primary interexchange carriers which then 
receive the customer's 1+ inter-and intraMSA traffic respectively. 
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AT&T also supports intraMSA presubscription ^n its Initial 
Brief. However, AT&T contends that if presubscription is not 
ordered in this docket, the Commission should requi&re the Company 
to comply with intraMSA presubscription if ordered iin some future 
docket, even if changes to the Company's alternative regulation 
plan would become necessary as a result. 

On behalf of Staff, Ms. TerKeurst took the position that while 
presubscription would increase competition, it is not a 
prerequisite to alternative regulation. She testified that 
intraMSA presubscription deserves the Commission's serious 
consideration in another docket. ! 

On behalf of Illinois Bell, Mr, Gebhardt responded to Mr. 
Ricca's presubscription proposal, He testified that he did not 
believe that the beniefits of Illinois Bell's alternative regulation 
plan should be held hostage to intraMSA presubscription, and that 
the Commission has a number of appropriate forums[ available to 
consider these issues. 

The Commissioh agrees that there is persuaiive evidence 
indicating that intraMSA presubscription could enhance competition 
considerably in certain telecommunications market^, However, 
Section 13-506.1 does not condition the approval of ajin alternative 
regulation plan on the establishment of intraMSA presubscription. 
The decision in this! proceeding is not intended to d^ermine every 
aspect of the telecommunications regulatory framework^ in Illinois. 
IntraMSA presubscription is a complex issue, involving numerous 
interrelated policies and implementation details whibh need to be 
considered on a statewide basis, with input from[ a number of 
parties who did not participate in this proceeding, iAccordingly, 
on February 8, 1994^ the Commission initiated Docket 94-0048, a 
rulemaking proceeding intended to consider intraMSA presubscription 
and related changes in dialing arrangements pursuant t^ Section 13-
403, 

L. Annual Reporting 

Staff notes that any new price regulation jilan must be 
monitored carefully in order to ensure that the price cap mechanism 
is applied properly and that the benefits intended tb result from 
such pol icies are f ul ly real i zed. Through the testfimony of Ms. 
Judy Marshall and other witnesses, the Commission Sta^f proposed a 
comprehensive list of reporting requirements, 

AG witness Dr, i Lee Selwyn recommended that the following 
issues be addressed through ongoing monitoring and review of the 
incentive regulation system: overall earnings by competitive and 
noncompetitive categories; price movements for services; realized 
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productivity changes expressed in TFP and with respect to specific 
efficiency criteria; deployment of new technology (with a 
description of new services based thereon, prices being charged for 
the services and rates of penetration being achieved); growth of 
actual competition for competitive services; and data on the 
quality of service/response to customer complaints for both 
competitive and noncompetitive services. 

The Commission adopts a modified version of the Staff's 
proposals. We reject Dr. Selwyn's proposal because much of the 
information will be required in the annual reports. In addition, 
the Commission has stated previously that it does not believe that 
the reclassification of services as competitive will occur as 
rapidly as Illinois Bell predicted. To the extent that Dr. 
Selwyn's recommendations focus on competitive services, the 
Commission is not persuaded that requiring the additional 
information is demonstrably cost-beneficial in conjunction with the 
adoption herein of the alternative regulatory framework for non­
competitive services. 

We also reject Illinois Bell's argument that the adoption of 
price regulation without earnings sharing eliminates the need for 
reporting of the financial information identified by Staff, 
Although rate of return no longer will be the focus of regulatory 
control for the duration of this alternative regulatory plan, the 
data still may provide useful evaluative information. For example, 
unusually high reported rates of return, particularly in the face 
of accelerated depreciation charges, may constitute a possible 
early warning that the total offset in the price regulation formula 
has been set too low or that the pricing constraints have been 
otherwise ineffective. In addition, rate of return information may 
provide insights into various social subsidy issues which are 
likely to arise in the future. 

Illinois Bell shall be required to make an annual rate filing 
no later than October 1 of each year of the plan. At that time, 
Illinois Bell shall provide the following information; 

(a) the price index for the following calendar year, 
with supporting data showing the GDPPI for the 
previous 12-month period (July to June) and the 
percent GDPPI change for that 12-month period; 

(b) the actual price index ("API") for each service 
basket, including the effects of proposed rate 
changes and adj ustments for new services added, 
existing services withdrawn, and services 
reclassified as competitive or noncompetitive; 
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(c) tariiff pages to reflect revised ratefe; 

(d) supporting documentation demonstrating that any 
proposed rate changes are consistent with the 
requirements of the price index mechanism; 

(e) a demonstration that Illinois Bell would be in 
compliance with Sections 13-507 and 13-505.1 of the 
Act if the proposed rate changes went into effect, 

(f) an identification of any changes to the GDPPI 
weights and an assessment of the effects of such 
changes, and any necessary modificatjions to the 
PCX, i 

; 
Staff and all interested parties will have an cipportunity to 

file written comments in response to each annual filing and the 
Company will have an opportunity to file reply cenuments. The 
Commission will approve a price index prior to January 1 of the 
following year for use during that year. 

j i 

In addition, Illinois Bell will be required t$> file annual 
reports with the Chief Clerk of the Commission. The ireports shall 
provide informationion a calendar-year basis and sh^ll be due on 
March 31 for the preceding calendar year. The reports shall be 
based on final audited data. The annual reports shall include the 
following informatibn: i 

(a) Total Company and Illinois jurisditctional rate 
base ;• 

(b) Total! Company and Illinois jurisdictional operating 
reven!ue and expenses; I 

(c) Other income and deductions, interest! charges, and 
extraordinary items (with explanation); 

(d) Current capital structure; 

(e) Calculated total Company and Illinois 
jurisdictional return on net utility rate base and 
totaliCompany return on common equity; and 

(f) Statement of Sources and Applications I of Funds; 

(g) Description of projects and amounts invested in new 
technology (regarding the Company's! $3 billion 
infrastructure investment); 
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(h) Calculation of the current price cap index and 
actual price index including the formula used, the 
current and prior index, the current inflation 
factor and its source, the current general 
adjustment factor, and any current exogenous 
factors; 

(i) A description of new services including the price 
of each and its effect on the calculation of the 
API; 

(j) Demand growth by revenue basket; 

(k) Summary of price changes initiated under the 
alternative regulatory plan; 

(1) A demonstration that Section 13-507 of the Act has 
been complied with; and 

(m) A summary report on Illinois Bell's quality of ser­
vice. 

The Commission further adopts Staff's recommendation that 
Illinois Bell be required to submit an application for review of 
the adopted alternative regulatory mechanism by March 31, 1998, at 
the time it submits its annual report for 1997. In addition to a 
four-year summary and analysis of the information in the annual 
reports filed by March 31 of 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998, the 
application for review of the price cap mechanism shall address at 
least the following issues: 

(a) Whether the inflation index and the manner in which 
it is applied provide an adequate reflection of 
economywide inflation. 

(b) An assessment of productivity gains for the 
economy as a whole, for the telecommunications 
industry, and for Illinois Bell during the 
period that the alternative regulatory 
framework has been in place, and whether the 
adopted general adjustment factor should be 
modified. This assessment should address both 
Illinois Bell's total factor productivity 
growth rates and the realized general adjust­
ment factor in the price cap formula implied 
by Illinois Bell's earned rates of return, 

(c) Whether the adopted monitoring and reporting 
requirements should be retained or adjusted, 
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(d) The extent to which Illinois |Bell has 
modernized its network and additional 
modernization plans for the near term, 

(e) A listing of all services in each basket and a 
report of the cumulative percentage bhanges in 
prices for each service during the pjeriod the 
price cap mechanism has been in effect, 

(f) A listing of any services which have been 
withdrawn during the period. 

(g) A listing of all services which have been 
reclassified as competitive or noncojnpetitive 
during the period. 

(h) A summary of new services which tjiave been 
introduced during the period. 

(i) Information regarding any changes in Universal 
service levels in Illinois Bell's] service 
territory during the price cap period-

(j) Whether, and the extent to which, th^ adopted 
regulatory framework has met each 
established statutory and regulatory 

of the 
goals. 

IV. RATE EVALUATION 

As stated earl]ier in this Order, this proceeding involves all 
of the issues associated typically associated with] general rate 
cases under traditional ROR regulation. This is; because the 
Company submitted qcnventional cost of capital, accounting and 
other testimonies aesociated with general rate cases in order to 
demonstrate that its! current rate levels are reasonable and are an 
appropriate starting point for a price cap regulatio^ plan. CUB's 
rate reduction complaint also requires the Commission to evaluate 
whether IBT's current rates are just and reasonable,; 

I I 

A. Test Year 

The test year in this proceeding comprises twelve months of 
actual data from the!period beginning September l, 1901 and ending 
August 31, 1992, Th^ test year revenue and expense lefvels employed 
herein reflect levels as of the end of that period. ; 
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V. REVENUES AND EXPENSES 

A, Telephone Directories 

Directories in Illinois Bell's service territory are provided 
pursuant to a Directory Agreement executed in 1984 among the Reuben 
H, Donnelley Company ("Donnelley"), Illinois Bell, Ameritech 
Publishing, Inc. ("API") and AM-DON, a Partnership between 
Donnelley and API. This Directory Agreement was reached after IBT 
and Donnelley had filed lawsuits against each other when negotia­
tions between them had broken down. The Agreement was approved by 
the Commission in Docket 84-0359. In 1990, Donnelley and API 
renegotiated their part of the partnership agreement, creating an 
entity known as DonTech. Unlike AM-DON, which was formed in an 
acrimonious atmosphere and in which the two parties performed 
separate functions with separate staffs, DonTech involved the 
merger of API's and Donnelley's respective personnel and facilities 
under common management. 

The 1984 Directory Agreement originally was to expire on 
December 31, 1994. However, in 1993 Illinois Bell exercised its 
option to extend the Agreement through December 31, 1999, 

Under the terms of the Directory Agreement, Donnelly performs 
primarily directory advertising sales functions, API performs 
primarily directory manufacturing functions, and Illinois Bell 
performs listing and billing functions, Illinois Bell receives a 
guaranteed minimum payment of $75 million per year; 7.5% of each 
year's incremental growth in directory revenues; and reimbursement 
of its costs to produce and provide white pages directories to its 
customers. 

Staff witness Mr. Samuel S. McClerren has proposed a $51 
million upward adjustment to the test period revenues received by 
Illinois Bell from its directory relationships. It is Staff's 
position that Illinois Bell did not participate in directory 
negotiations, thereby missing an opportunity to increase its 
revenues. Mr. McClerren testified that IBT is receiving 
substantially less directory revenues per access line than the 
other four Ameritech Operating companies; did not seek to increase 
its revenues from directory operations during negotiations in spite 
of a 68% increase in AM-DON's gross revenues from 1984 to 1989; and 
abrogated its potential bargaining leverage by allowing Ameritech 
to guarantee to Donnelley that Illinois Bell would exercise its 
exclusive option to renew the 1984 Directory Agreement. 

Mr. McClerren maintains that Donnelley was concerned with the 
possibility of having to compete with a local telephone company and 
that Illinois Bell therefore should have capitalized on this 
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concern and have sought to increase the payment it \4as entitled to 
under the 1984 Directory Agreement. He says that it is clear that 
the non-regulated income of API, or more appropriately Ameritech, 
has benefited from the AM-DON and DonTech agreements [at the expense 
of the regulated income of IBT, i 

Mr, McClerren offers two methods for calculating his proposed 
$51 million directory revenue imputation. Under the[ first method, 
he derives the ratiq of Illinois Bell's 1984 directory revenue ($75 
million) to 1984 gross directory billings ($207,37 million), and 
then applies this ratio (36,2%) to gross directory billings for 
1989 ($348,24 million). The result ($126,06 million), less the 
guaranteed, fixed ajmount approved by the Commissiori and actually 
received by the Company ($75 million), is the $51 million that Mr, 
McClerren proposes to add to test period revenues. Under his 
second method, Mr. l(cClerren relies upon Illinois Bell's Directory 
Task Force Report's comparison of 1991 directory revenue per access 
line for Illinois Bell and the other four Ameritech Operating 
Companies. Mr. McClerren multiplies the difference between the 
amount Illinois Bell received and the average amount that the other 
Ameritech Operating! Companies received by the number of access 
lines in Illinois Bell's service territory. This calculation also 
produces approximately $51 million, 

Illinois Bell isubmitted the testimony of two [ witnesses in 
response to Staff's;proposed imputation: Messrs. Geprge R. (Bob) 
Willenborg and Efrem Sigel. Mr. Willenborg testified that the 
directory revenues that Staff seeks to impute to Illilnois Bell are 
derived almost exclusively from Yellow Pages operatiohs — the only 
significant source of revenues to Donnelley, API, AM-^ON or DonTech 
in the context of the Directory Agreement. He notefe that, while 
the directory relationship falls within Commission serutiny as an 
affiliate relationship, the directory affiliates themielves are not 
regulated. Mr. Willenborg argues that Yellow Pages are not a 
regulated service, have never been provided by Illinpis Bell, and 
thus imputation is inappropriate. 

Mr. Willenborg described the history of Yellow PaWes directory 
publishing in Illineis Bell's service territory. Donnelley has 
been the exclusive publisher of Yellow Pages directories for over 
70 years. As publisher, Donnelley has owned the content of and has 
held the copyright to the Yellow Pages directories,[and owns and 
maintains all advertising records and customer cbntacts. In 
contrast, Illinois Bell never has owned or controlled[ Yellow Pages 
assets or the revenues that are derived from them.] Rather, it 
always has been in the position of providing certain]products and 
services (listing information, billing and collecticin, data base 
functions, and the right to co-bind the Yellow Pages wflth the White 
Pages) to Donnelley, AM-DON or DonTech for compensatioh pursuant to 
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written directory agreements approved by the Commission, 
Historically, and under the current Directory Agreement, only the 
net amounts received by Illinois Bell for services rendered and 
products delivered, after covering directory expenses has been 
taken into consideration, have been used by the Commission in 
determining the Company's intrastate rates. 

Mr, Willenborg maintains that the Staff's proposal is 
foreclosed by the Commission's approval of the 1984 Directory 
Agreement, He argues that the fixed $75 million-plus payment to 
Illinois Bell was found by the Commission to be in the public 
interest regardless of the Yellow Pages profits or losses that 
ultimately might materialize t o r Donnelley and API. 

Mr, Willenborg also suggests that staff's calculations are 
flawed. In his opinion, applying the 1984 ratio of directory 
revenue to gross directory billing, to the 1989 gross directory 
billings, utilizes inappropriate time frames and data. He believes 
that Mr, McClerren should have used 1986 (the first full year that 
the Directory Agreement was in effect) as a starting point. 
Moreover, Mr, Willenborg argues that Mr, McClerren's calculations 
make no provision for cost increases that have occurred since the 
mid-80s: the use of gross directory billing figures in the ratio 
calculation captures increases in sales but does not reflect 
changes in costs avoided by Illinois Bell or incurred by its 
affiliates. In addition, Mr. Willenborg notes that virtually none 
of the data Mr. McClerren relied upon comes within the September 1, 
1991 through August 31, 1992 test year at issue in this docket, 

Mr. Willenborg also disputes Mr, McClerren's second method of 
comparing Illinois Bell's 1991 directory revenue per access line to 
the average directory revenue per access line obtained in 1991 by 
the other four Ameritech Operating Companies, Mr, Willenborg 
suggests that the situation in Illinois is quite different from 
that prevailing in the other Ameritech states, where the telephone 
operating companies historically had been the Yellow Pages 
publisher. They owned the content of and held the copyright to the 
directories, and handled Yellow Pages advertiser contacts. This is 
not the case in Illinois, For these reasons. Yellow Pages 
historically have provided a larger subsidy supporting local rates 
in the other four states. In Mr, Willenborg's opinion, the unique 
circumstances in Illinois fully account for the difference in 
directory revenues per access line identified by Mr, McClerren, 

Mr. Willenborg disagrees with Mr, McClerren's claim that 
Ameritech bargained away valuable benefits (in the form of the 
option to renew) belonging to Illinois Bell during the course of 
the 1990 DonTech negotiations by guaranteeing to Donnelley that 
Illinois Bell would exercise the option. Mr. Willenborg points to 
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his and Mr. Sigel's testimony that the "value" that can be placed 
on the option is de| minimus, given the downturn in tjie Yellow Pages 
marketplace, Evert more importantly, Mr. Wi 1 lenboirg argues, the 
Ameritech guarantee was given at the end of negotiations, in a 
pro-forma manner, after all of the other provisions fead been agreed 
upon. Q?hus, Mr - Willenborg states, the guarantee was not a 
significant element of the deliberations. In addition, he points 
out that Illinois 3ell formed a Directory Task Force that studied 
Illinois Bell's [directory situation. Utiliiing industry 
comparisons, the Task Force independently determine^ the value of 
the Directory Agreement and recommended that the Company should 
continue in its current arrangement. He has testified that the 
Ameritech guarantee! relating to the option was not at all a factor 
in Illinois Bell's decision to renew the Agreement.! 

i [ 
Mr. Sigel described the Yellow Pages marketplac^ as it existed 

in 1984 and 1990 asiwell as the outlook for the 199(is. He stated 
that in 1984 the Yellow Pages market was perceived as a growth 
field, but by 1990 growth had slowed considerably arfd a number of 
new ventures had faiiled. Mr. Sigel said that he ^pects future 
growth to be in line with the national economy, although there is 
a significant possibility that Yellow Pages advertisiiiig will weaken 
further due to inter-media competition and the effecks of several 
recent court decisions in antitrust and copyright law, which have 
been adverse to the itelephone companies. 

In its opening ; brief, Staff offers several responses to the 
Illinois Bell positions set forth above. First, Staff argues that 
Commission approval of the 1984 Directory Agreement does not 
relieve the Company of its responsibility for reviewing and 
renegotiating a contriact when circumstances change dramatically, as 
Staff says they had; by 1990. Second, Staff arguefe that IBT's 
position that the services it renders to the directory operations 
are not worth the $75; million it receives annually ignOres the fact 
that API's responsibilities did not change from 1984 [to 1989, yet 
API's net income increased 83% from $36.8 million in 1986 to $67,4 
million in 1989. Third, Staff maintains that the Directory Task 
Force Report was not ian analytical management tool but rather was 
a justification fot a decision made in the 1^90 DonTech 
negotiations. In this regard. Staff points to thfe fact that 
Ameritech already had!guaranteed Donnelley that Illinois Bell would 
exercise its option; that the Report was flawed in that it omitted 
discussions of jurisdictions that impute directory ]f-evenues and 
included data on a company that is not comparable to Iljlinois Bell; 
that the Task Force did not test the marketplace to determine if 
other firms were interested in jointly producing a directory; that 
Illinois Bell did noti research important data such as 
services provided by; API; that the Task Force was 

the cost of 
convened in 

response to a recommentJation in the Reconnaissance Management Audit 
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rather than established of the Company's own volition; and that the 
Task Force did not allot itself enough time to reach a meaningful 
result. Staff contends that IBT's exclusion from the 1990 
negotiations, even though Ameritech bartered for API with IBT's 
exclusive option to extend the agreement, is a compelling example 
of Ameritech's preference for API's non-regulated revenues over 
IBT's regulated revenues. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

The commission rejects Staff's imputation of $51 million to 
Illinois Bell's test year revenues. As we understand it. Staff's 
position is essentially that the historical increase in directory 
revenues created a duty on the part of 111inois Bell to either 
renegotiate the terms of the Directory Agreement when DonTech 
replaced AM-DON in 1990, or refuse to exercise its option to extend 
the term of the Agreement in 1993 unless a greater proportion of 
total directory revenues could be obtained to the benefit of 
regulated operations. For a variety of reasons, we find Staff's 
argument unpersuasive. 

First, we are troubled by Staff's failure to cite any legal 
authority or precedent for the existence of the duty they assert 
exists or for the Commission's authority to impute for the benefit 
of regulated operations, income earned by unregulated entities 
through unregulated activities. The only authority Staff cites for 
its proposal is Section 7-101 of the Act, To paraphrase. Section 
7-101(2) provides that the Commission shall have jurisdiction over 
affiliated interests having transactions with public utilities to 
the extent of access to all accounts and records of af f i1iated 
interests relating to such transactions, and shall have authority 
to the extent of requiring affi1iated interests to file reports 
with respect to the transactions. Section 7-101(3) requires the 
utility to submit contracts with an affiliated interest to the 
Commission for approval, and the Commission can condition its 
approval in such manner as it may deem necessary to safeguard the 
public interest. Section 7-101 does not confer authority on the 
Commission to reallocate revenues from an affiliated interest to a 
regulated entity. 

In Docket 84-0359, the Commission applied the public interest 
standard of Section 7-101 and, consistent with the recommendation 
of Staff, approved the 1984 Agreement. The Commission specifically 
stated that it "recognizes that the $75 million figure was not 
based on a historical trend but on negotiation which, from Illinois 
Bell's perspective, was designed to achieve the highest guaranteed 
annual amount." (Order, p, 3) Despite this. Staff's desire to 
reopen consideration of the already approved contract is 
essentially motivated by a hindsight review of an historical trend 
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- the divergence oVer time of the relative shares[ of directory 
revenues between APJE and Illinois Bell. The Order ];in Docket 84-
0359 explicitly notfed that the Company had an excliisive right to 
extend the term of i the 1984 Agreement, but we did not require 
resubmission of the; contract for evaluation in thej event it was 
renewed. 

! 
I 

We particularly note that Staff apparently does ifiot argue that 
the Company's decision to extend the contract was improper, but 
only that Illinois ^ell failed to extract sufficient compensation 
for doing so. We dp not believe that the decision to extend the 
contract is a separable issue from the use of the option to renew 
as a bargaining advantage. In other words, although ]ian option may 
present a tactical opportunity, one cannot value th0 option apart 
from a consideration! of the entire set of circumstances surrounding 
the decision to renew. Staff has selectively isolated one element 
of the directory relationships, and attributed to it[ a commercial 
value which is not supported by, indeed appears to be wholly 
unrelated to, any reasonable attempt to present or properly assess 
the complex factors underlying any business transact[ion. 

For example. Staff criticizes Illinois Bell's decision-making 
process with respect to such matters as the independence of the 
Task Force, certain palculations in the Task Force Report, and the 
length of "the Task (Force deliberations. These assertions would 
certainly be highly relevant if it had been alleged that extension 
of the contract wasi improper, but that is not Staff's argument. 
Moreover, we find Credible Mr. Willenborg's testijiipny that the 
Ameritech guarantee was developed at the end of negotiations after 
all the dollar issues and responsibilities had been worked out, and 
that Donnelley wanted the guarantee simply because it wanted 
assurances that Ameritech would not direct Illinois BpH to refuse 
to renew the Agreement as a device to undo the DonTech[ partnership. 
Mr, Willenborg, who! chaired the Task Force, testified that IBT 
independently determined the value of the Directory Agi^eement and 
independently elected to extend that agreement through the end of 
1999, and that the Ameritech guarantee was not a factor in the 
decision to renew, i We have reviewed the Task Force Report and 
conclude that it constitutes a comprehensive anp bona fide 
evaluation of relevant business considerations, i This is in 
contrast to Staff, which presented no evaluation whatsoever of the 
options available to ithe Company in the event the Agreement was not 
extended, The Company's testimonial and documentery evidence 
outweighs Staff's Allegations which are unsupported by the 
evidence. | 

As noted above the Commission was fully aware of, and 
specifically approved, the existing arrangement wherebV directories 
are provided through!a multiple entity partnership, with Illinois 
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Bell compensated for the customer listing information and for the 
billing and collection services it provides. Staff makes no 
argument that the value of those services is now $51 million more 
than it was in 1984; nor, assuming that such considerations would 
be appropriate, does Staff make any attempt to value the services 
provided by any of the partnership entities. Staff merely cites 
the history of increased revenues from directories and without 
citing any legal authority for the proposition, maintains that 
Illinois Bell is entitled to a larger share of those revenues. 

It is undisputed that IBT does not own or control directory 
assets or the revenues derived from them, and that this situation 
is unique to Illinois. Staff acknowledges the fact but dismisses 
it with the assertion that it does not fully explain the difference 
in directory revenues per access 1 ine between 111ino is Bel 1 and 
other Ameritech Operating Companies. Nevertheless, Staff makes no 
attempt to quantify what part of the difference it does explain. 

Finally, the Commission finds wholly unpersuasive Staff's 
contention that Illinois Bell, by enterring the 1990 negotiations 
between API and Donnelly, or by forcing renegotiation of the 
Agreement in 1993, could have extracted an additional $51 million 
in revenues solely in exchange for extending the agreement. That 
determination could be made only after analyzing the legal and 
economic environment at the time of the decision(s), the strengths 
and weaknesses of the various parties' bargaining positions, and 
the resulting array of contractual benefits, risks, and 
responsibilities. That is, again, an analysis that the staff did 
not undertake. 

In conclusion, the evidence does not support an adjustment to 
Illinois Bell's revenues in connection with its directory 
relationships, and the magnitude of Staff's proposed financial 
penalty - over a quarter of a billion dollars in revenue 
requirement over five years - is particularly unfounded, 

B, Interest Synchronization 

Staff and CUB/Cook contend that IBT's test-year income taxes 
should be adjusted in order to reflect the synchronized levels of 
interest costs associated with its rate base. Staff witness 
Thomas Q, Smith stated that tax benefits which accrue to customers 
should be based on the interest expense included in IBT's revenue 
requirement, not on its actual interest expense. He testified that 
tax savings generated by the interest deduction component of the 
revenue requirement should accrue to the utility's customers 
because they are responsible for meeting the Company's revenue 
requirement. He reasoned that the tax benefits of the interest 
deduction component should be based upon the product of the 
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Company's rate base and its weighted cost of debtt However, he 
testified that any interest synchronization adjustnient would have 
to be revised in light of the rate base and weighted cost of debt 
determined by the bommission in this proceeding. 

CUB/Cook similarly claim that it is important to synchronize 
interest because ! deductible interest expense is a primary 
determinant of incoine tax expense. CUB witness Brosich argued that 
ratepayers should receive an income tax expense reduction keyed to 
the level of interest expense that they are asked to reimburse 
through the ratemaking formula, specifically the weighted cost of 
capital times the rate base. 

IBT witness > Goens criticized the proposed interest 
synchronization and[characterized it as speculative in nature. He 
explained that the fixed point in time chosen for defining the rate 
base and capital structure for purposes of interest si^nchronization 
does not yield the true yearly interest payment needed to support 
the rate base. Therefore, he proposed that actual interest costs 
be used since they ^xe available and represent the afctual expense 
amount incurred during the test year. i 

The Commissioniaccepts the adjustment proposed! by the staff 
and CUB/Cook. The i Commission consistently has riiled that the 
interest deduction t'lax benefits that accrue to customers should be 
based on the interest expense that is included in a utility's cost 
of debt component ofi the capital structure. 

C. Leveraged! Employee Stock Ownership Plan 

Staff witness Sihith proposed a $5.6 million adjubtment (on a 
grossed-up basis, lising Staff' s conversion factor) to reduce 
Illinois Bell' s federal and state tax expense bectause of the 
deductions earned by Ameritech and the dividends it paid to the 
Ameritech Leveraged Ejinployee Stock Ownership Plan ("LEBOP") . In his 
analysis, Mr. Smith nbted that Illinois Bell's equity :f.ndirectly is 
supported by a portion of Ameritech's equity, and Il]|inois Bell's 
customers therefore pay a return on a portion of] Ameritech's 
equity. Accordingly^ he reasoned that those customerjis earned tax 
savings generated byithat return. 

Company witness [Goens responded that tax savings 
related to the Ameritech LESOP should be treated 
consistent with the [underlying transactions giving 
savings or expense. Mr. Goens contended that dividend 
allocated Ameritech Shares held in the LESOP trust 
Ameritech and thus anV resulting tax savings should b4 retained by 
Ameritech rather than transfered to ratepayers. In its Initial 
Brief, the Company further contends that Ameritech investors 

or expenses 
in a manner 
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expect Ameritech's management to deploy capital in growth 
opportunities that will maximize the shareholders' equity value. 
Capital deployment decisions made by Ameritech are based on sound 
financial principles and directed toward regulated and unregulated 
activities. Dividends that are paid out of the net earnings belong 
to investors, as do any tax savings accruing from the LESOP. 

The Commission agrees with the Company that tax savings or 
expenses related to the LESOP are treated most properly in a manner 
consistent with the underlying transaction. In this case, the 
underlying transaction consists of dividend payments on Ameritech 
shares held in the LESOP trust; accordingly, any resulting tax 
savings are not properly the basis for a ratemaking adjustment to 
Illinois Bell's federal tax expense. Instead, any tax savings 
should be retained by Ameritech and its shareholders. 

D. Charitable Contributions 

Both CUB/Cook and Staff made proposals with respect to the 
Company's charitable contributions ("contributions") expense. On 
behalf of CUB, Mr. Brosch proposed that none of the Company' s 
contributions expense should be recognized by the Commission. 
Alternatively, he proposed that Illinois Bell's allowed 
contributions should be limited to a percentage based on 
Ameritech's non-regulated companies' contributions. 

Staff witness Mark A. Burchyett recommended a $178,000 
decrease in contributions for the test-year operating expense. He 
stated that the level proposed by the Company for the test year 
($5,101,000) was not representative of the Company's normal yearly 
expense for contributions. He normalized the contributions by 
using IBT's 1992 actual contributions because he felt that they 
reflected the current contributions expense of the Company more 
accurately. 

Mr, Burchyett also recommended a $33,000 reduction in 
contributions allocated to the Company from affiliates Ameritech 
Corporate ("AIT") and Ameritech Services ("ASI") for the amount 
donated to out-of-state organizations. He noted that the Company's 
^ Guide to Giving' states that the Company should "donate to 
organizations that directly benefit the communities in our service 
territory." He concluded that the Company had not authorized these 
out-of-state contributions and, therefore, the Illinois ratepayers 
should not have these expenses embedded in their rates. 

Company witness Goens responded to CUB/Cook's total 
disallowance recommendation hy pointing out that it is inconsistent 
with the intent of Section 9-227 of the Act. With respect to Mr. 
Brosch's alternative recommendation that would limit Illinois 
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Goens pointed Bell's allowed contributions to a lower level, Mr.; 
out that the Company has established that its. test year 
contributions are i reasonable when compared to tihose of other 
corporations, IBT's .contributions represent 0.95% ]of its pre-tax 
income, compared to a national average of 1.97%, i 

With respect to Mr, Burchyett's recommendation that the test 
year contribution ilevel be supplanted by the corrtesponding (but 
lower) calendar year 1992 level, Mr. Goens commented that Mr. 
Burchyett had agreed that IBT's contributions were î easonable when 
compared to thosei of other companies. With respect to Mr. 
Burchyett's recominended adjustment because of! out-of-state 
donations made by iAIT and ASI, Mr. Goens pointed out that IBT 
representatives meet regularly with their counterparts at these 
affiliated companies in order to discuss charitable [contributions. 
He further pointed out that since it is acceptably for Illinois 
Bell to make contributions to organizations outsidcĵ  of the state, 
it also should be acceptable to have these types of donations 
allocated to Illinois Bell by these affiliates. i 

The record indicates that Illinois BellN charitable 
contributions are reasonable in amount — especially when compared 
to those of other companies. Full recovery of thes^ contributions 
is consistent with the Act and with our prior Orderj, There is no 
legal basis for the Commission to adopt Staff's recpmmendation to 
disallow out-of-state contributions by Ameritech i and Ameritech 
Services. Accordihgly, the Commission hereby rejects Staff's and 
CUB'S proposed adji^stments, ] 

E. Advertis|ing and Promotion 

IBT included $477,000 of advertising expenses ^n its revenue 
requirement, Staff iwitness Ms. Maria Slattery and CUB/Cook witness 
Brosch proposed parallel adjustments of $378,QOO to IBT's 
intrastate advertising expense. Specifically, Ms, Slattery and Mr, 
Brosch both propose eliminating all costs containjed in Account 
6722,5, which represents IBT corporate advertising that is not 
assigned to a specific market segment, 

Ms. Slattery concluded that these costs should be excluded 
from test year expense, since their purpose is tp promote the 
corporate image and goodwill of the Company and because Section 
295.10 of 83 111. Adm. Code Part 295 indicates thatf promotional, 
political or goodwill advertising should not be ihcluded as an 
operating expense in the test year. 

Mr. Brosch testified that the expense incl\ided for this 
advertising in AccOunt 6722 did not promote any [ specific IBT 
service and therefore did not provide a tangible fclenefit to the 

-102-



92-0448/93-0239 Consol, 
H, E. Proposed Order 

Company's customers, He further claimed that these ads are 
designed to enhance the public image and perception of Ameritech 
and its subsidiaries and therefore do not directly increase the 
sales of any of its services. 

Illinois Bell witness Ray Lewis testified that Illinois Bell's 
advertising expense drives $2 to $3 in additional revenues for 
every $1 spent on advertising. With respect to Ameritech Corporate 
advertising expense, Mr, Lewis and fellow IBT witness Willenborg 
explained how it benefits Illinois Bell. Such advertising presents 
case histories of how Ameritech companies such as Illinois Bell 
have been able to solve complex communications challenges for their 
customers, Mr, Willenborg also explained that- all of Illinois 
Bell's more complex communications products currently are branded 
with the Ameritech name, at the same time generating usage revenues 
that are collected by the Company. He further explained that, in 
the future, all Illinois Bell products will be offered under the 
Ameritech name. Finally, he discussed the benefits that the 
Company derives from the Ameritech Senior Open because it provides 
a major marketing forum for contact with large customers that, for 
example, resulted in the signing of a $20 million contract. 

With respect to Illinois Bell's corporate advertising, IBT 
witness Goens argued that Staff's recommended disallowance based on 
rules for electric and gas utilities is misplaced because, by their 
terms, these rules do not apply to telecommunications carriers. He 
also criticized Mr. Brosch's recommended disallowance for IBT's 
corporate advertising based on the Docket 89-0033 Order on Remand, 
and pointed out that the Order on Remand disallowed only certain 
Ameritech (but not Illinois Bell) corporate advertising expense. 

The Commission accepts the adjustments of Staff and CUB/Cook. 
Whether or not Section 295,10 of 83 111. Adm. Code Part 295 applies 
to Illinois Bell, it is within this Commission's discretion to 
apply the standard from this section to any type of utility. The 
Commission agrees with Staff and CUB/Cook that the purpose of the 
advertising in question is to promote the Company's corporate image 
and goodwill. Accordingly, the Commission does not find this 
advertising to be a reasonable expense for the ratepayers to bear. 

F, Payroll 

Illinois Bell witnesses discussed several plans that impact 
its management and non-management headcount. The first is the 
Company's management workforce resizing program; the second is the 
Company's non-management Supplemental Income Protection Plan 
("SIPP"); and the third is the management force reduction announced 
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by Ameritech on August 20, 1993. The Company proposes to amortize 
these expenses over ja three-year period and include t^e unamortized 
portion in rate bas^. 

CUB\Cook witness Brosch testified that IBT Should not be 
allowed to amortize these expenses and he î ecommended a 
disallowance of thei full $9.9 million rate base amoent associated 
with the Company's workforce resizing programs, Aceording to Mr. 
Brosch, because IBT stockho Iders have been saving so much in 
payroll and overhead costs since the end of the test year, it 
appears that IBT's! claimed one-time severance arid other SIPP 
program costs would be exceeded by what the stockholders have saved 
due to the Company's reduction of more than 2000 eir̂ ployees since 
the test year endedi ! 

Essentially, Mr. Brosch claims that in IBT's Idist rate case, 
rates were set that recover costs for 2000 employees that no longer 
work for the Company. Therefore, contends Mr, f Brosch, IBT 
continues to collect rates reflecting the payroll cOsts for those 
employees, but is hot experiencing this payroll expense, Mr, 
Brosch recommends that IBT not be allowed to include [severance and 
separation costs in this rate case, since they haVe been "over 
profiting" from notihaving these employees on the payroll in the 
first place. 

Staff witness Garret Gorniak contends that expanses for the 
SIPP and the management work force resizing prograW which were 
implemented in August 1993 should not be amortized over the 
Company's suggested! three-year period. He opined that the 
amortization period Ishould be five years in order to prevent the 
Company from recovering significantly more than the actual cost of 
its workforce resizing programs, in addition, 
testified that the uhamortized portion of these costs 

Mr. Gorniak 
(referred to 

by the parties as "buyout" costs) should not be indluded in the 
Company's rate baseL Mr, Gorniak reasoned that buyout costs 
related to the Company's workforce resizing prograim should be 
shared by ratepayers! and shareholders. He further reasoned that 
ratepayers will share the cost of the buyout throughi their rates 
(which are based upon the costs of the Company's seirvices) while 
shareholders will share the buyout costs through the lost time 
value of the costs that are amortized. ] 

The effect of Staff's proposed adjustment for the SIPP is a 
reduction of $891,000, which can be derived from Staff's exhibits. 
The Company has accepted Staff's buyout expense of[ $9,247,000. 
Amortization of this amount over three years woufLd yield an 
intrastate expense of $2,228,000 versus Staff's expense for a five-
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year amortization period of $1,337,000, The difference is staff's 
adjustment which reduces IBT's test year expense for this category 
by $891,000, 

The effect of Staff's proposed adjustment on expense for the 
management work force resizing from October 1992 is a reduction of 
$1,333,000. The effect of Staff's proposed adjustment for the 
management work force resizing program in August 1993 is a 
reduction of $750,000, The effect on expense for the ASI Resizing 
in August 1993 is a reduction of $431,000. 

IBT witness Goens responded that the Company's proposed three-
year amortization period comports with past Commission practice 
relating to similar amounts such as rate case expense and therefore 
should be adopted. Furthermore, he criticized Staff's proposal not 
to include in rate base the unamortized balance for the Company's 
workforce resizing programs. He asserted that Staff's proposal 
constitutes a sharing mechanism that is both novel and unsupported, 
Mr, Goens contended that, in fact, the cost associated with 
workforce resizing already is shared by shareholders because they 
are not able to recover all the expended funds in the test period. 
He explained this absence of immediate recovery represents a lost 
opportunity cost on funds that could be spent elsewhere. 
Therefore, Mr, Goens argued that the unamortized portion should be 
part of the rate base in order to compensate for this lost 
opportunity cost. He pointed out that his proposed inclusion of 
these costs in the rate base is consistent with the treatment of 
unamortized costs in previous cases, such as Docket 89-0033, Order 
on Remand. 

The Commission is of the opinion that CUB\Cook's adjustment 
must be accepted. The Commission cannot allow material non­
recurring expenses to be included in setting initial rates for an 
alternative regulation plan. The starting point in such a plan is 
crucial. Including a material non-recurring item at the beginning 
of the plan could lead to the Company recovering this amount 
indefinitely. The Commission cannot allow this. 

In light of the fact that IBT has recovered the costs of these 
plans through payroll reductions that have occurred since its last 
rate case, the Commission is of the opinion that IBT will not be 
harmed by accepting CUB\Cook's adjustment. The Commission thus 
concludes that these expenses must not be incorporated in setting 
a starting point for an alternative regulation plan. The 
Commission rejects Staff's arguments that accepting such an 
adjustment constitutes single issue ratemaking. This argument 
might have merit in a normal rate case, but it does not apply here 
in light of the different concerns that the Commission faces in 
this docket. 
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G. State income Tax Rate 

In his direct testimony. Staff witness Smith rajised the issue 
of whether IBT's state income tax expense should be calculated 
based on the statutory rate or on the unitary rate,^ He testified 
that IBT's test year state tax expense was not "reflective of a 
normal ongoing level of operations" and noted that application of 
the Company's mosti recently known unitary tax rate yields an 
expense based on Illinois law and he advocated the ePPii<^ation of 
the most recent known rate. 

During rebuttal IBT witness Goens criticized. Mr. Smith's 
calculation of the state unitary tax rate. Mr. Goer̂ s argued that 
Mr Smith: (1) had not removed the prior period adjfustments from 
either the taxable income or the state income[ tax expense 
corresponding to the 1991 calendar year when calculating the 
unitary rate; (2) ha<S omitted the "flow-through" of deferred income 
taxes in his calculations; and (3) had erred because his use of the 
unitary rate yields j a different amount than use of the statutory 
rate. i 

Mr, Smith, in countering these arguments, testifî ed that prior 
period items were reflected properly in his calculatijons. He also 
noted that the state income tax expense, that he i used in his 
calculations, was prpvided by the Company for comparison with its 
1991 taxable income ̂ hown on the tax return. He concluded that any 
items which applied ito a period other than 1991 shotild have been 
removed and averred that if items for other years were included, it 
was also logical that comparable 1991 items were excluded. He 
noted that even if the specific items were not exact̂ , they still 
reflected one full year as reported to the Illinois Department of 
Revenue. He also noted the fact that IBT offered nq alternative 
calculation. i 

He concurred with Mr. Goens' assertion that Sta^f had failed 
to add back the flow-through of deferred income taxes properly. In 
recalculating his uniitary tax adjustment, Mr. Smith corrected the 
flow-through error. 

He also agreed with Mr. Goens' assertion that thb: unitary and 
statutory rates are dlifferent. However, Mr. Smith noted that tax 
liability in the State of Illinois was not only the result of the 
statutory rate but also the result of factors such as property, 
wages and sales. He reasoned that since these factor^ measure an 
entity's activities in Illinois relative to its activities outside 
of Illinois, taxable; income adjusted for these faptors would 
determine an entity's tax liability in compliance with Illinois 
law. He concluded ithat application of the unitaî y rate was 
appropriate because it reflected IBT's actual tax lialpility, 
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The Commission rejects Staff's adjustment, The Commission 
agrees with IBT that use of the test year unitary rate is more 
appropriate than Mr. Smith's use of the 1991 rate. 

H, State Unitary Tax Rate 

Mr, Smith calculated a 6,27% unitary tax rate for Illinois 
Bell, resulting in a proposed decrease of the Company's state tax 
expense by approximately $1,2 million on a grossed-up basis, using 
Staff's conversion factor. He contended that Illinois Bell's test 
year state tax expense did not reflect normal ongoing levels of 
operation. He further contended that the use of his proposed 
unitary rate was appropriate because it reflected Illinois Bell's 
actual tax liability. While Mr. Smith concurred with the Company 
that the unitary and statutory tax rates are different, he reasoned 
that the Company's tax liability is not only the result of the 
Company's statutory rate but also the result of other factors, such 
as property, wages, and sales. He argued that taxable income 
adjusted for these factors accurately determines an entity's tax 
liability in compliance with Illinois law, and therefore use of the 
unitary rate is appropriate. 

Illinois Bell witness Goens agreed with Mr. Smith that the 
Company's tax liability in Illinois is a result not only of the 
statutory rate but also property, wage, and sales factors. 
However, Mr. Goens contended that, based upon these factors, the 
calculated rate for the test period is 7.18%, unlike the rate Mr. 
Smith calculated using 1991 data. Mr. Goens criticized Mr. Smith's 
calculations for not removing adjustments from either the taxable 
income or state income tax amounts that were booked during calendar 
year 1991 but which correspond to prior periods. 

The Commission finds that the Company's calculated 7.18% tax 
rate for the test period accurately reflects the Company's 
effective income tax for the Company's ongoing level of operations. 
The Commission observes that Mr, Smith's proposed unitary tax rate 
of 6,27% is flawed because it includes transactions applicable to 
prior periods and therefore calculates a hypothetical tax expense 
and tax rate based on out-of-period data. Accordingly, the 
Commission will adopt the Company's calculated rate for the test 
period, 

I. Life Line Link-Up Expense 

Staff witness Burchyett recommended that unrecovered Life Line 
Link-Up expenses be disallowed from test-year operating expenses. 
Staff s proposed adjustment, if adopted, would reduce test-year 
expense by approximately $954,000 on a grossed-up basis using 
Staff's conversion factor. 
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In support of ihis proposed disallowance, Mr, BnUrchyett noted 
that these expenses were incurred during the peribd of December 
1989 through February 1991, and therefore were i out-of-period 
expenses which should not be allowed. He conteinded that the 
Company had deferred these expenses without Commiseion approval, 
referencing a letter dated June 17, 1992, from the Commission's 
Director of Accounting which denied approval of deferired accounting 
treatment of these ! costs and suggested that the Company petition 
the Comanission for deferred treatment, Mr. Burchyett claimed that 
the Company has not responded to this letter in a timely fashion. 
He further testified that FASB 71, cited by the Company in support 
of its request to t^^^t Life Line Link-Up costs a^ a test year 
operating expense, floes not dictate to regulators h W these types 
of expenses should be treated. Rather, FASB 71 simplŷ  speaks to how 
regulated enterprises should account for ! regulators' 
authorizations, i 

In responding bn behalf of Illinois Bell, Mr. Gpens cited the 
response of the Staff' s former Director of Accoiinting to the 
Company's request fOr deferred accounting treatment[which stated: 
"If Illinois Bell Telephone Company wishes to obtain! approval for 
deferred accounting of these costs, it should file a]petition with 
the Commission seeking authority to defer these costs." Mr. Goens 
testified that the ihclusion of unrecovered Life Line[ Link-Up costs 
in its alternative! regulation plan filing constitutes such a 
petition. He cited to FASB 71 and asserted that thl-is. accounting 
r-ule-indi-cates that accountants and investors alike ejtpect recovery 
of Commission-orderbd assets and expenses. He contended that the 
Company has deferred Life Line Link-Up costs on the[ basis of the 
FASB 71 promise of recovery. Alternatively, he assetted that the 
Company is willing to accept a deferral and amortization of these 
unrecovered costs oVer a three-year period, with thte unamortized 
portion of these codts added to the rate base, \ 

As stated above; the Commission will not allow a Material non­
recurring expense toi be included in establishing a starting point 
in an alternative regulation plan. For the same reasons as stated 
hereinabove, the Coinmission accepts Staff's adjustment. IBT's 
argument that FASB 7l promises a recovery does not app[ly because of 
the different circumstances present in this docket, ! 

J, Membership Dues and Fees 

Staff witness BUrchyett recommended a $28,000 redkiction to the 
Company's dues and fees for the percentage of expenditures made to 
the United states Telephone Association ("USTî ") and the 
Taxpayer's Federatibn of Illinois for lobbying eaipenses. In 
addition, he recommehded an additional $35,000 reduqtion to dues 
and fees attributable to the reduction in employee levels through 
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November, 1993. He argued that as employee levels decrease, there 
should be a corresponding decrease in the reasonable level of 
expenditures for dues and fees. He claimed that the levels of dues 
and fees charged by Illinois Bell to operating expenses from 1988 
to 1992 had decreased approximately 16,5% while the number of 
employees over the same period of time had been reduced by 15.1%. 
Therefore, Mr. Burchyett argued there is a direct relationship 
between expenditures for dues and fees and the number of employees. 

Company witness Goens responded that Mr. Burchyett was 
mistaken in claiming that the level of the Company's membership 
expenses had declined. Mr. Goens testified that, in fact, the 
Company's records show that Company membership expenses increased 
from $714,000 in 1988 to $733,000 in 1992. Accordingly, no direct 
relationship exists between membership dues and fees on the one 
hand and a reduction in employee levels on the other hand. The 
premise underlying Mr. Burchyett's recommended adjustment therefore 
is not valid. 

The Commission finds that no relationship necessarily exists 
between the level of employees on the one hand and a reasonable 
level of membership dues and fees on the other hand, as 
demonstrated by Mr, Goens' testimony. While the Commission accepts 
Staff's proposed adjustment of $28,000 for lobbying expenses 
attributable to the USTA and the Taxpayer's Federation of Illinois, 
the Commission finds that Illinois Bell's dues and fees expense 
level otherwise is reasonable. 

K. Lobbying Expense 

CUB/Cook and Staff both propose adjustments to Illinois Bell's 
Lobbying/Government Relations expense levels. 

CUB witness Brosch reviewed the Company's job descriptions for 
Government Relations personnel and concluded that the entirety of 
functions outlined in these job descriptions was political in 
nature and, thus, he proposes that the entire expense — amounting 
to an additional $371,000 — be excluded from the Company's 
allowable test year expenses. He stated that IBT's definition of 
lobbying pursuant to Ameritech Accounting Rule Number 90-110 is too 
narrow and has the improper effect of retaining significant 
above-the-line costs incurred by Illinois Bell in furthering its 
political interests. 

Mr. Burchyett recommended that an $80,000 reduction to test 
year operating expenses for lobbying activities be made. He 
proposed adjustments to the total salaries of the Company's 
Government Relations Department as well as to the Department's 
operating expense. 
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In explaining the rationale for his proposed adjustment to the 
total salaries of the Government Relations Department, he testified 
that, in its response to Staff Data Request MAB 3.27, the Company 
had stated that thei basis for allocating the Government Relations 
Department's employee salaries included employee wages only and did 
not include benefits, team incentives, or merit awards. In his 
opinion, the allocation should be based on the total compensation 
of the employees; of the Government Relationsi Department, 
Therefore, he proposed to reduce test year operating expense by 
$68,000 for the allocation of those employees' total compensation. 

He also recomn̂ ended a $12,000 reduction for tl̂ at portion of 
the Government Relations Department's operating pxpense which 
should have been allocated to lobbying expense. [Mr. Burchyett 
reasoned that thei department's operating expense should be 
allocated to lobbying expense in proportion to the ]time spent on 
lobbying by that department. i 

In response to Mr. Brosch's proposed adjustment, Mr. Goens 
contended that Mr- Brosch is attempting to expand the[ definition of 
lobbying set forth in Section 9-224 of the Act, Mr.iGoens pointed 
out that, upon cros:̂  examination, Mr. Brosch expansiyely testified 
that lobbying expenses should include "all activities undertaken 
for the purpose of directly or indirectly influencing the 
legislative process] of state and local governments^. Mr, Goens 
argued that this view of lobbying goes far beyond theiSection 9-224 
definition, i 

Mr. Goens further testified that Illinois Bell hps made a good 
faith effort to record all lobbying expenses as |non-operating 
expenses, booking ,63% of its Government Relations Department 
expenses to a belowHthe-line lobbying account in the]test year, in 
contrast to the 35% allocation reflected in the Ordeî - on Remand in 
Docket 89-0033, He pointed out that Government Relations personnel 
do far more than just attempting to influence the passage of 
legislation as outlined in the Lobbyist Registratioh Act. These 
employees also attempt to expedite resolution of constituent 
complaints and becpme involved in the resolutioe of workers 
compensation and union issues, Mr, Goens pointed out that these 
expenses clearly heve nothing to do with lobbying. He also 
responded to Mr. Burchyett's proposed adjustment,i noting that 
actual lobbying expenses include expenses for employee salary 
benefits of the type Mr, Burchyett discussed. Specifically, he 
testified that such iexpenses (in the amount of $58,5i07) have been 
included in Account 7370,6, and are comparable tĉ  the $68,000 
estimate provided by Mr, Burchyett. 

The Commission accepts Staff's adjustments. We iĝ êe that the 
basis for allocating ithe Government Relations Department's employee 
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salaries should include their total compensation. In addition, we 
are of the opinion that Staff's allocation of the Government 
Relations Department's employee salaries is the most reasonable 
allocation. CUB/Cook's proposed allocation, however, is based upon 
a definition of lobbying that is inconsistent with 25 ILCS 170/1, 
et seg.. which is incorporated by reference in Section 9-224. 

L. Other Post Retirement r"OPEB") Expenses 

Illinois Bell witness Goens proposes that the Company be 
allowed to amortize its deferred Transition Benefit Obligation 
("TBO") relating to Statement of Financial Accounting Standards No. 
106 (SFAS 106) . This amortization is included in both operating 
expenses (discussed here) and rate base (discussed in that portion 
of this Order). He testified that the OPEB adjustment primarily 
represents the TBO portion of unfunded post-retirement employee 
benefits. On January 1, 1991, pursuant to an FCC order, the 
Company adopted SFAS 106, which requires an accounting change from 
the "pay-as-you-go" method to the accrual method of recording OPEB 
costs. Mr. Goens testified that the Company is amortizing the 
resulting TBO over an 18-year period, 

Mr, Goens further testified that by the end of 1993, IBT will 
have incurred three years of this TBO amortization. He states that 
the Company has deferred an amount equal to these three prior years 
of amortization and asks the Commission for permission to amortize 
this deferred amount over a five-year period beginning January 1, 
1994, The Company requests a definitive decision from the 
Commission regarding the recognition of this deferral, Mr, Goens 
notes that other state regulators have approved such treatment. 

Staff witness K. Allen Griffy testified that the amortization 
of the SFAS 106 TBO is a normal operating expense which should be 
recognized in the year incurred and, therefore, should not be 
deferred. He argued that the TBO amortization represents a change 
in operating expenses which is not reflected in rates and concluded 
that such changes in operating expenses represent out-of-period 
costs which are not recoverable by the Company, Staff therefore 
has proposed the removal of Illinois Bell's amortization of its 
deferred TBO relating to OPEBs from operating expenses for the test 
year, CUB witness Brosch raises essentially the same arguments. 

The Commission accepts the adjustment proffered by Staff and 
CUB/Cook, As stated previously in this Order, the starting point 
in an alternative regulation plan is critical. We will not allow 
IBT to amortize the OPEB TBO expenses incurred during the 1991 
through 1993 time period. These are out-of-period costs and their 
inclusion would distort the starting point of this alternative 
regulation plan, 
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M, SFAS 112 Expenses 

Mr, Goens testified that, effective January l,il992, Illinois 
Bell adopted the provisions of SFAS 112 which relate to certain 
post-employment benefits such as worker's compensation, disability, 
and health care continuation coverage, and which Require that a 
one-time charge be recorded in the year of adoption ito reflect the 
transition obligation related to the post-employment benefits. In 
order to avoid having the full impact of this extrfaordinary item 
recognized in wholp or in part in the test year ^ s a known and 
measurable change, illlinois Bell requests that the bne-time charge 
be amortized over a five-year period commencing Japuary 1, 1994. 
Mr. Goens notes that historically the Commission hae treated costs 
which it views as [extraordinary, such as rate case expenses and 
accrued compensate^ absences adopted with the Uniform System of 
Accounts ("USOA") through amortization, and that the Commission has 
supported the Company's efforts to adopt all new SFAS 
pronouncements since the implementation of the USOA, The company 
therefore has reflected expenses associated wit̂ i one year's 
amortization in the test year, Mr, Goens also r̂ otes that the 
Company had not requested the establishment of a deferred asset for 
the SFAS 112 expenses. 

Staff witness (?riffy and CUB witness Brosch both, disagree with 
the Company's proposal and have removed the amortifzation of the 
Company's transitioiji obligation relating to SFAS 112 
operating expense. , 

from test year 

In support of his position, Mr. Griffy argues that regulatory 
accounting should follow the guidelines of Generally Accepted 
Accounting Principles ("GAAP") whenever appropriatej. He reasons 
that since SFAS 112 i includes no provision for amortization of the 
transition obligation, conformity with GAAP requites that the 
Company's proposed i amortization be disallowed fc?r regulatory 
purposes. He also concludes that the Company's SFAS ̂ 12 transition 
obligation represents a non-recurring, one-time charge against 
operating income, and that since this obligatioh was not a 
regularly recurring! item, it should be excluded f^om test year 
operating expenses.• He also notes that the Commiesion has not 
always allowed amortization of non-recurring expenses and avers 
that non-recurring ê cpenses were removed from test yjear operating 
expenses but not amortized in several recent dockets J Finally, he 
recommends the disallowance of the Company's amortieation of the 
transition obligation relating to SFAS 112. Mr. Griffiy argues that 
SFAS 106, which relates to OPEB costs, differs fpom SFAS 112 
regarding the amorti]zation of transition obligations]. Therefore, 
adherence to GAAP reguires different regulatory treatment for the 
transition obligatiohs under the two separate FASB prpnouncements, 
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Mr, Brosch states that the proposed amortization is 
inappropriate because it constitutes single-issue and retroactive 
ratemaking, and because he has seen no evidence that the Company 
actually has suffered a significant adverse financial impact as a 
result of the one-time charge to earnings. 

For the same reasons stated in Section L above, the Commission 
accepts the adjustment of Staff and CUB/Cook, 

N, Ameritech Corporate and Ameritech Services Wage 
Differential 

staff has proposed adjustments concerning allegedly excessive 
wages paid to employees of Ameritech Corporate ("AIT") and 
Ameritech Service ("ASI") and allocated to Illinois Bell during the 
test period. Staff has analyzed the wages paid by these IBT 
affiliates to their employees in order to assess the reasonableness 
of those wage levels compared to the wages paid by Illinois Bell to 
its own employees. The wage studies also compare wages paid to 
former Illinois Bell employees who transferred to these IBT 
affiliates. 

Staff witness Norsworthy performed the study that referenced 
wages paid to former IBT employees who transferred to AIT, He 
concluded that there was no justification for salary increases on 
the basis of new duties, cost of living, or raises. Initially, he 
concluded that slightly over 6% of the wage costs incurred by AIT 
and charged to IBT during the test period were not accompanied by 
commensurate benefits. Subsequent revisions to the employee wage 
data included in the consultant's sample revised the excess wage 
ratio to 5,13%. 

IBT witness Willenborg argues that Staff's position serves to 
highlight how speculative and poorly thought out Staff's wage 
adjustments are. In addition, he stresses that Staff failed to 
consider, or consciously ignored, numerous important factors, Mr, 
Willenborg states that Mr, Norsworthy never properly took into 
account: different employee levels; how employees go through 
progression to reach a position rate; justification for raises 
given at the time of transfer; transfers into or out of the 
Illinois Bell Marketing Incentive Plan where a portion of the 
monthly salary is withheld; variances due to merit; differences in 
population mix; or the impact of consolidation efforts and a 
corporate-wide job evaluation process on promotions. 

Mr, Willenborg also argues that, if Staff's studies are 
adjusted to reflect all the factors that should be considered, the 
differences in pay levels between IBT, AIT and ASI are essentially 
zero. He notes that the published 1991 and 1992 wage schedules for 
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ASI and IBT employees are identical, and that there[are only minor 
differences at theilowest pay levels between the Cpmpany and AIT. 
He further states; that, when properly compared, [the promotion 
salary rate for employees transferred to ASI is no g:p-eater than the 
promotion salary rate at IBT. Mr. Willenborg believps that no wage 
disallowance is justified. 

i 
The Commission does not accept Staff's proposjed adjustments 

relating to AIT and! ASI wages. The record does not jjustify Staff's 
conclusion that the adjustments are necessary. The Commission 
agrees with IBT thjat Staff did not consider all ^f the factors 
involved in making wage level decisions. This !adjustment is 
speculative and, th|erefore, cannot be accepted, [ 

0. Ameritech Corporate Project Code 01 Expehses 

Staff Witness, Warinner proposes an adj ustmpnt to IBT's 
allocation of costs! to its Project Code 01 ("PCOl")i PCOl is the 
account to which AIT employees are to charge cost^ that are of 
benefit to all Ameriltech subsidiaries, but which cannot be assigned 
directly or allocated by some cost-causative methodr. PCOl costs 
are apportioned on a monthly basis to the subsidiaries through 
AIT'S general allocajtor which utilizes a three-month Roving average 
of the ratio of each subsidiary's operating expense^ to the total 
operating expenses Of all subsidiaries combined. 

Mr. War inner states that the problem with AIT's Exception time 
reporting system is that there is no documentation ofian employee's 
time unless it is reported as exception time. He testified that 
all costs billed by a nonregulated entity to a regulated affiliate 
should be supported! by a written record which wouid provide an 
appropriate source fbr review of the cost and its appp-icability to 
the regulated affili[ate. Without a written record, the regulated 
affiliate cannot determine the reasonableness of the bost or how it 
applies. Therefore,! he recommends that AIT replace its exception 
time reporting system with a positive time reportinb system. He 
goes on to recommend! that the Commission require that all charges 
to IBT from affiliates be supported by written recordp that can be 
reviewed for both reasonableness and appropriatenessi 

He concluded th^t AIT's cost allocation methodology does not 
allocate costs to AIT's corporate-related activities properly. In 
assessing AIT's methbdology for allocating costs to affiliates, he 
found that AIT's methodology inappropriately assumes ]that all AIT 
services and costs are performed on behalf of affiliates. During 
the test period, he ^ound that a protion of the total test period 
costs were incurred for corporate-related activities ]not properly 
allocable to affiliates. His analysis of the ]test period 
allocation of executive, accounting, internal audit, and other 
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corporate overhead costs indicates that little, if any, of these 
costs are allocated to AIT's nonregulated activities, thereby 
causing an over-allocation of costs to affiliates including IBT. 

He proposed an adjustment to reallocate PCOl costs to 
nonregulated activities within AIT, using an allocation methodology 
which AIT had used prior to implementing its new cost accounting 
and allocation system in 1988, 

On rebuttal and during cross-examination, Mr, Willenborg 
asserted that a disallowance of no more than $225,921 is 
appropriate. He notes that, although Mr, Warinner has proposed a 
$3,884,760 adjustment, he also has offered an alternative theory 
and calculation, reclassifying certain expenses and reducing the 
adjustment to $1,6 million. Mr, Willenborg further observed that 
the methodology Mr. War inner used to arrive at his proposed PCOl 
disallowance effectively allocates almost 43% of AIT's total costs 
to just four activities: Complete Card, New Ventures, Wireless, and 
Advertising and Promotions, The corollary of this presumption is 
that only 57% of AIT's efforts are devoted to the activities of its 
five wholly-owned telephone companies — with tens of billions in 
assets, and tens of thousands of employees — and its other 
operating units. In Mr, Willenborg's opinion, this conclusion 
underscores the unreasonableness of Staff's proposed disallowance, 

Mr, Willenborg stated that, based on his review of all 
activities that actually support AIT operations, approximately $6.9 
million should be categorized as "corporate operating costs." He 
believes that this figure is conservatively high. He also avers 
that it is most appropriate to allocate "corporate operating costs" 
using the same methodology (based on payroll costs) that is used to 
allocate "true overheads", such as PC98 costs. However, he comments 
that, even though Mr. Warinner concurs that "corporate operating 
costs" should be allocated in a manner similar to "true overheads" 
and even though Mr, Warinner has not in testimony or during cross 
examination criticized the payroll cost-based allocation used for 
"true overheads," he uses total costs inappropriately in his 
calculations. 

Staff disagrees with both the level and the efficacy of Mr, 
willenborg's review of "corporate operating costs". In its Initial 
Brief, Staff argues that admissions hy Mr, Willenborg establish 
that: the true level of "corporate operating costs" is not 
obtainable from Ameritech records and that Mr, Willenborg's figures 
are merely estimates; his use of responsibility center costs prior 
to allocation of general payroll overheads to PC98 understates 
"corporate operating costs"; executive and supervisory costs are 
understated; allocation based on total expenses rather than wages 
is appropriate, 
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In order to determine the appropriate level of test period 
Corporate operating expenses, Mr. Warinner developed 
similar operations! at Illinois Bell. Using the 
accounting, general, and administrative expenses 
expenses for the te^t period, he estimated the "corporate operating 
expenses" at Ameritech. However, Mr. Willenborg testified that Mr, 
Warinner's approach was deficient because of the completely 
different character of the two companies' operation^. 

Regarding the Complete Card project, Mr. Willenfeorg testified 
that it should receive an allocation of "corporate operating costs" 
based on the ratio Of Complete Card's payroll costs to Ameritech's 
total payroll costs, as is true for other activities. He also 
proposes that Complete Card be treated as a subsidiary for the 
allocation of the pcoi costs remaining after the eii^i^^^tion of 
"corporate operating costs," receiving an allocation based on the 
ratio of its total expenses to all Ameritech subsidiary expenses, 
including those of Complete Card. Finally, he note^ that the $44 
million Complete ]Card test period expense figure is not 
representative of [costs on a going-forward basi^ because it 
includes significant one-time start-up charges. He[suggests that 
the expense be normailized based on budgeted amounts, knd offers $22 
million as a more appropriate ongoing figure. However, he also 
observes that use o£ the payroll allocation methodol^ogy moots the 
issue of what constitutes appropriate start-up c^sts for the 
allocation of "corporate operating costs" to Completb Card because 
the wage portion of ithe start-up costs is quite smal[l, 

Mr. Warinner responds that Complete Card represented a $44 
million business acitivity during the test period, but that Mr. 
Willenborg's proposal amounts to an allocation of accounting and 
general and administrative ("G&A") costs at a rate o^ only 0.7% of 
total operating costs. With respect to Mr. Willenborg's suggestion 
that Complete Card Can be treated as a separate subsidiary, Mr. 
Warinner notes that i Complete Card was left in Ameritech because 
that was much simpler than forming a new corporation?, and that if 
Complete Card were Spun off as a separate subsidiatry, it wouId 
require a much greater outlay of cash for accounting^ supervision 
and G&A support than the business activity currenjtly is being 
charged. He also expresses concern with Mr. Willenborg's proposal 
to normalize Completje Card costs because Ameritech's^prior annual 
budgets for this activity consistently have been understated. For 
this reason, he recoiiimends that the test period Complete Card costs 
of $44 million be rebognized instead of Mr. Willenboi-g's proposal 
to reflect the 1993 estimated level of $22 million. ! 

The difficulty that the Commission encounters in Redding this 
issue is that both IBT's and Staff's arguments are grounded in 
speculation, because no audit trail exists to determî ie accurately 
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what types of costs have been recorded in PCOl, The Commission 
thus requests that IBT adopt Mr, Warriner's suggestion that: (1) 
AIT replace its exception time reporting system with a positive 
time reporting system; and (2) that all charges to IBT from 
affiliates be supported by written records that can be reviewed for 
both reasonableness and appropriateness. 

The record clearly indicates that there has been an 
overallocation of costs to IBT, and the Commission finds IBT's 
recalculation of the allocation to be unconvincing. The Commission 
is of the opinion that Staff's proposal is more reasonable, and 
accordingly, accepts Staff's adjustment. 

P. Ameritech Services. Inc, Depreciation 

Staff argues that ASI has been charging Illinois Bell for 
depreciation in excess of the rates prescribed by the Illinois 
Commerce Commission, For the test year Staff contends that year, 
excess depreciation charges amounted to $2,750,000. 

ASI is a jointly-owned subsidiary of the five Ameritech 
Operating Companies ("AOCs") and was established in order to 
consolidate certain administrative and overhead functions which the 
AOCs otherwise would provide individually. In return for these 
services, ASI bills IBT a share of its costs (including 
depreciation) incurred in providing the services. The depreciation 
rates ASI applies, however, are higher than those prescribed by the 
Commission for IBT's use, and result in excess charges being 
attributed to Illinois ratepayers. 

Staff contends that ASI was established, not in order to 
undertake any specific non-regulated business activities per se, 
but, rather, in order to consolidate certain administrative and 
overhead functions which the AOCs otherwise would need to provide 
individually. Accordingly, Staff states that ASI continues to be 
subj ect to the Commission's regulatory oversight and, thus, is 
bound by the depreciation rates prescribed by the Commission. 
Staff argues that IBT should not be permitted to avoid Commission-
imposed depreciation rates by shifting the provision of services to 
an affiliate. 

In response, Mr, Willenborg testified that ASI is a 
non-regulated company that provides services not only to IBT but to 
other AOCs as well. He pointed out that ASI is not subject to 
prescription of its depreciation rates by any state regulator. He 
argued that the test of whether ASI's depreciation rates are 
reasonable is not whether they comply with prescribed rates for any 
AOC, but whether the decisions it makes allows ASI to provide 
services for IBT in a cost-efficient manner. He called attention 
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to the fact that the Staff audit itself concludes that ASI provides 
services to Illinois Bell very efficiently, ! 

Mr. Willenborg further testified that the auditors' analysis 
of ASI's depreciation rates compounds their erroneous conclusion by 
considering depreciation rates in isolation and by riot considering 
the fact that ASI's depreciation rates reduce ASI's ̂ sset base. He 
stated that this keeps ASI's return requirement to pBT at a lower 
level than it otherwise would be if depreciation ratjes had been at 
the lower Staff-prescribed rates. 

The Commission accepts Staff' s adjustment. "Îhe commission 
agrees with Staff : that IBT should not be permiltted to avoid 
Commission-imposed <3epreciation rates by shifting thp provision of 
services to an affiliate. Whether or not ASI is Subject to the 
prescription of its depreciation rates by this Commission is 
irrelevant. The Commission has the authority to limijt the expenses 
that IBT passes on to its ratepayers. ] 

Q. Anti-Trust Litigation Fees 
i 

Staff witness Qarret Gorniak proposed the removal of a $93,000 
anti-trust litigation expense from the Company''rs test year 
expenses. He stated! that the Company failed to prejsent evidence 
regarding the naturb of these expenses or why ratepayers should 
bear the burden of these expenses. i 

IBT's Mr, Goens testified that the test yeir litigation 
expenses associated with ongoing, anti-trust aotivities are 
substantially less than in any recent calendar year but nonetheless 
are unavoidable. He noted that the Commission foijlnd that such 
expenses properly weire included in test year expense jlevels in its 
Order on Remand in Docket 89-0033. 

I I 
The Commission agrees that the Company's anti-trust litigation 

expenses are unavoidable consequences of IBT's former relationship 
with AT&T. Accordingly, the Commission concludes that these 
expenses properly are includible in the test year, 

R, Rate Case; Expense Amortization 

OPC witness iCatherine Larson suggested ^ five-year 
amortization of the iCompany's rate case expenses, itaff witness 
Maria Slattery disagreed and concluded that the proposed test year 
expense represents k normal level of rate case eŝ pense. She 
therefore did not propose that it be amortized. i 

Nonetheless, both the Company and Staff address how rate case 
expenses should be aijaortized if the Commission were to deem these 
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expenses to be extraordinary and therefore subject to amortization. 
Ms, Slattery contended that if amortization were required, the 
Commission also should require a sharing of these expenses by 
ratepayers and shareholders through exclusion of the unamortized 
portion from rate base. According to this view, ratepayers would 
share the burden of the rate case expenses through rates over a 
three-year amortization period and shareholders would share that 
expense to the extent they incur lost opportunity costs by not 
recovering the rate case expenses in one lump sum. Staff argued 
that such an approach was appropriate since both ratepayers and 
shareholders benefit from the rate case. 

Mr. Goens adopted the position that his employer's rate case 
expenses are not extraordinary and therefore should not be subject 
to amortization. However, he contended that if amortization were 
to be approved by the Commission, the entire rate case expense of 
$2,028,000 should be amortized over a three-year period, and that 
any unamortized portion should be added to rate base. 

The Commission agrees with Staff and the Company that the test 
year rate case expense represents a normal level of expense for 
which amortization is not necessary, 

S. Normalization Adjustments 

Several adjustments were proposed for the normalization of AIT 
expenses during the test period. First, the Staff consultant 
proposed the elimination of AIT lease costs for the termination of 
a contract for AIT space rented at 10 South Wacker. 

IBT asserted that the Staff consultant's adjustment is 
overstated by the difference between the amount accrued on AIT's 
books during the test period and the amount actually paid, IBT 
claimed that an adjustment for $1,900,000 already had been 
recognized by AIT to reduce lease costs assigned to IBT for 
ratemaking purposes. Finally, the Company asserted that there is 
an offset by additional lease cost incurred for space leased from 
IBT at 220 West Randolph. 

In response, the Company countered that this proposed 
adjustment should be rejected because of the cost of the 
alternative space leased by the corporate management group which 
moved out of the 10 South Wacker location. If the ongoing expense 
of this new lease is taken into account, it more than offsets the 
savings Staff was attempting to capture due to the elimination of 
the 10 South Wacker lease. 

The Staff consultant further proposed to eliminate AIT's test 
period expenses for the President - Ameritech Bell Group whose 
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position was eliminated during the test period. Paî t of this cost 
is an employee termination payment. I 

The Company has agreed to the elimination of a portion of the 
employee termination payment. IBT's Mr. Willenborg Responded that 
any remaining adjustment is in error. He contended that there 
should be no such adjustment because no savings resulted from the 
elimination of the office of the Bell Grot̂ p President, 
Specifically, he pbiinted out that new positions we^e created and 
other executives were added to replace the Bell Gr^up president. 
Because no savings have been realized. Staff's proposed 
disallowance of the remaining cost savings for the tept year should 
be rejected, 

! \ 
Issues also ajrose with respect to various |miscellaneous 

affiliated expense \ adjustments proposed by Staff], First, Mr. 
Warinner proposed anj adjustment for unsubstantiated ekpenses in the 
amount of $7,000. Mr- Willenborg subsequently provi4ed supporting 
documentation that establishes that the underlying business 
activity involves IBT regulated activities. 

I 
The Commission rejects Staff's adjustments. Illinois Bell has 

provided adequate evidence to support the $7,000 expense which 
Staff had recommended be disallowed. The Commission [further finds 
that Staff's proposed adjustment related to the 10[South Wacker 
lease should not be ̂ dopted in light of the ongoing exbense related 
to a new lease. With respect to the elimination of the office of 
the Bell Group President, the Commission further belijeves that the 
adjustment proposed by Staff based on savings attribhtable to the 
elimination of that office is not reasonable wheni in fact the 
Company realized no actual savings, 

T, Revenue Apnualization I 

The annual revenue levels presented by the Compiny are based 
on actual test year vplumes of business. However, bothlCUB/Cook and 
Staff proposed adjustiments based on annualization of specific test 
year figures, i 

CUB/Cook contended that the Company recorded a [reduction to 
revenue levels improperly based upon rate changes that occurred 
beyond the test yeajr, CUB witness Brosch testififed that, by 
contrast, his revenue annualization adjustment Reflects an 
annualization of business and residence revenues as bf the end of 
the test year, utilizing four times the revenue levels recorded in 
the last three months! of the test year. He contended l̂ that the use 
of three months of actual data recognizes the potential variation 
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in revenue levels actually experienced from month to month while 
capturing ongoing sales and revenue volumes at or near the end of 
the test year. , 

He further criticized Illinois Bell's revenue requirement 
presentation and claimed that it fails to match revenue requirement 
elements by not reflecting the fact that customers added during the 
test year are available as of the close of the test year to provide 
additional revenues for assets existing at that date. He further 
testified that, should the Commission decide to reject CUB's 
annualization proposal, he then would recommend limitation of the 
Company's known changes to match average test year sales and 
revenues more closely with expenses, and in addition would 
recommend that the Commi s s i on exclude all IBT promotiona1 
advertising expenses because utilization of such an average has the 
effect of denying ratepayers the benefits of promotional 
advertising. 

Staff witness Roth proposed the adjustment of Illinois Bell's 
test year revenues on an end-of-year basis using one month's data. 
That adjustment is similar to the rate base adjustments made by 
Staff accounting witnesses. 

Mr. Goens testified that the results of CUB/Cook's and 
Staff's revenue annualization proposals are less appropriate than 
the actual test year data provided by the Company. He pointed out 
that both Mr. Brosch's and Ms, Roth's methods of annualizing test 
year revenues totally fail to capture seasonality factors and 
remain subject to aberrations inherent in attempting to project 
smaller samples. 

The Commission concludes that the Company's presentation of 
its revenues through the use of actual test year data, with an 
adjustment for known changes involving rate levels, is inherently 
more reasonable and less prone to measurement error than the 
annualization projection methodologies proposed by CUB/Cook and 
Staff, Furthermore, the Commission finds that the use of actual 
test year data for revenues comports with the intent of 83 111, 
Adm. Code 285.150 to develop revenues and expenses for identical 
periods. The Commission therefore rejects CUB/Cook's and Staff's 
revenue annualization proposals and relies instead on the actual 
test period data presented by the Company. 

U. Uncollectible Operating Revenues 

CUB/Cook and Staff propose uncollectible operating revenues 
levels of 1.6054% and 1.42% respectively, in contrast to the 
Company's test year level of 1.798%. CUB witness Brosch adjusted 
the Company's uncollectible level by excluding ten months of the 
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Company's test year experience and including ten it̂ onths of data 
subsequent to the Company's filing, through July 1993, CUB/Cook 
contend in their initial Brief that the Company| currently is 
experiencing a downward uncollectible cost trend, wh|.ch emphasizes 
the conservatism and reasonableness of Mr, Brosph's proposed 
adjustment, i 

Staff witness Burchyett also sponsored an adji:̂ stment to the 
uncollectible level!, but based it on data through fTune 1993 and 
using the Company's total operating revenues to balculate the 
uncollectible level!. He testified that his proposed adjustment 
better would reflect the level of uncollectible revenues reasonably 
anticipated to prevail while the alternative regulation plan would 
be in effect, ] 

i I 

Company witness Goens disagreed with the proposed 
adjustments. He asserted that Mr. Burchyett's lincollectibles 
ca Iculat ion was incorrect because it impr opeip ly inc luded 
non-regulated revenues and other intrastate operating revenues that 
generate no uncollectibles. He further criticized both CUB/Cook's 
and Staff's proposalis because they are based on out-o^-test period 
data and therefore are inconsistent with past Commissijon decisions. 

The Commission believes that Illinois Bell']s method of 
calculating its uncollectible operating revenues ii reasonable. 
First, the Company [has excluded from its uncollecl^ible revenue 
calculation unregulated items and items which ]generate no 
uncollectibles. Second, the Company's calculattion of its 
uncollectibles is consistent with the Commission's! approach in 
Docket 89-0033, Order on Remand, where the Company was not 
permitted to update its uncollectible percentage baseq on data from 
months following the[original filing. Accordingly, t^e Commission 
concludes that the Company has calculated its i)incollectible 
operating revenues properly, i 

V, Vacancy Levels 
' i 

The Commission t̂ as not adopted Staff's proposed ê ĵustment to 
the Company's Plant-in-Service category, for lease vecancies. In 
accordance with thi^ conclusion, the Commission will not adopt 
Staff's associated proposed $1,3 million deprecia-^ion expense 
reduction. ! 

W, Ameritech[Flight Operations ! 

Staff witness Warinner proposed an adjustment to the Company's 
test period expenses related to AIT flight operation bests charged 
to IBT, Specifically, he recommended a disallowance 
from the Company's intrastate test year expense. 
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He contended that Ameritech's flight operation costs are both 
excessive and are inappropriately allocated to Illinois Bell during 
the test period. In arriving at his recommended disallowance, he 
determined that AIT's average cost per passenger trip was $7,909, 
compared to an average cost of $1,113 using public air 
transportation. He also reviewed the purpose of each flight and 
determined that only 56.81% of the flights provided either a direct 
or indirect benefit to Illinois Bell. 

Company witness Willenborg disagreed with the proposed 
disallowance. He contended that Mr. Warinner had failed to 
consider the justification of the business use of corporate 
aircraft as an appropriate and legitimate expense. He pointed out 
that private air travel reduces travel time and increases executive 
efficiency since many trips during the test period were to 
locations where the use of commercial air carriers and land 
transportation would have been prohibitively time consuming. In 
addition, he cited the fact that the Ameritech Board of Directors 
has directed the Ameritech Chairman to make every possible use of 
corporate aircraft for security reasons. 

The Commission accepts Staff's adjustment, IBT has not met 
its burden of showing that these expenses are reasonable in total. 
The Commission is not convinced that these flight operation costs 
produced any benefit to ratepayers, 

X, Management Audit Expense 

Staff witness Burchyett recommended an adjustment to 
management audit expense that would reduce AIT operations expense 
by $318,000, representing the intrastate portion of such expense 
booked in the test year. He testified that this expense is not a 
recurring one and that the intrastate portion of this expense 
should be removed from the test year. In addition, he recommended 
a $535,000 reduction in IBT's test year management audit expense 
based on his recommendation that such expense be amortized over a 
five-year period. 

He opined that an amortization period of five years is 
reasonable in light of Company witness Gebhardt's testimony that 
f ive years is the proj ected life of the alternative regulation 
plan. Finally, he argued that the unamortized portion should not 
be included in rate base, thereby developing a form of sharing 
between ratepayers and shareholders. 

On behalf of the Company, Mr, Goens responded that management 
audit expenses are legitimate test year expenses, explaining that 
the Commission had ordered the management audit and that Staff had 
closely tied the results of the audit to its positions in this 
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docket. Therefore, he contended, the Company shoiuld be able to 
include all such ejfcpenses. He said that he could accept as a less 
desirable alternative the amortization of the tojtal management 
audit expenses over a three-year period. He stressed that this 
treatment would be consistent with the Commissijon's Order in 
Peoples Gas Light and Coke Company, Docket 91-0586[. Finally, he 
contended that Staff's recommendation not toj include any 
unamortized amount iin rate base is unsupported, unpikecedented, and 
should not be adopted by the Commission. 

; i 

The Commission concludes that staff's proposaljis reasonable. 
We are of the opinion that the non-recurring pojrtion of this 
expense should not fee included for purposes of settirig initial plan 
rates. We believe that a five-year amortization is n̂ ore reasonable 
in light of the fact that we are approving a five-ye^r alternative 
regulation plan. 

Y. Workforcp Resizing Expense 

with proposed As noted in the section of this Order dealing 
rate base adjustments, IBT witnesses discussed several programs 
that impact the size of its workforce. 

! • I 
CUB/Cook contend that, while the Company has iincluded as a 

known adjustment to its revenue requirements tjhe workforce 
reductions resulting from these programs, these adjbstments stop 
short of recognizing its actual workforce levels, TJhey propose a 
$17.2 million downward adjustment to the Company'^ test period 
expenses. [ 

In arriving at ithis adjustment, CUB witness Broach suggested 
an employee headcount annualization based on actual headcount 
statistics through July 1993. He contended that hj-S adjustment 
would account for ^11 transfers of IBT employees^ to ASI and 
incorporate an offset for employee reductions that IBtC already had 
included as a known (change in its calculations. He[also claimed 
that, in calculating the cost that Illinois Bell incurjs as a result 
of ASI employees, he! had included the cost IBT incur* as a result 
of employee transfers to ASI from Ameritech entitle^ other than 
Illinois Bell, 

Company witness! Goens contended that Mr. Brosch's proposal 
ignores actual expenses for the test year as adjusted for known 
changes. He characterized Mr. Brosch's calculations ai speculative 
and as based on an annualization of out-of-period figures. He 
pointed out,that Mr. ̂ rosch acknowledged that he faile<(l to consider 
the most recent data iMr, Goens supplied regarding thei Company's 
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SIPP program and its management resizing program. Finally, he 
criticized Mr. Brosch for failing to consider Illinois Bell's share 
of all AOC employees transferred to ASI, 

The Commission rejects CUB/Cook's proposed $17,2 million 
disallowance as itself being speculative and unsupported. The 
Commission believes that the Company has captured accurately the 
savings associated with each of its resizing programs and has 
adjusted test year expenses accordingly, 

Z. Bellcore Research and Development Expenses 

CUB/Cook propose to exclude from Illinois Bell's operating 
expenses the costs related to certain Bellcore projects which 
CUB/Cook argue do not benefit Illinois ratepayers. The total 
proposed disallowance is $3.7 million, 

Mr. Brosch testified that regulators must be careful when it 
comes to reviewing research and development ("R&D") expenses as 
regulated telephone companies seek to become less regulated and 
more competitive. He contended that Bellcore R&D may not produce 
benefits for current ratepayers. He reviewed various documents 
included with the 1992 Customized Work Program that IBT purchased 
from Bellcore. Based upon his review, he recommended disallowance 
of expenses associated with those projects which represent the most 
forward-looking network technology endeavors. He asserted that his 
proposed disallowances are appropriate because nowhere in Illinois 
Bell's case is it indicated that the Company intends to offer new 
regulated services based upon the various new technologies 
resulting from Bellcore's work. Finally, he discussed the opinions 
of NARUC auditors who concluded after reviewing Bellcore's projects 
that benefits to monopoly service ratepayers would not necessarily 
be realized. 

In response, IBT witness Jennings described how the Bellcore 
R&D work benefits Illinois ratepayers. He argued that the R&D 
efforts discussed by Mr. Brosch lead to enabling technologies which 
produce real benefits in the provision of regulated services, 
facilitate the offering of the fullest range of high functionality 
business and residence services, and at the same time engender cost 
efficiencies. In addition, Mr. Goens cited to Financial Accounting 
Standards Report FAS-2, which calls for immediate expense 
recognition of R&D costs. Mr, Willenborg also discussed the NARUC 
report on which Mr, Brosch relied, noting that the opinions 
expressed in that report represent the opinions of only a NARUC 
accounting taskforce which have not been adopted by the full NARUC 
or by any individual regulatory jurisdiction. 
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The Commission accepts CUB's adjustment. The jrecord does not 
show that the R&D (expenses in question offer real benefits in the 
provision of regulated services to Illinois i ratepayers. 
Accordingly, thesê  expenses will not be used in the! calculation of 
initial rates for this alternative regulation planj. 

VI. DEPRECIATION [ 

A, INTRODUCTION 

In a prior section of this Order the Commissioe found that it 
will no longer set depreciation rates for Illinois !Bell under its 
alternative regulation plan and that it will allow Illinois Bell to 
set its own deprepiation rates pursuant to generally accepted 
accounting principljes. In this section of the Order the Commission 
again addresses the depreciation issue, but only to[ determine the 
reasonableness of the going in rate levels under the plan. 

Illinois Bell iproposes to increase its test year intrastate 
depreciation expense by $173 million a year. A^ part of its 
proposal, the Company proposes to amortize a |$559 million 
intrastate depreciation reserve deficiency. The Cotipany proposes 
to amortize the portion of the reserve deficiency a-ftributable to 
analog switching ovpr four years and the remaining ampunt over five 
years. Staff proposes adjustments to the Company's depreciation 
study which would result in an $84 million increase [to intrastate 
depreciation expense. Staff proposes that the entirp depreciation 
reserve deficiency (̂ hich it believes is smaller than[the Company's 
figure) should be amortized over a five-year perj-od. CUB/Cook 
County propose thatjthe Company's depreciation expense be reduced 
by $18 million and do not believe there is any depreciation reserve 
deficiency which requires amortization. 

The Company's (depreciation proposal was presented by Quentin 
J. Kossnar, Illinois Bell's Manager of Capital Recovery, Dr. 
Lawrence K. Vanston,; a principal at Technology Futu^-es, Inc. and 
Scott Jennings, the iCompany's Director of Integrated Planning. 
Staff's depreciation I proposal was presented by S, Rick Gasparin, an 
economic analyst in the Telecommunications Department of the Public 
Utilities Division ; of the Commission. CUB/Cciok County's 
depreciation testimony was presented by James Wl. Currin, a 
consultant with the Washington, D.C. firm of Snâ jrely, King & 
Associates. 

B. Specific Account Analysis 

The four accounts to which Staff and/or CljB/Cook made 
depreciation rate adjustments to: Digital Electronib Switching, 
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Digital Circuits, Exchange Metal Cable, and Analog Circuit 
Equipment. 

1. Digital Electronic Switching 

a. Projection Life 

This account consists of all digital electronic central office 
switching and packet switching equipment and associated 
cross-connecting frames, power plants, test and control equipment. 
The Company proposes a projection life of 14 years; Staff proposes 
a projection life of 18 years; CUB/Cook County propose a projection 
life of 18 years. 

The Company contends that its 14-year proj ection life is 
reasonable because diqital switches are composed of "modular" 
components which will be continually replaced as new 
functionalities and technologies are developed, thereby shortening 
the projection life of the entire switch as the outdated modules 
are retired. The Company also contends that its forecast is also 
reasonable because the average life span of the analog switching 
technology was 15.6 years and no switching technology has ever had 
a life span greater than its predecessor. Mr. Jennings testified 
that modularity speeds up switch replacement because new 
functionality can be added by replacing individual modules rather 
than changing out the entire switch, Mr, Jennings testified that 
some modular replacement has already taken place; he cited the 
replacement of the NT40 in the Northern Telecom DMS 100 switch with 
the "supernode" processor, 

Mr. Jennings emphasized that the Company's 14-year projection 
life is not dependent on the appearance of any "successor 
technology"; rather, currently-deployed modules Will be retired as 
they are replaced by improved editions of digital switching 
technology — similar to the way that speakers, amplifiers, and CD 
players are updated in a home entertainment system. Mr, Jennings 
did note that there are new technologies — such as asynchronous 
transfer mode switching and photonic switching — which could speed 
this process even further. 

Staff asserted that the life of Digital Electronic Switches 
will extend to the 18-year projected life because the technology 
required to evolve to the "next generation" switching format is 
many years away from implementation. Staff also questioned the 
benefits of next generation switching touted by the Company and 
claimed that improvements to the basic "plain old telephone 
service" ("POTS") customer will be negligible. Staff noted the 
modularity of digital switches and the ability to revise and easily 
replace software packages gives IBT's digital switches the 
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capability of having a P-Life of 18 years, becausel the modularity 
provides digital switches the ability to evolve i into the next 
generation of telecommunications services without the need to 
retire an entire switch and its appurtenances. Mr. Gasparin 
testified that upgrades to digital switches can and do occur by 
simple replacement iof modules, and wholesale replacement of digital 
switches should not occur until there is a need for such change. 

In making its iproposed adjustments. Staff relied, in part, on 
the 19 year projection life for Digital Electronip Switches and 
depreciation rate Of 6.9% set for IBT by the FCC i*i August 1991, 
Staff also relied, iin part, on the June 1993 intrastate projection 
life and depreciation rate prescribed for GTE [ North by the 
Commission, which were 18 years and 6,6 percent, respectively, 

CUB/Cook Couhty also oppose the Company's 14[-year proposal 
for several reasons. First, Mr, Currin testified thpt the modular 
design of the digital switch allows upgrades iwithout total 
replacement and that this will greatly extend the life of the basic 
switch. Next, CUB/Cook County contend that their projection is more 
reasonable than thb Company's because the CompanyJ assumes that 
virtually all of the current investment in digital switches will be 
retired by the year 2011, Third, CUB/Cook CountV assert that 
photonic switching i is the replacement technology for digital 
switches and that lit is many years away from irtplementation. 
Fourth, CUB/Cook Cotinty argue that it is unreasonaible to expect 
that the Company will invest in digital switches in :.997 when they 
would only have an aVerage remaining life of only 6,5 years at that 
time. Fifth, CUB/Copk County argue that certain co^iponents of a 
basic switch such as power equipment, distribution frames and 
right-to-use fees on the basic switch will continue to provide 
service as long as the basic switch unit is in service and that 
only the introduction of a completely new technology will have a 
significant impact oh their lives. Finally, CUB/Cook [County assert 
that Dr, Vanston's testimony should be given little Weight because 
his prior work for l̂ egional Bell Operating Companips places his 
professional independence in doubt. 

In response to staff's position, the Company lasserts that 
reliance on 1991 FCC prescriptions is unreasonable because they are 
based on 1989 histbrical data and 1990 forecasts, Mr. Kossnar 
testified that the rapid pace of technological developments means 
that forecasts made in 1990 are not adequate today -f and will be 
even more inadequate' when this proceeding is resolvbd later this 
year. Mr. Kossnar further testified that modularity of digital 
switches will shorteri rather than extend the projected life of the 
account, Mr, Kossna[r also disagreed with Staff's rejiance on the 
depreciation rate prescribed by the FCC, alleging t t i a t the projec­
tion was out of date,I since it was based upon 1989 hiptorical data 
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and 1990 forecasts. Mr, Kossnar claimed Staff's reliance on GTE's 
prescribed depreciation rate was irrelevant, since that 
prescription does not reflect data and forecasts specific to IBT, 

With respect to CUB/Cook County's arguments, Dr, Vanston 
testified that while CUB/Cook County and staff speculate on whether 
modularity will increase or decrease the projection life of 
digital switching, only the Company provided concrete evidence that 
modularity decreases the projection life of digital switches. Dr. 
Vanston testified that part of this concrete evidence is an 
analysis he made of the life characteristics of the individual 
components which make up a digital switch such as the processor and 
the switching fabric. With a modular architecture, some components 
such as the shell will last longer than they would have in an 
analog switch, while other components such as the processor will 
not last as long.. Dr. Vanston weighted each component to reflect 
its percent of investment in the entire switch and found that the 
weighted average life of those components is shorter than the 
average life of an analog switch. 

b. Future Net Salvage 

The Company and Staff agree on a future net salvage (FNS) 
value of -3%. Mr. Kossnar testified that the Company's proposal 
starts with the actual gross salvage for digital switching and cost 
of removal for digital switches which the Company has experienced 
in the recent past. The Company then projected that gross salvage 
for digital switching will decline over time the same way that 
gross salvage for analog switching has declined over time. The 
Company also projected that the cost of removal for digital 
switching will increase over time as it has in the past for analog 
switching, Mr, Kossnar testified that Mr, Currin's recommendation 
of 9% (which Mr. Currin took from his FNS analog switching 
proposal) is far too high because there are important differences 
between digital switches and analog switches, Mr, Kossnar explained 
that one clear difference is that digital switches are smaller and 
lighter than analog switches and, therefore, have less junk salvage 
value. 

Mr, Currin testified that the Commission should simply adopt 
the past net salvage for analog switching as the FNS value for 
digital switching, with a slight downward adjustment to be 
conservative. Mr, Currin argued that this method is more realistic 
because historical salvage associated with analog switching is more 
representative of what can be expected in digital switching. Even 
though digital switches are smaller and lighter than analog 
switches, Mr. Currin contended that the net salvage value will be 
the same because the value of electronic equipment generally has no 
relationship to the scrap metal involved; because the cost of 
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of removal for removing modular units should be less than the cost 
analog switching equipment; and because the abiliity to remove 
modules while they;still have value should yield a 
salvage value. 

greater gross 

In response, the Company contends that costs pf removal may 
well be greater fior digital switches because modules will be 
removed in workingiswitches and this effort will require a great 
deal of precision find caution. The Company also points out that 
CUB/Cook County fails to make any allowance for future increases 
in the labor costs iassociated with removal. Moreovelc, Mr. Kossnar 
demonstrated that ; the total expected net salvabe for analog 
switching is 4% usjLng Mr. Currin's proposed FNS, "hot 9% as Mr. 
Currin testified, aijid that this error is symptomatic [of the overall 
flaws in CUB/Cook Cpunty's approach. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS; AND CONCLUSION 

The Commission is of the opinion a projection li^e of 18 years 
as proposed by Staff and CUB/Cook is reasonable.] In setting 
depreciation rates, the Commission must consider current 
information that is based upon fact, not speculation. IBT's 
statements that digital switches will have a shorter life then the 
analog swithes they replace is speculative. At this point in time, 
18 years is the most reasonable estimate of projectiion life. The 
switches are modular and allow for periodic improvement without 
total replacement, i The Commission rejects IBT's cohtention that 
modularity decreases the life of this equipment. IBT's statements 
to this effect are hot convincing. 

The commission lis of the opinion that the Compariy's FNS value 
of -3% is reasonable!because the Company's analysis begins with the 
actual salvage experjienced for digital switches. 

I I 

2. Digitjal Circuit Eguioment i 

a. Projection Life 

This account consists of digital central office eijuipment that 
provides communication channels for telephone, datk, and video 
circuits. This equipment connects interoffice trtknks—special 
service circuits bptween central offices and between central 
offices and subscribers. The Company proposes a projeption life of 
11 years; Staff and CUB/Cook County propose 13 years! 

Mr. Jennings ; contends that the 13-year |)roposal is 
unreasonable because! it is no change from the projection life 
prescribed for the pompany in 1989 and it does not take into 
account the technological changes which have ocĉ a3rred in the 
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intervening five years, Mr. Jennings testified that, for example, 
major retirements in the digital circuit equipment account are 
happening now because of analog switch replacement and will 
accelerate between now and 1997 when all analog switches are 
replaced. In particular, digital carrier trunk equipment and 
D-Channel bank equipment, which allow an analog switch to process 
digital calls by converting the digital signals to analog, will not 
be needed once analog switches are removed. The Company contends 
that imminent removal of all analog switches, which was not a 
factor in 1989, shortens the projection life of this account, 

Mr, Jennings also testified that fiber optic terminals, which 
convert signals from electrical to optical for transmission over 
fiber cable, are being replaced and upgraded with SONET-coropatible 
equipment as SONET transmission becomes more ubiquitously deployed. 
Similarly, he explained that digital loop carrier equipment, which 
performs analog to digital conversions in the loop, is also being 
replaced with SONET-compatible equipment. The Company contends 
that its currently-prescribed life simply fails to take these 
developments into account. The Company also notes that retirements 
for this account for 1988-1992 exceeded forecasts by 49% and that, 
therefore, past projections have been overly-conservative. 

Staff's proposal relied, in part, on the 1991 FCC interstate 
depreciation rate for this account of 9,8 percent with a projection 
life of 12 years. In making his adjustment, Mr. Gasparin also 
evaluated IBT's proposal against GTE's depreciation rate for the 
Digital Circuit account. Mr. Gasparin contended his adjustment for 
this account was appropriate for the same reasons that his 
adjustment to the Digital Electronic Switch account was appropri­
ate, Mr, Gasparin reasoned that Digital Circuits will be replaced 
only new generation technology arrives in the marketplace or when 
the digital technology advances to a stage where replacement of 
this equipment would be appropriate. Mr. Gasparin stated that he 
considered all relevant factors affecting the projection life for 
this account, including the anticipated deployment of SONET 
systems, 

Mr. Currin testified that the Company's proposal is 
questionable because the Company proposes a 7.8-year remaining life 
for pair-gain devices which provide transmission over metallic 
cable, but proposes a 12.2-year average remaining life for metallic 
cable. Similarly, Mr. Currin testified that Company proposes that 
fiber cable have a composite remaining life greater than 17 years, 
but proposes that fiber electronic investment have a remaining life 
of only 4.2 years. 

CUB/Cook County argue that the fact that retirements in this 
account for 1988-1992 exceeded forecasts by 49% is not persuasive 
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because the Company may have intentionally[ mis-forecast 
retirements, retirements may have been impacted byjunusual events 
such as fires or floods, or the Company may have sjmply performed 
a bad forecast. CUB/Cook County also contend that the Company's 
criticism of its !use of historical data is misplaced because 
historical data for this account already reflects the impacts of 
technological advances, ! 

CUB/Cook County also discount the impact of SbNET deployment 
on the projection ilife of digital circuit equipment because, in 
their view, the life of new fiber optic SONET system^ should extend 
beyond what is exppcted of the older units. 

Finally, Mr. ; Currin testified that his ]Exhibit 2,19 
demonstrates the prpblem with the Company's forecast. He testified 
that this Exhibit compares the actual investment deployed in the. 
digital circuit account to the life cycle forecashs used by the 
Company in support of its proposal. In Mr. Currin's view, the graph 
shows that, despitp the fact that the investment ii this account 
increased sharply ip 1992, the Company predicts a precipitous drop 
in the level of thip account's investment in service. 

In reply to Staff's reliance on the FCCs 1991 ] prescription, 
the Company once agpin asserts that if the Commissibn is going to 
rely on FCC prescriptions at all, it should use th|e most recent 
information available, i.e., the average of t^e 1993 FCC 
prescriptions which]is 12 years. Dr. Vanston testified that even 
that number is too long and that the Company's ll-yepr proposal is 
a more reasonable forecast. 

The Company alsp takes issue with CUB/Cook County's contention 
impacts of 

would be true 
that histor ical mopta1ity data incorporates the 
technological advances. In the Company's view, that 
only if the future is a repeat of the past. The Coittoany contends 
that, since the pace of technological i change for 
technology-impacted i accounts such as this is Accelerating, 
historical data canriot capture the impact of future [technological 
developments. 

With respect to CUB/Cook County Exhibit 2.19,[ Mr, Kossnar 
explained that the tyo graphs show two different things; one shows 
total investment, the other shows retirements fpom existing 
vintages. Mr. Kossnap testified that CUB/Cook County| is confusing 
two distinct issues.;It is completely proper for actukl investment 
in an account to continue to grow over time (therel̂ y increasing 
total investment) wnile there is a decline in t^e amount of 
investment in service from a particular vintage. 
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b. Future Net Salvage 

The Company and Staff both propose a future net salvage of -5% 
for the digital circuit equipment account. The Company's proposal 
is based on the recent historical salvage and cost of removal 
trends in this account and the expected increase in labor costs 
associated with cost of removal. 

Mr, Currin testified that a 1% future net salvage value is 
reasonable. Mr. Currin used the Company's recent actual net salvage 
data from 1988 through 1992. In response to the Company's criticism 
that his analysis fails to recognize that labor costs associated 
with removal will increase in the future, Mr. Currin argued that 
historical information has inflation built into it. He also 
contended that labor cost increases will not have as significant an 
effect if it turns out that the Company is correct that the 
projection life for this account has declined from 13 to 11 years. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

The Commission is of the opinion that the projection life of 
13 years proposed by Staff and CUB/Cook is reasonable and results 
in a fair projection life and depreciation rate for this account. 
The Commission agrees with Staff that the digital circuits will be 
replaced either when circuits employing new generation technology 
are available or when the digital technology advances to a stage 
where replacement of this equipment would be appropriate. At this 
point in time, the estimates of Staff and CUB/Cook are more 
reasonable and less speculative. 

The Commisssion also agrees with Staff's reliance on the FCCs 
1991 IBT specific depreciation prescription and with depreciation 
rates recently prescribed by the Commission for a large local 
exchange carrier which does business in Illinois, The Commission 
rejects IBT's proposal which is based on neither IBT specific nor 
Illinois specific information. 

In addition, the Commission finds that the FNS value of -5% 
proposed by both the Company and Staff is reasonable because it 
takes into account the future costs of removing plant. 

3. Exchange Metallic Cable Accounts 

a. Projection Life 

Exchange metallic cable equipment is often referred to as the 
"local loop." It includes the copper facility which runs from the 
central office to the customer's premises either through the 
underground conduit system (underground cable), through cable 
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buried in the ground but not in conduit (buried cable), or through 
cable placed on overhead poles (aerial cable), For the underground 
cable account, the Company proposes a projection life of 21 years; 
Staff and CUB/CookiCounty recommend 30 years. For t^e buried cable 
account, the Company proposes a projection life of J2 years; Staff 
and CUB/Cook County propose 27 years. Finally, for t^e aerial cable 
account, the Company and Staff propose a projection life of 24 
years; CUB/Cook County propose 25 years. 

The Company contends that the projection lives for all 
exchange metallic Cable accounts should be shortenejd from current 
levels because all indications increasingly point to [the aggressive 
deployment of fiber optic cable or coaxial cable ap a substitute 
for metallic cable. Mr. Jennings testified that thete has already 
been extensive deployment of fiber optic cable in tpe interoffice 
network and that deployment of fiber optic cable |in the feeder 
portion of the loop! is accelerating. While deployment of fiber in 
the distribution portion of the loop (from the feeder to the 
premises) has been limited, deployment will accelerate as the cost 
of fiber continues to fall and the benefits of fiber become more 
pronounced. According to Mr. Jennings, fiber optic cable is 
superior to metallic cable because it has reducea maintenance 
costs, it is immune! to electrical interference and 
and it can deliver broadband services, i,e,, voice, 
at speeds over 1.54IMB/S. 

water damage, 
data or video 

Mr. Jennings also testified that deployment [ of broadband 
capability is increasingly becoming the standard JEor providing 
services. He testified that Pennslyvania's new law r̂equires high 
capacity capability to the home by 2015 and that Nejw Jersey Bell 
has committed to he 100% fiber optic in the l^op by 2010. 
Subsequent to the announcement of these two initiatives, other 
companies have also ennounced plans to extensively deploy broadband 
capability throughout their networks. The Company contends that the 
same considerations that have led to the adoption of iiber in these 
states will also acpelerate fiber deployment in Illinois Bell's 
network, 

i I 

Dr. Vanston testified that his independent analysis confirms 
that the projection lives proposed by the Company forfthe exchange 
metallic cable accourits are reasonable. Dr, Vanston's bonclusion is 
based on an industry study of fiber feeder facilitjies which he 
performed in 1988 an'̂  updated in 1992; on his New services study 
which examined the dpmand for high capacity service^; and on his 
extensive analysis of technology in the distributioniplant. 

Dr. Vanston's testimony that current projection lives must be 
shortened is supported by the most recent FCC prescrip]tions for the 
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projection lives of underground and buried cable of 26 years and 22 
years, respectively. 

Staff witness Gasparin argued that IBT's 21 year projection 
life is inappropriate because it assumes that the life of this 
account needs to be shortened so that the Company can replace 
existing copper cable with fiber optic cable. Mr. Gasparin 
asserted that deployment of fiber is not necessary for IBT to 
provide service to the vast majority of its customers who subscribe 
to basic voice communications service, or plain old telephone 
service ("POTS"). Mr. Gasparin further asserted that technologies 
exist, such as HDSL, which can extend the useful life of existing 
copper cable. In recommending adjustments to the Company's rates, 
Mr. Gasparin again used the FCCs 1991 prescribed projection life 
and deprecation rate for IBT and the Commission's prescribed 
projection life and depreciation rate for GTE. 

CUB/Cook County advance several arguments in support of their 
proposal. First, they contend that the Company's proposal is based 
on the assumption that there will be customer demand for broadband 
services. Second, CUB/Cook County question the Company's 
commitment to broadband technologies since the Company continues to 
invest substantially in metallic cable while placing limited 
quantities of fiber cable. For example, CUB/Cook County contend 
that the Company added $202,7 million in investment in the buried 
cable account during 1990-1992, but added only $1.2 million in the 
exchange fiber account. Third, CUB/Cook County assert that HDSL 
technology will be the only economic choice for installation of 
high-capacity (1-54 MB/S) services where very high capacity fiber 
technology is not needed. Mr. Currin explained that HDSL 
technology can provide 1.54 MB/S service over copper loops that are 
6,000 feet or less from the central office. For premises located 
more than 12,000 feet from the central office, HDSL technology will 
work in conjunction with fiber feeder cables. Finally, CUB/Cook 
County note that the Company's proj ected retirements for the 
underground cable exchange plant account in 1992 were $8 million, 
but that actual retirements were only $6.7 million. 

The Company makes several responses to these arguments. 
First, the Company claims that Staff and CUB/Cook County have 
overlooked the serious limitations of HDSL technology. The Company 
contends that HDSL is not a viable long-run substitute for fiber 
because it cannot serve customers above the 1.54 MB/S speed which 
is necessary for full motion video applications. The Company also 
explained that HDSL technology is not effective beyond 9,000 to 
12,000 feet and that 31% of its customers are located beyond 12,000 
feet from their serving central office. In addition, Dr. Vanston 
testified that HDSL cannot provide National Television Systems 
Committee quality (today's television standard) and does not come 
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close to providing ]HDTV quality which will become ii(iportant within 
the next 10 years. 

Dr. Vanston also explained that the relative levels of recent 
investment in fiber and metallic cable cannot provide a reliable 
forecast of usefulilives. Dr. Vanston explained tpat technology 
substitution patterns do not occur gradually as ctJB/Cook County 
appear to believe. In the early years, substitution of the new 
technology for the old technology does begin slowly, but when the 
new technology takes over, old products are displaced suddenly and 
simultaneously over relatively brief periods of timfe. 

Finally, the Company contends that Staff and CUB/Cook County 
are wrong to assert! that fiber will not be deployed because it is 
not needed to provide basic voice services. Mr. Jennings testified 
that fiber provides improved clarity of transmission for voice 
services today and p!rovides the capacity for the sophisticated data 
transmission needs which are developing for video conferencing, 
home entertainment,! medical applications and distance learning 
applications. He; also testified that it will facilitate 
telecommuting and will provide the transmission capacity which 
special needs grbups will use to overcome [barriers to 
communications and Recess, 

b, I Future Net Salvage i 

The Company and Staff propose a future net salvhge value for 
the aerial and underground accounts of -36% and -19%, respectively. 
CUB/Cook County contend that the figure should be 430% and -8%, 
With respect to buried cable, the Company proposes [a future net 
salvage of -14%, Staff proposes -12% and CUB/Cook Cbunty propose 
-13%, \ 

The Company's future net salvage proposal fori these cable 
accounts is based strictly on a review of the latest 10-year 
average of historic ^ross salvage and cost removal activity. The 
Company contends that it is appropriate to use a I04year average 
rather than a shorter average because no clear trend is seen in the 
annual or 5-year band data. According to Mr. Kossnar} the Company 
proposes no change ! to its current FNS prescription for the 
underground account iand only small changes for the buried and 
aerial accounts. 

i I 

Staff objects to any change in FNS for the buried cable 
account because, in Staff's view, the Company's proposal does not 
represent the actual !occurrences to the account. \ 

CUB/Cook County's proposal is based on the use of l5-year bands 
of Company data rather than the latest 10-year average. (A 5-year 
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band of data is simply 5 years of information, e.g., 1988-1992; two 
5-year bands represent overlapping periods, e.g., 1987-1991 and 
1988-1992). Mr. Currin contends that FNS for aerial cable should 
be analyzed based on the last two 5-year bands of data, that 
underground cable accounts should be analyzed based on the last 
single band of 5-year data, and that buried cable accounts should 
be analyzed based on the last three 5-year bands of data, CUB/Cook 
County object to the use of a 10-year band of data because, in 
their view, changes since the early 80's have reduced the cost of 
removal and increased gross salvage. For example, they contend 
that dur ing the early 80s much of the Company's retirements 
involved only "partial systems" which were more expensive to remove 
than "entire systems," Moreover, CUB/Cook County contend that 
manual record keeping in the early 80's was more expensive than 
record keeping later on. They also assert that due to 
"consolidation" the Company is in a better position now to maximize 
its salvage than it was 10 years ago. 

In response, the Company contends that CUB/Cook County's use 
of data in its analysis was arbitrary and was apparently selected 
to produce the desired result. The Company observes that CUB/Cook 
County used either one band of 5-year data, two bands of 5-year 
data, or three bands of 5-year data without any consistency among 
accounts, The Company also contends that CUB/Cook County's 
argument regarding the alleged decrease in cost of removal and 
increase in salvage since the early 80's are mere conjecture. The 
Company argues that there were no changes which decreased overall 
costs of removal or which increased gross salvage. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

This issue is one area that is an indicator of the problems 
that this Commission would face under ROR regulation in the future. 
The Commission is clearly put in the position of having to choose 
whether and when a new technology should be implemented. The 
Commission agrees with Staff and CUB/Cook that for purposes of 
providing POTS, metallic cable will suffice. If the Commission 
takes the position that depreciation rates must be based upon the 
philosophy that IBT provide only POTS, the Commission would be 
detering progress and all of the people of the State of Illinois 
would suffer. As stated previously in this order, the time has 
come for Illinois Bell to make its own investment decisions. The 
Commission should not be in the position of determining whether new 
technologies should be implemented. 

For purposes of setting the initial rates going into the 
alternative regulation plan, however, the Commission will set this 
depreciation rate based upon the proposals of Staff and CUB/Cook. 
It is Illinois Bell that will enjoy the profits, if any 
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materialize, of providing broad-band services — it! is, therefore, 
not the ratepayers' obligation to pay for this tebhnology. For 
the underground cable account, the Commission accepjts a projection 
life of 30 years, ; For the buried cable account, [the Commission 
accepts a projection life of 27 years. Finally, [for the aerial 
cable account, the iCommission acceptsa projection lp.fe of 24 years 
as proposed by Staff and IBT, ! 

In addition, the Commission is of the opinion tpat the Staff's 
proposal for future net salvage is the most reasonable, 
The Commission accppts a future net salvage value Ifor the aerial 
and underground accounts of -36% and -19%, respectively. With 
respect to buried! cable, the Commission accepts; a future net 
salvage of -12%. 

4. Analog Circuit Eguioment 

a. Projection Life 

The analog circuit account consists of cpntral office 
equipment that provides analog transmission baths serving 
telephone, data anfl video circuits. It interco4nects message 
trunks and carrier equipment for special service cii-cuits between 
central offices and! between central offices and subscribers. 

The Company cpntends that the current projecticin life of 11,5 
years is too long anjd that its proposal of 8.3 years is reasonable. 
The Company argues that analog circuit equipment is [becoming less 
and less useful in its network as analog transmissiort technologies 
are replaced with digital transmission. To illustrate how far this 
process has already ĉ ine, Mr. Jennings testified that] at the end of 
1991, 17% of the Cpmpany's total circuit investmen'^ (analog and 
digital) was in analpg circuit equipment. By the endjof 1994, this 
figure will drop tp just 10%. Mr. Kossnar testified that the 
diminishing need forj analog circuit equipment is refflected in the 
fact that the Compahy' s actual retirements in this 
exceeded forecasted retirements by an average of 8.0% 
five years. Finally,! Mr. Kossnar noted that Staff agfc'ees with the 
Company's projection! life of 8.3 years-

account have 
over the past 

CUB/Cook County contend that the projection life should be 
reduced to 11 years, i Mr, Currin testified that $65 million of the 
$186 million investn̂ ent in this account was Line Teit equipment 
which does not necessarily have to be replaced in conjunction with 
analog switches. Hb also noted that a large porfeion of the 
Company's investmentiin this account was labeled "miecellaneous". 
Finally, Mr, Currin [discounted the fact that actual retirements 
exceeded forecasts because, in his view, this could have been 
caused by reasons other than accelerating retirement^. 
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In reply, Mr, Jennings explained that the retirement of Line 
Test equipment is related to conversion from analog to digital 
transmission technologies, not necessarily conversion from analog 
to digital switching, and that most of the Company's transmission 
facilities are digital. He also identified the categories of 
equipment which make up the "miscellaneous" category. 

b. Future Net Salvage 

The Company proposes an FNS of -20%, Mr. Kossnar based this 
proposal on the fact that historical net salvage in this account 
has declined rapidly in the past several years. He testified that 
net salvage realized in this account in 1991 was as low as a -21,6% 
and that the Company's proposal is less than this amount. Staff 
agrees with the Company's FNS proposal, 

CUB/Cook County propose an FNS of -19% because the net salvage 
in the analog circuit account has averaged -19% for the last five 
years, CUB/Cook County do not believe that any adjustment is 
needed to reflect increases in labor costs. In their view, since 
net salvage is treated as a percent of the original cost of the 
investment being retired, and since labor for the cost of removal 
and the cost of installing have increased, the cost of removal as 
a percent of original cost may not increase, 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

The Commission is of the opinion that the Company's 
depreciation proposal for the analog circuit account is reasonable. 
The projection life of 8,3 years reflects the analog to digital 
conversion which has been under way in the Company's network for 
years. In addition, the future net salvage value of -20% is 
reasonable. 

C. Accumulated Depreciation Reserve Deficiency 

1. Amortization of the Reserve Deficiency 

The issues of whether the reserve deficiency should be 
amortized and if so, over what period of time were disputed in this 
proceeding. IBT has proposed that the reserve deficiency be 
recovered over either a four or five year period, depending on the 
particular account. Mr. Kossnar testified that the Company has an 
accumulated depreciation reserve deficiency of $716 million ($559 
million intrastate) which represents a shortfall in depreciation 
due to rapid changes in technology which has not been incorporated 
into past depreciation rates. The amount of the Company's reserve 
deficiency is based upon its depreciation study discussed above. 
The Company gives three reasons to support its proposal that (with 
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the exception of the analog switching reserve deficiency) this 
reserve deficiency should be amortized over five yea^s. First, the 
Company contends thpt a five year period reasonably (distributes the 
financial affect of the amortization and avoids an bndue impact on 
earnings in any one!year. Second, the Company contends that a five 
year period is consistent with prior amortizatfion proposals 
approved by this Corimission. Third, the Company contiends that five 
years matches the initial period during which Illinpis Bell's plan 
is expected to be in effect, and that, since the Puplic Utilities 
Act sunsets on July 1, 1999, this will provipe a logical 
opportunity for a formal review of the plan. 

Staff also proposes that Illinois Bell be ] permitted to 
amortize its reserv^ deficiency over five years, bi:̂t argues that 
the reserve deficiency is actually less than the Compiny calculates 
when it is based on Staff's overall depreciation pi^oposal. Staff 
opposes the Company^s proposal for four year amortization of the 
portion of the reserve deficiency attributable to analog switching. 

CUB/Cook County deny that any reserve deficienby exists and, 
therefore, oppose the proposals of the Company a^d Staff. In 
CUB/Cook County's view, the reserve deficiency is "imagined" 
because it is basediupon the Company's overly aggrebsive product 
life cycle forecasts and FNS percentages as well as (the Company's 
belief that past represcriptions by regulators were [inadequate to 
fully recover capital costs. In fact, CUB/Cook Count^ allege that 
if a calculation were made using the lives and FNS lekrels proposed 
by Mr. Currin, it Would reveal a reserve excess rather than a 
reserve deficiency, i 

The Commission agrees with IBT and Staff that a^ accumulated 
depreciation reservei deficiency exists. The Commiseion believes 
that this deficiency should be recovered over the ] life of the 
alternative regulatoty plan, which is five years. Tike Commission 
rejects IBT's argumerjt that a four year amortization period for the 
analog switch account would better match the life of|the account, 

2. Analog Switching Amortization 

The Company proposes a four-year amortization of the reserve 
deficiency in the analog switching account in order to match the 
recovery of capital with the actual retirement of tha^ equipment. 
Staff proposes a five-year amortization, but Staff w|itness Smith 
acknowledged in hi's prepared testimony that a four-year 
amortization may be lappropriate as a "exception". The Company 
contends that an exception is justified because all analog switches 
will in fact be replaced within four years, Mr, Kossnajr calculated 
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that, with a four-year amortization. Staff's proposed change in 
intrastate depreciation expense would increase by $10,9 million — 
from $84.4 million to $95,3 million. 

CUB/Cook County object to the Company's depreciation rate for 
analog switching and propose "dying account" treatment rather than 
amortization. First, Mr. Currin testified that 1998, rather than 
the Company proposed date of 1997, is the more reliable 
end-retirement date for this account. He based this conclusion, in 
part, on his observation that the Company's analog line replacement 
forecast for the future is 156% of the actual replacement for 
1991-1992. He also asserted that actual retirements in 1992 were 
11% less than forecasted in a prior study. 

Mr. Currin also contended that the Commission should adopt his 
FNS proposal of 0% rather than the Company's -3%. He contends that 
this difference is solely attributable to his view that the cost of 
removal will decrease from the current 2.3% range to around 2,0%, 
while the Company believes cost of removal will increase to the 5% 
range. Mr. Currin argued tJiat his view is more reasonable because 
less care will be required when removing analog switches than when 
replacing components (presumably in digital switches). 

Mr, Currin also testified that capital recovery in the analog 
switching account should be reduced by 6,5% to account for 
reclassifications of analog switching investment to other accounts, 
Mr, Currin testified that reclassified investment in the analog 
switching account has been 6,5% of its retirement amount for the 
years 1990-1992 and that the Commission should assume the same 
level of reclassifications will occur in the future. 

Finally, CUB/Cook County contend that the Company's 
amortization proposal should be rejected in favor of a "dying 
account" amortization, Mr. Currin testified that this procedure is 
accomplished by taking the net book investment, plus or minus 
future net salvage, and amortizing the balance over the remaining 
period the plant is in service. To adequately reflect the expected 
depreciation amount over the amortization period, reclassifications 
must also be subtracted, Mr. Currin further testified that the FCC 
has authorized the use of the dying account amortization method for 
the analog-ESS account in several companies in the past and that 
use of the dying account amortization fully recovers the investment 
in plant. Finally, he contended that this procedure is not complex 
and can be achieved by simple division of the net book investment 
at the beginning of the month by the number of months remaining. 

In response, the Company first contends that "dying account" 
treatment is inappropriate because it does not meet the applicable 
FCC criteria. Although Mr, Currin testified the FCC has authorized 
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the use of "dying jaccount" treatment for other LE(|s, Mr. Kossnar 
argued that the fact that other LECs may have warranted "dying 
account" treatment for this account does not establish in any way 
that this treatment is appropriate for Illinois] Bell in this 
proceeding, Seconp, Mr, Kossnar testified that FCC!procedures are 
very specific in ^̂ fî i'̂ g when an account qualifies for "dying 
account" treatment]. He stated that the FCC in P^rescription of 
Revised Percentages of Depreciation, FCC Docket No,i83-587, Order, 
December 20, 1983,(allows "dying account" treatment only when one 
of the following conditions is met: i 

; I 

1, When plant balance is zero and there is p depreciation 
reserve balance; or 

2, when a plpnt balance exists and due to a] large reserve 
imbalance there wpuld result an extremely high Remaining life 
depreciation rate (!i,e,, approaching or in excess of 100%), 

' i 

Mr, Kossnar testified that the analog switching account meets 
neither of these criteria because analog switching has a calculated 
remaining life rate without amortization of 22.3|% and a book 
reserve percent of gl.7% as of the study date. He b^ted that Mr. 
Currin does not dispute these facts. 

Mr. Kossnar also testified that CUB/Cook Coubty's proposal 
would result in an estimated shortfall in depreciatipn accruals of 
$29 million becausp Mr. Currin makes a "reclassification" of 
equipment out of anailog switching, but does not adjust his proposal 
to account for the ! necessary recovery of that invebtment in any 
other account. ! 

Third, Mr, Kossnar testified that CUB/Cook Courity's proposal 
to reclassify 6.5% of analog switching investment is non-standard 
practice and is unsupported. The Company argues thati just because 
a given level of rec|lassif ication may have been made in account in 
the past is absoluteily no reason to believe that equitvalent levels 
of reclassification (are appropriate in the future. 

Finally, Mr, Jennings contradicted Mr. Currin's aissertion that 
the Company would riot physically be able to compliete the work 
involved in retiring the remaining analog switches py the end of 
1997. Mr. Jennings Stated that the Company has replaped an average 
of 30 switches per year during the 1990-1992 periocj. Since the 
Company will have only 18 analog switches remaining Jftt the end of 
1994, Mr, Jennings tpstified that this work can clearlV be finished 
within the schedule, Mr. Jennings also testified th^t the advent 
of the "jumperless" Switch cut-over has reduced the amjount of labor 
required to install a new switch and will further fecilitate the 
Company's ability toicomplete its project within the]schedule. 
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Staff does not agree with CUB/Cook County's proposal for 
"dying account" treatment for analog switching. 

The Commission is of the opinion that the Company's proposal 
to amortize the analog switching reserve deficiency over a 
four-year period is reasonable. Since we believe that it is 
appropriate to recover the costs of analog switching while analog 
switches are sti11 in use in the Company's network, we rej ect 
Staff's proposal to amortize the reserve deficiency over five 
years. Finally, we reject CUB/Cook County's proposal for "dying 
account" treatment because it is not appropriate in this situation 
under recognized depreciation procedures and because the proposal, 
as framed by CUB/Cook County, would result in an under-recovery by 
the Company, 

3, CUB/Cook County's Proposal to Record Cost of Removal and 
Salvage as a Current Period Expense 

CUB/Cook County propose that the Commission should change 
existing practice and should require the Company to begin recording 
its cost of removal and salvage as a current period expense for 
regulatory purposes. Mr, Currin testified that this would provide 
incentives to the Company to minimize its cost of removal and 
maximize its gross salvage, 

Mr. Kossnar testified that Illinois Bell opposes the 
proposal. Mr, Kossnar explained that this idea is not new; the FCC 
evaluated this issue in the past (FCC Docket 84-468) and decided 
not to modify present methods. The FCC recently considered this 
issue again in its simplification docket, but again decided not to 
adopt it. 

Mr. Kossnar also testified that CUB/Cook County's proposal 
would impact all of the major LECs in Illinois and that, therefore, 
if this Commission chooses to address the issue, it would be best 
to do so in a separate rulemaking. Such a rulemaking would allow 
all affected companies to participate and to address the 
advantages, disadvantages, and possible implementation problems 
associated with this proposal, 

For the reasons contained in Mr. Kossnar's testimony, the 
Commission finds that it would not be appropriate to adopt CUB/Cook 
County's proposal to record cost of removal and salvage as a 
current period expense, 

VII. RATE BASE ADJUSTMENTS 

The Company proffered an adjusted intrastate original cost 
rate base of $3,122,223,000, which reflects the adoption of certain 
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adjustments. The[accepted adjustments, and their! effect on net 
original cost ("NOC") are set forth below: 

The Staff and Interveners have proposed several additional 
rate base adjustments with which the Company takes[issue, 

A, Cash Working Capital 

Staff witnessiJudith Marshall reviewed Illinois Bell's cash 
working capital analysis and proposed adjustmentls which would 
produce a net cash working capital allowance of negative $20,1 
million, a level limited to the offsetting of a [materials and 
supplies inventory i balance otherwise reflected as a rate base 
component. CUB witness Brosch also reviewed the Comppny's analysis 
and proposed adjustments which would reduce the Company's cash 
working capital requirement to a negative $9,6 million. 

Mr. Goens provided the Company's cash woî king capital 
analysis. He testified that the purpose of a cash wprking capital 
allowance is to compensate investors for the capital they provide 
to finance the Cojnpany' s ongoing operations unttil customers 
reimburse the Company for the services rendered. I^ stated that 
the Company performed an lead-lag study to determine the amount of 
cash needed for this purpose. 

The lead-lag study systematically measured the timing of cash 
flows through the Cpmpany, For example, Mr. Goens explained that 
the Company receivesj revenue from its customers and pays expenses 
such as wages and taxes. If customer payments aref received in 
advance of the servipe rendered, there is a revenue "lead" whereas 
if the service is prtovided in advance of the payment?, there is a 
revenue "lag". The difference between revenue leadt and revenue 
lag, expressed in terms of days, is the net revenue lag. 

He explained thpt the same concept applies to the measurement 
of expense and tax payment lead-lag days. His applibation of the 
Company's lead-lag study to the test year revenue [ and expense 
resulted in a cash working capital requirement of $75.1 million. 

The disputed working capital issues are discussed in the 
following sections, ' 

1. Depreciation Expense 
! 

Ms. Marshall objects to the Company's iriclusion of 
depreciation expense in its cash working capital requirement. 

She testified that investors long have been a^are of the 
traditional approach she followed regarding depreciatrion expense 
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and are familiar with the fact that every cash flow must be 
adjusted for the effect of timing. She argued that, to the extent 
any lag involving depreciation expense recovery exists, capital 
markets adjust for the lag. She further testified that the 
Commission rejected the Company's approach most recently in 
Illinois Power Company Docket 91-0147 and that there is no reason 
why the Commission should change its longstanding practice of 
excluding depreciation expense from lead-lag studies. 

Mr. Brosch testified that depreciation expense is a non-cash 
expense element of cost of service which does not require an outlay 
of current period cash. Accordingly, CUB/Cook contend that 
depreciation expense does not influence a Company's need for cash 
working capital and should not be included in a lead-lag study. He 
maintained that the elimination of depreciation expense would not 
result in an understatement of rate base because the ratemaking 
system is not precise enough to capture the dynamics of ongoing and 
continually changing accruals of depreciation expense and of the 
related changes in depreciation reserve used to serve current 
period customers, In addition, he opined that it is not 
appropriate to provide for working capital requirements at the end 
of the plant accounting cycle while totally ignoring the working 
capital effects of the construction phase. Finally, he noted that 
the FCC concurs with his position, citing to FCC 89-30, Docket 
86-497, paras. 28-32, 

Mr. Goens replied that all operating expenses represent cash 
transactions, even though the cash transactions for items such as 
depreciation do not occur at the same time that the costs are 
"recognized". He insisted that the relevant concern for ratemaking 
purposes is the total amount of investor-supplied capital required 
to finance the cost of service, rather than just those costs paid 
contemporaneously in cash. 

In his view, depreciation expense reflects the recovery of 
prior investment from customers receiving service from the plant. 
The Company's proposal compensates investors for financing this 
depreciation expense from the time service is rendered to the time 
the customer pays for that service. 

The Company notes that neither Staff nor CUB/Cook deny that a 
depreciation lag exists. Rather, they argue that the lag should 
not be included in the cash working capital analysis because 
investors have no expectation that it will be included and because 
the ratemaking process is not precise enough to capture changes in 
depreciation adequately. Mr. Goens testified that their theories 
about investors' expectations are entirely speculative and that 
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there is no evidence that investors have in fact increased their 
rate of return requirements to adjust for the npn-recovery of 
depreciation lag. 

• i 

The Commission accepts the adjustment of Staff and CUB/Cook. 
The Commission is of the opinion that the exclusion of depreciation 
expenses in the le£id-lag approach used by both the FCC and this 
Commission has been in place for years and i ^ well known. 
Investors have long been aware of this approach and are familiar 
with the fact that every cash flow has to be adjusted for the 
effect of timing ;and, to the extent that any 1 lag involving 
depreciation expense recovery exists, capital ] markets have 
knowledge of and adijust accordingly. IBT's meritleps argument has 
been presented to and rejected by this Commission m^y times, most 
recently in Illinois Power Company Docket 91-0147, 

2. I Ameritech Services Payments i 

Staff contends that the Commission should [disregard the 
actual timing of IB[r's payments to ASI for material^ and services 
and should substitute instead a 73-day lag periid to reflect 
payments as they shpuld be made under a 1983 contract between the 
Company and ASI. ! Ms. Marshall testified that this contract 
provides for ASI to] bill IBT monthly, on the last day of the month 
following the month to which any bill pertains, i and that the 
Company will pay Such bills within 30 days of il-eceipt. She 
testified that IlliLnois Bell is billed on a weeJtly basis for 
material and services purchased from ASI and that these bills are 
paid by wire transfbr within a few days of the date on which they 
are received. She layers that other vendors do not receive such 
favorable treatmentiof their charges to Illinois Belt; the Company 
pays those bills approximately 30 days after billing. 

Although Staff recognizes that the Company and ASI modified 
their 1983 contract in 1990 to provide that ASl[ will render 
materials bills weekly and service bills monthly oh a net seven 
days basis. Staff cpntends that the modification was[an affiliated 
interest transaction which requires Commission approval under 
Section 7-101. Ms. Marshall testified that, sincje it was not 
submitted for approval, she must assume that payments still should 
be made to ASI in abcordance with the 1983 contract. 

Ms. Marshall also testified that, althoiigh the 1983 
contract permits the Company to pay its bills to Asi within 30 
days, it is good caSh management practice to pay bills as near to 
the due date as possible. She said that the Company^ acknowledges 
this in its Accountihg Bulletin No. 271, which provides that it is 
the duty of each employee to process bills so that payment will 
reach the supplier as close as possible to the due date. in her 
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view, any IBT payment to ASI sooner than 30 days after billing 
reflects "poor cash management practice" and should not be 
subsidized by ratepayers. 

Finally, Staff contends that there is no evidence that ASI 
costs allocated to IBT would increase if IBT complied with the 
terms of its 1983 contract. In Staff's view, ASI allocates costs 
using a fully distributed cost method which includes a return on 
its investment. This return on investment is the weighted average 
allowed rates of return for the Ameritech operating companies and 
bears no direct relationship to ASI's actual costs. 

In response, Mr. Goens testified that, pursuant to Section 
13-601, there is no requirement that the 1990 modification be 
approved by the Commission and that Staff's entire position 
therefore should be rejected. First, the Company claims that 
contracts between affiliates of less than $1 million do not have to 
be approved by the Commission. Since the 1990 contract 
modification does not change the prices which IBT is obligated to 
pay below its 1983 agreement with ASI it falls under the $1 million 
threshold. Second, the Company contends that Rule 310. 60(b) of 
the Commission's Rules explicitly allows affiliated companies to 
enter into contracts without Commission approval if such contracts 
are "made in the ordinary course of business , , . at , , , 
standard or prevailing market prices, or at prices or rates fixed 
pursuant to law, " 

The Commission accepts Staff's adjustment. The original 
contract was approved by the Commission and IBT should have applied 
for approval of its modification. To argue that the effect of the 
modification is less then $ 1 million and, thus, not sub j ect to 
Commission approval is incorrect. Accepting IBT's logic would 
allow them to come to the Commission with one contract and then 
subsequently "cherry-pick" the contract through modifications. The 
Commission does not accept such convoluted reasoning that would 
permit a utility to circumvent the Commission's oversight to the 
detriment of ratepayers. 

3. Collection Float 

Mr. Goens testified that Staff made an adjustment to the 
Company's analysis for disbursement float (the interval between 
check, payment and its deduction from the Company's checking 
account). Mr. Goens testified that Illinois Bell then requested 
but Staff refused a corresponding adjustment be made to reflect 
collection float (the interval between a deposit of customer checks 
and their availability for withdrawal). The Company argues that 
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since it does not have the immediate use of the checks when they 
are deposited, an adjustment should be made. In its view. Staff's 
one-sided approach is unreasonable. 

Ms. Marshall testified that she sees no justification for 
changing the revenue lags which the Company originally calculated, 
i. e., the lags asspciated with the time from receipt of customer 
payments until they! are deposited in the bank. 

She further stated that Illinois Bell indicated in a data 
request that there! were no written agreements with any banks 
regarding fund availability and that therefore no [adjustment is 
appropriate, 

In response, jMr, Goens submitted a collection î loat analysis 
from the Harris Bank; which shows that the Company must wait between 
zero and four days for check deposit balances to becpme available. 
He said that, based! on similar reports from its othjer banks, the 
Company determined ithat it must wait an average cif 1.1 to 1.5 
business days before it can use the funds it deposits. He went on 
to explain that, while there are no formal "contracts" between 
Illinois Bell and its banks on this subject, each barik has its own 
policy regarding fund availability which delays tfhe Company's 
ability to access its funds immediately. 

The Commission finds that the Company's |request for 
recognition of a collection float is symmetrical with jits agreement 
to recognize a disbu^rsement float and therefore is reasonable. We 
also find that the] Company has proved the existence of the 
collection float adequately by means of the Harris 9ank analysis 
and Mr, Goens' testiinony, 

4. VEBA Payments | 

Mr. Goens explained that Voluntary Emplojyee Benefit 
Association ("VEBA"); payments are made by the Company to fund 
medical and dental i benefits of past and current; employees. 
Contributions which pre earmarked for active employees are paid 
into a separate trusti fund and also are used to reimburse insurance 
carriers for the clailns of retirees. In his rebuttal testimony, he 
related that the Company inadvertently omitted $20.^ million of 
VEBA expenses from its study which developed the benfefit expense 
lead-lag factors and therefore was submitting a revised cash 
working capital analysis. 

Ms. Marshall testified that the VEBA payments werle considered 
in the lead-lag study submitted with IBT's direct case. Payments 
to the VEBA trust during the study period were recordeid in Account 
6728,2, Other General! and Administrative - Benefit Pl^n Payments, 
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Staff states that the "Ameritech Guidelines for Preparing Cash 
Working Capital Lag Studies" specify a treatment for items recorded 
in that account. These guidelines state that, "Benefits charged to 
account 6728.2 will not be studied separately, but will utilize the 
lag days developed for benefits charged to account number 8701,1, 
(Benefits and Payroll Taxes)". Staff contends that IBT followed 
these guidelines for calculating the benefits lag days in preparing 
the lead-lag study submitted with its direct case. Staff argues 
that this approach to calculating benefits lag days was accepted in 
Staff's direct testimony and previously has been adopted by the 
Commission in Illinois Bell Telephone Company Docket No. 89-0033. 
The Commission's order in Docket 89-0033 states at page 51, "...the 
record herein indicates that the Company's lead/lag study was 
properly conducted..,". 

Accordingly, she contends that the treatment of VEBA payments 
proposed in Mr, Goens' rebuttal testimony is not in accordance with 
the guidelines as quoted above and as previously adopted by the 
Commission, She further contends that he offered no rationale for 
changing the way VEBA payments are considered in calculating IBT's 
cash working capital requirement other than through the statement 
that these payments were "inadvertently omitted" from its original 
study. 

In response, the Company contends that Staff overlooks a 
crucial distinction between two separate components of its lead-lag 
study, Mr, Goens testified that the first component is a "factors" 
study which developed lead-lag factors by analyzing the size and 
timing of payments and receipts during a three-month period during 
1991, The lead days and lag days produced by this "factors study" 
were then applied to the test year expenses to develop the cash 
working capital requirement. He explained that when the Company 
performed its "factors study" it inadvertently omitted $20.6 
million in VEBA expenses and that this mistake significantly 
overstated the total lag day factor and had a large impact on total 
cash working capital requirements. 

Finally, he emphasized that the Company was aware of, and 
correctly followed, the Company's guidelines which Staff cited in 
its testimony. According to Mr. Goens, the Company and Staff agree 
that VEBA expenses charged to Account 6728.2 are not studied 
separately and that they are assigned the composite benefit lag day 
which results from a separate study of Account 8701.1, In his 
opinion, there is no disagreement on the operation of the 
guidelines and Staff's objection should be rejected, ^ 

The Commission rejects IBT's request that the Company's cash 
working capital analysis be adjusted to include the VEBA expenses 
which it inadvertently omitted from its original study. The 
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Company has not prjesented persuasive evidence that an error took 
place, ! 

5, I Credit for Non-Cash Benefits 

Mr. Goens testified that a Staff mathematical ebror improperly 
understates the amount of the Company's cash working capital 
requirement and shpuld be corrected. He stated that]this situation 
originated when the Company agreed to Staff's ]; request that 
non-funded employee benefits be removed from the stiijfly and to apply 
the revenue lag appropriately to that amount. In Raff's revised 
calculations it subtracted this amount, However, Mr. Goens 
maintained that sihce the Company's pension is ovfer-funded, the 
non-funded employee benefit obligation actually is a non-cash 
credit to the Company, and that to remove the effect |of this credit 
mathematically it nî st be added to the benefit expepse. 

For the reasons set forth by the Company, the Co^ission finds 
that the appropriate method to remove a non-cash [credit to the 
Company is to add this amount to the benefit expense and to apply 
the revenue lag toithat amount. The final cash working capital 
analysis should be a<ijusted to reflect this correction. 

6. Wire Transfer Adjustments 

Finally, Mr, Gpens stated that corrections werb necessary to 
reflect properly thp items which the Company paid by 
but which Staff believes were paid by check. 

wire transfer 

He testified tljiat all of the Company's postage iexpenses were 
paid by wire transfer and should be assigned negative 13,5 lag 
days. Similarly, hp maintained that all Federal incpme taxes were 
paid by wire transfer and should be assigned 62i.5 lag days. 
Finally, he stated tjiat other taxes were paid by chebk and by wire 
transfer and that the composite lag days for all otper taxes was 
137,7 days. 

The Commission finds that the Company's propose[d corrections 
to reflect wire transfer adj ustments properly are reasonable, 
appropriate, and shpuld be adopted, 

B, Other Post-Retirement Benefits ("OPEBs") I 

Staff and CUB !have proposed the removal of the test year 
capitalized portion pf the OPEB amortization which wap included by 
the Company in its rpte base, IBT witness Goens subbits that the 
Staff and CUB OPEB rate base adjustments should be rbjected. 
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The Company included, as an addition to rate base, the 
unamortized balance of the deferred transition benefit obligation 
("TBO") relating to SFAS 106. Since Staff removed the entire 
amortization of the deferral, Mr, Griffy concluded that the 
associated unamortized balance also must be removed from rate base. 

During the rebuttal phase of the proceeding, Mr. Goens noted 
that the Company had included a liability for unfunded OPEB costs 
in the amount of $99,489,000. He asserted that this liability was 
associated with the unamortized deferred OPEB asset and that the 
unfunded liability should be remoVed if the associated asset were 
removed, 

Mr. Griffy testified that the unfunded OPEB liability was not 
directly related to the deferred OPEB TBO asset but instead refers 
to the amount of OPEB costs accrued but not paid to an external 
fund. He reasoned that since the Company was funding only its 
current OPEB accruals, no amortization of the TBO had been funded. 
He concluded that the asset, however, represent the unamortized 
portion of the deferred OPEB TBO and that the unfunded liability 
would exist regardless of whether the Company received deferred 
accounting treatment for the TBO, 

Mr, Griffy agreed with Mr, Goens that the cumulative unfunded 
liability incurred by IBT through the end of 1993 is $99,489,000, 
and recommended that this entire cumulative amount be included in 
rate base as a known and measurable change in the test year. 

The Commission is of the opinion that the Company's treatment 
of OPEB-related rate base amounts is reasonable and should be 
adopted. 

C, Vacancy Levels 

Staff witness Slattery proposed an adjustment to reduce Plant-
in-Service by $47,494,000, Staff's adjustment removes from rate 
base the cost of vacant office space and is based upon an average 
vacancy level of the buildings which IBT included in rate base at 
the end of the test year, August 31, 1992, This adjustment would 
reduce depreciation expense by $1.3 million on a grossed-up basis, 
using Staff's revenue conversion factor. In support of the 
proposed adjustment, Ms, Slattery reasoned that IBT failed to 
demonstrate how assets representing vacant office space were 
productive in serving the Company's ratepayers. 

IBT witness Goens advanced four basic reasons why IBT should 
be allowed to include costs of vacant building space in its test 
year rate base. He claimed that: (1) some of the vacant areas are 
due to the implementation of new technologies which require less 
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physical space; (2) the Company continually ievaluates the 
relocation and consolidation of employees in leaseê  quarters into 
Company-owned space as the leases expire; (3) due i to the future 
demand for intercopnection, some level of vacant space should be 
reserved when planping to remodel an existing locatjon or to build 
a new location; and (4) Staff's adjustment penalizps the Company 
for taking advantagp of new technology and resizing ]its workforce. 

Staff countered that the reason the Company iretains vacant 
space is irrelevant- Rather, it is the Company's business needs 
that should dictate whether the rate base should be increased or 
decreased. Moreover, the Company's claim that it is; "considering" 
the relocation of employees is not a known and measurable factor 
which could alter Staff's adjustment; and that even ^f the Company 
were to shift employees from leased quarters into j Company-owned 
space, there would; be a corresponding decrease in; rent expense 
which is not presently reflected in the filing, ] 

The Commission !accepts Staff's adjustment. The Company failed 
to present any known and measurable data as evidence in this 
proceeding to support its claim that there is a foresbeable future 
need for this excess space, ! 

VIII. CAPITAL STRUCl'URE AND RATE OF RETURN 

A. Capital Structure i 

In order to determine the fair rate of return on itotal capital 
that should be applied to the Company's approved rite base, the 
Company and Staff ]f*ecommended the use of the Company's actual 
capital structure. The company submitted evidence o^ its capital 
structure as of July 31, 1993, adjusted to reflect the retirement 
on September 1, 1993, of $125 million of Series I First Mortgage 
Bonds, which were replaced with short-term debt. Staff presented 
evidence of 1:he Company's capital structure as of August 31, 1993, 
adjusted to reflect b 12-month average balance of shojrt-term debt. 

Staff witness Jon Summerville recommended thei adoption of 
IBT's actual capital structure which consisted of ^9.50% common 
equity at August 31], 1993. He concluded that the use such a 
capital structure wpuld be appropriate because it [reflects the 
Company's target capital structure, the capital structure during 
the period during which rates established by this proceeding will 
be in effect, and it results in a reasonable overall best of capi­
tal, 

i 

Company witnessiGoens testified that IBT's embedded cost of 
long-term debt was 7485% based on a schedule of the Embedded cost 
of long-term debt as of September 1, 1993, This schepule reflects 
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the retirement of the Series I First Mortgage Bonds and includes 
$6,367,000 of capital leases, 

Mr. Summerville testified that the appropriate embedded cost 
of long-term debt for Illinois Bell was 7.69%, His schedule of the 
embedded cost of long-term debt is identical to the schedule 
provided by Mr, Goens except that it does not reflect the 
retirement of Series I First Mortgage Bonds or include $6,367,000 
of capital leases. 

Mr. Summervi1le uti1ized the end-of-test year schedule of 
long-term debt because on September 1, 1993, the Company replaced 
the $125 million Series I First Mortgage Bonds with short-term 
debt. He opined that the use of a 12-month average balance of 
short-term debt has the advantage of smoothing out monthly 
fluctuations in the balance of short-term debt. 

Staff notes that Mr. Goens included $6,367,000 of capital 
leases in his schedule of the embedded cost of long-term debt. 
Staff states that it is not clear from the Company's testimony or 
responses to data requests that the $615,000 cost associated with 
these capital leases is reasonable. Staff takes the position that 
because the Company has failed to demonstrate the reasonableness of 
these costs. Staff recommends that the Commission not permit the 
Company to recover than from ratepayers. 

Mr, Goens testified that the Company's cost of short-term debt 
was 3,43% and the balance of short-term debt on September 1, 1993, 
was $366,332,000. 

Mr. Summerville recommended using a 3.13% short-term debt rate 
because this was the rate at which 30-day high-grade unsecured 
commercial paper was sold through dealers by major corporations as 
reported in the September 1, 1993 edition of The Wall Street 
Journal. Staff contends that all short-term borrowing at Illinois 
Bell is done through Ameritech and that Ameritech's short-term debt 
consists of over 85% commercial paper. Staff contends that this 
3.13% short-term debt rate better reflects prevailing market 
conditions, 

Mr, Summerville testified that the average balance of short-
term debt for the Company for the twelve months ending August 31, 
1993, was $211,538,000, He also testified a 12-month average 
balance was appropr iate because the Company's actua1 month-end 
balance of short-term debt tends to fluctuate significantly over 
short periods of time. This was also the same method the 
Commission adopted in the last IBT rate case. Docket 89-0033, 
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Furthermore, Staff points to the fact that Mr, GoenS agreed during 
cross examination that the Company's monthly balance of short-term 
debt tends to fluctuate significantly from month tp month, 

i 
Mr. Goens testified that IBT's capital structure is consistent 

with the Company'is long-term objective, as stkted to this 
Commission since 1^83, of targeting a debt ratio pelow 40%. He 
stated that a 40% debt ratio provides the best balance for 
customers and investors because it allows the Compapy to maintain 
a top quality bond rating and enjoy access to capita^ markets under 
almost any conditions. He also opined that the Company's business 
risk is increasing pue to the rapid technological apd competitive 
changes that are occurring in the industry, an<ji that it is 
appropriate to offset higher business risk by reduping financial 
risk with a lower dtebt ratio. 

Dr. Phillips testified that the Company's actual capital 
structure is reasonable for three reasons. First, it 
with the capital structures of comparable telebommunications 
companies. Second,! it is required for an "A" bond 

is consistent 

rating under 
Standard & Poors ̂  ("S&P") revised telecommunlications LEC 
guidelines. Third,i the Commission previously has 
Company's almost identical equity ratio, and it would 
to investors for thp Commission now to reject that retio at a time 
when the Company is ifaced with increasing business risk. 

approved the 
be unsettling 

that the S&P 
structure in 

Mr, Summerville recommended the acceptance of the Company's 
actual capital strupture because the structure is cohsistent with 
actual and prospective capital structures in the telecom­
munications industry and is reflective of the Company's capital 
structure that actually will exist during the tbrm that the 
Commission's order Wjill be in effect. He also noted 
Credit Review requirps less than 42% debt in capital 
order to qualify fojc an "AA" bond rating. His anblysis of 40 
market-traded telepommunications companies included in the 
Telecommunications Cpmpustat II database demonstrated that at the 
end of the third quatter 1992, the weighted average Aommon equity 
ratio was 56.19% with a standard deviation of 8,55%. The Company's 
equity ratio fell within this range. Similarly, thb Value Line 
Investment Survey i projected equity ratios ! for the 
telecommunications sbrvice industry of 53% in 1992, ]54% in 1993, 
54.55% in 1994 and 59,5% in the 1996-1998 time period, 

I 

Based on his analyses, Mr. Summerville concluded that use of 
the Company's actpal capital structure would 
determination of a rbasonable overall cost of capital 

facilitate 

AG witness Stephen G, Hill recommended the ^^® ^^ ^ 
hypothetical capital Structure due, in part, to Ameritech's capital 
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structure. He recommended a capital structure consisting of 51.05% 
common equity, 44.50% long-term debt, and 4.45% short-term debt, 
based on Ameritech's actual capitalization at year-end 1992. He 
reasoned that Ameritech as a whole faced greater business risk than 
Illinois Bell; therefore, it would be expected that Ameritech would 
have the higher equity ratio. He concluded that IBT's higher 
equity ratio was evidence of financial cross-subsidization of 
Ameritech's unregulated activities by IBT's regulated services. 
This would occur because equity is more expensive than debt; thus, 
by transfering more equity to IBT's balance sheet, Ameritech could 
finance its unregulated activities with a higher percentage of 
lower-cost debt. He also performed an analysis of the independent 
telephone industry and IBT for an 18-year period from 1973 to 1991 
to show that both the industry and IBT had enjoyed relatively 
stable Earnings before Interest and Taxes ("EBIT") that well 
exceeded their actual interest expense. He concluded from this 
that Illinois Bell could be capitalized safely with a much higher 
level of debt. 

CUB witness Rothschild also recommended the use of an imputed 
capital structure for IBT because of Ameritech's capital structure. 
He agreed with Mr, Hill's contentions that IBT could be capitalized 
safely and more cost effectively with less common equity and that 
the level of common-equity in a capital structure should be 
expected to decrease as the operating risk decreases, Mr. 
Rothschild recommended using a hypothetical capital structure 
containing 42,5% common equity, which would be consistent with a 
"triple-B" bond rating. He performed an analysis to demonstrate 
that this equity ratio would provide Illinois Bell with the lowest 
overall cost of capital. He also demonstrated that IBT's equity 
ratio was higher than the end-of-1992 average equity ratios of the 
seven regional Bell holding companies ("RBHCs") and seven 
independent telephone companies, 

Mr. Rothschild also contended that Illinois Bell's high equity 
ratio was being used to support Ameritech's unregulated activities. 
He backed out of Ameritech's balance sheet the combined balance 
sheets of the five AOCs and concluded that Ameritech's unregulated 
activities were being financed with only 28,68% common equity. 

Mr. Rothschild indicated that it would be "totally 
unnecessary" for IBT actually to sell debt in order to reduce its 
equity ratio; it was sufficient that the Commission simply impute 
a higher debt level to IBT for ratemaking purposes. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION 

The Commission is of the opinion that Staff's proposed capital 
structure is reasonable and should be adopted. The Commission 
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concurs that the use of a 12-month average balancb of short-term 
debt is more sound i because it smooths out monthly fluctuations in 
the balance of short-term debt. In addition, the Commission 
accepts Staff's $615,000 adjustment of the costs aissociated with 
certain leases. The Commission agrees that the Company has failed 
to demonstrate the reasonableness of these costs, i 

The Commission also accepts Mr. Summerville's pse of a short-
term debt rate of 3il3%. The Commission agrees with Istaf f's use of 
the prevailing ratei, as of September 1, 1994, at whidh 30-day high-
grade unsecured commercial paper was sold through dealers by major 
corporations. The Commission believes that a short-fcerm debt rate 
of 3.13% better reflects current market conditions.] 

The Commission rejects the proposals of Mr. Hill and Mr. 
Rothschild to use i a hypothetical capital structure. It is 
impossible to determine the overall cost of capital for IBT 
accurately by usingi a hypothetical rather than an actual capital 
structure, because with a hypothetical capital strubture the cost 
of common equity and cost of debt cannot be determined accurately. 
For example, if the Company had been capitalizep with higher 
percentages of debt, the costs of individual debt issues and the 
cost of equity would have been higher. It is impossible to 
calculate those costs accurately. Conversely, utilizing the actual 
capital structure, the embedded cost of debt can be calculated 
precisely and the estimation of the cost of equity ib facilitated 
because the actual ] capital structure is what is jreflected in 
current market pricps and investor expectations. No persuasive 
evidence has been apduced to warrant deviating from bur customary 
practice of using ah actual capital structure wherevbr possible. 

The Commission I rejects the contention of Mr. kill and Mr. 
Rothschild that financial cross-subsidigation exists between IBT 
and Ameritech. The Company does not guarantee [the debt of 
Ameritech or of its unregulated subsidiaries. Absent such a 
guarantee, investors! in Ameritech could obtain littlb solace from 
IBT's lower debt ratio. 

The Commission also is concerned with Mr. Hill'[s failure to 
compare IBT's capital structure with those of other telecom­
munications firms, e^en though this information was readily avail­
able, Mr. Hill conclpded that financial cross-subsidisation exists 
between IBT and Amerijtech based on the capitalization iof companies 
in the gas, electric and industrial industries, not of[companies in 
the telecommunicatioris industry. 

Another drawback associated with the analyses of Mr, 
Rothschild and Mr. Hiill is that they are incomplete since they 
ignored the future i of the telecommunications industry when 
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conducting their respective capital structure analyses. The 
Commission agrees with Staff and IBT that for ratemaking purposes, 
a utility's capital structure should reflect the best available 
estimates for the period during which prospective rates will be in 
effect. The Commission is of the opinion that it is important to 
consider forecasted data when evaluating the reasonableness of a 
utility's capital structure. 

In summary, we find IBT's actual capital structure, as 
adjusted by Staff, to be reasonable. It is consistent with the 
present and prospective capital structures of firms in the 
telecommunications industry. It appropriately reflects the 
business risks the Company faces and it allows the Company to 
maintain a high quality bond rating that will afford ready access 
to the capital markets whenever necessary to meet service 
requirements. Finally, it results in lower costs for both debt and 
equity than would exist with a, higher debt level. 

B, Return On Eguitv 

IBT claims a return on common equity ("ROE") of 15.50% based 
upon the testimony of Dr. Charles F, Phillips, Jr,, who recommended 
this rate of return on book equity based on his comparable earnings 
analysis, IBT also offered the testimony of Dr. Roger Ibbotson, 
who performed a market return analysis. Three other witnesses, Ms.. 
Antonia Joy Nicdao for Staff, Mr. Stephen Hill for the AG, and Mr. 
James A. Rothschild for CUB, presented evidence on the required 
return on Respondent's common equity. 

Dr. Phillips recommended an equity return of 15.50% based on 
his comparable earnings analysis of a group of proxy telecom­
munications firms and unregulated entities having similar 
investment risk to that of Illinois Bell. He is the Robert G. 
Brown Professor of Economics at Washington and Lee University and 
has testified on rate of return matters in many regulatory 
proceedings in Illinois and around the country. 

He used four publicly-traded independent telephone companies 
and the seven RBHCs as a proxy for Illinois Bell. He also 
identified twelve unregulated companies that he believed have 
investment risk comparable to that of the proxy telecommunications 
companies, using three measures of investment risk: Value Line beta 
coefficient. Value Line safety rating and S&P bond rating. By this 
method, he identified twelve companies; Anheuser-Bush, Bristol 
Myers Squibb, Clorox, Coca-Cola, Heinz, IBM, Kellogg, McDonalds, 
McKesson, Quaker Oats, Sara Lee and Vulcan Materials, He analyzed 
the earned returns on book equity of the proxy firms as well of as 
the unregulated firms and looked at both historic and expectational 
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data. His analysis determined the following average annual earned 
returns of the unregulated firms and the proxy telecommunications 
firms: i 

pboxy 
Unregulated Telecontmunications 

Firms FJirms 

1987 — 1991 20.52 - 24,27% ll,93i - 15,13% 

1992 20.82% 13.98% 
I 

1993 24.08% i 14,63% 

1995 — 1997 23.87 ! 16.37% 

1996 — 1998 25.28% i 16.61% 

After Ms. Nicdao criticized his method of selection of his 
proxy telecommunications firms, Dr. Phillips presented a comparable 
earnings analysis of the proxy telecommunications fp.rms that Ms, 
Nicdao selected for her analyses. These firms earned average book 
returns on equity of 13,83% for the 1988-92 period and are expected 
to earn average returns of 16,46% for the 1996-98 pejriod. 

Based on his entire analysis, Dr- Phillips concluded that an 
ROE above 20% would riot be unreasonable for the Compar^ and will be 
required by investors as the Company's business ttecomes fully 
competitive. However, for the present, he concluded that an ROE 
equal to the average of the future expected returns of the proxy 
telecommunications firms, i.e., 15.50%, would be reasonable. 

The Company coptends that the Commission should give Dr, 
Phillips' recommendation significant weight in reachijng its final 
determination, notinjg that since the ROE that the Commission 
'determines is applied to a book value rate base (as a [component of 
the total return on Capital), the comparable earninge method has 
the advantage of comparing apples to apples. 

Both CUB and the! AG cite Docket 89-0033 and Illibois Bell v, 
F . C C , 988 F,2d 1255! (D.C Cir. 1993) as support for rbjecting Dr. 
Phillips' comparable earnings analysis. With respect tie Docket 89-
0033, CUB and AG citeithe following: 

The Commission concludes a decision on an appropriate rate of 
return for Illipois Bell cannot be based on Dr 
comparable earnings analysis. This Commission has 
based approaches to determining the cost of 

Phillips' 
used market 
equity for 

Illinois Bell for some time. The Company's own ievidence as 
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to its financial condition speaks to the adequacy of this 
approach, 

(Order on Remand, Docket 89-0033, p. 15.) 

With respect to Illinois Bell v, F.CC, 988 F.2d 1255 (D.C 
Cir. 1993), CUB and AG argue that his comparable earnings analysis 
was rejected when IBT presented it before the FCC. 

The Company's second rate of return witness, Dr. Roger 
Ibbotson, performed a risk premium (i.e. Capital Asset Pricing 
Model or "CAPM") analysis and a non-constant growth Discounted Cash 
Flow ("DCF") analysis on Ameritech and used the results to derive 
IBT's cost of equity mathematically. 

A DCF model implies that the market value of a firm's common 
stock equals the aggregate value of its expected stream of future 
dividends, discounted at the investor-required rate of return, 
That is, the expected rate of return equals the dividend yield 
(dividend divided by price) plus the expected rate of growth in 
dividend yield. The expected rate of growth in earnings can be 
substituted for dividend growth in the model. 

The quarterly DCF model recognizes that dividends are paid 
quarterly and can be reinvested immediately to earn a return. The 
constant growth DCF model assumes that the firm's dividends (or 
earnings) will grow at a constant rate; whereas, the non-constant 
growth model assumes that they will grow at different rates during 
different future periods. 

For his DCF analysis. Dr. Ibbotson used the quarterly 
compounding DCF method and relied on published analysts' estimates 
(from IBES) for his first-stage growth rate. For his second stage 
growth rate, he used the historical, long-term, real growth rate in 
the economy, plus an estimate of long-term inflation. He stated 
this was reasonable because Illinois Bell's customer base 
represents a broad cross-section of the economy and, thus, the 
Company can be expected to grow in the long-run at least at the 
rate of growth of the economy as a whole. Otherwise, the Company 
would go into decline, which is not anyone's current anticipation. 
His DCF analysis produced an expected market return of 13.6% for 
Ameritech, 

The CAPM or risk premium model is based on the premise that 
investors are risk averse. It assumes that the return an investor 
expects is equal to a risk-free ra^e plus a premium to compensate 
for the perceived risk of owning the security. For his risk 
premium analysis. Dr. Ibbottson estimated IBT's beta (a measure of 
risk or volatility) by removing the beta of Ameritech's unregulated 
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business from Ameritech's total company beta. He then selected a 
sample of nineteen !companies, which he considered tb be comparable 
to any one of four unregulated businesses of Ameriteph, in order to 
estimate the beta of Ameritech's unregulated busineises. His risk 
premium analysis indicated a CAPM cost of equity estimate of 13.00% 
for IBT, before flotation costs, 

Dr, Ibbotson'p non-constant growth DCF result] for Ameritech 
was applied to a CAPM formula in order to derive hisil3,10% cost of 
equity estimate for IBT, before flotation costs, ! 

He determined ihis flotation cost adjustment uiing an Arzac-
Marcus flotation cbst formula based on his assumption that IBT's 
flotation costs arp 4,0% and external equity finafncing rate is 
65,0%. Accordingly> he added 40 basis points on top [of his DCF and 
CAPM ROE estimates ifor IBT, although he did not prbvide evidence 
sufficient to support an adjustment of this magnitude- The average 
of his DCF and CAPM tesults, adjusted for flotation cpsts, reflects 
his recommended 13.50% ROE for IBT. 

Ms. Nicdao used the constant growth qubrterly DCF, 
non-constant growth!quarterly DCF, and risk premium- (i.e., CAPM) 
models in order to estimate the market cost of comirton equity for 
Illinois Bell. Sincb IBT's common equity is not markpt-traded, she 
performed her analyses on nine market-traded teleicommuncations 
companies which she^determined to be comparable in investment risk 
to Illinois Bell baspd on a quantitative analysis of b set of seven 
ratios which measurO operating and financial risk. 

In determining! an appropriate dividend yield, M^. Nicdao used 
the current price ofj her proxy firms at the time of her analysis. 
In order to estimate growth in her constant growth model, she 
considered four sepprate estimates of the growth rfate from the 
investment community as published by IBES, ZackS investment 
Research ("Zacks"), Prudential Securities Universe bnd the Value 
Line Investment Survey. For her non-constant growth model, she 
used her constant grpwth estimates for the first five-year period 
and growth estimates ifrom Merrill Lynch's Quantitative 
Prudential Securitiep for her third stage (beyond ten 
second-stage growth !estimate (for the second five years) was a 
transitional blend oif her first-stage and third-stage estimates. 
She updated her analyses in her rebuttal testimony. JHer constant 
growth DCF analysis, as updated, produced estimated returns for her 
proxy firms ranging fkrom 9.08% to 11.76%. Her updated i non-constant 
growth DCF analysis pjroduced returns ranging from 10,4JL% to 11,17%. 

For her risk premium analysis, Ms. Nicdao used htwo measures 
of the risk-free ratb, the rates implied by the priceis of futures 
contracts for short-term Treasury bills ("T-bill̂ ") and for 
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long-term Treasury bonds ("T-bonds") . To measure the risk premium, 
she first determined the risk premium of the stock market as a 
whole. In order to do this, she performed an individual, bottoms-
up DCF analysis on the 431 firms in the S&P Composite Index that 
pay dividends and for which published growth rates were available. 
Each firm's rate of return was weighted by the proportion of its 
equity to the total equity of the firms studied. From this DCF 
return on the market, she subtracted her risk-free rates to 
determine the risk premium of the market as a whole. 

In order to determine IBT's specific risk premium, she 
multiplied the market risk premium by the betas of her proxy firms, 
A firm whose stock price rises faster than the prices of the market 
as a whole in periods of rising prices and falls faster than the 
market as a whole in periods of falling prices has a beta greater 
than one, indicating that it is more risky than the market as a 
whole. Correspondingly, a stock with a beta less than one is less 
risky than the market, and its price rises and falls more slowly 
than overall price movements in the market. To determine beta, Ms. 
Nicdao used the average of published Value Line betas, and betas 
she calculated using the Merrill Lynch beta calculation method on 
data contained in S&P Compustat II data tapes. 

After determining Illinois Bell's risk premium by multiplying 
the risk premium on the market by the betas of her proxy firms, 
Ms. Nicdao determined Illinois Bell's market-required return by 
adding its idiosyncratic risk premium to the risk-free rates. Her 
methodology, updated in her rebuttal testimony, produced a CAPM 
market cost of equity capital for Illinois Bell of 13.06% to 
13,49%. 

On rebuttal, comparing her DCF and CAPM results and applying 
her sound judgment as an analyst, Ms. Nicdao concluded that IBT's 
market cost of equity capital ranged from 11,90% to 12,90%, with a 
mid-point of 12,40%. She recommended that the mid-point be used in 
order to determine the equity component of the overall weighted 
cost of capital. 

Mr. Hill presented market cost of equity analyses on behalf of 
the AG. He performed a constant growth annual DCF analysis on a 
sample consisting of the seven Bell RHCs and on another sample 
consisting of nine natural gas distribution companies. He 
calculated his growth rates utilizing the formula "br + vs". This 
method determines internal growth by multiplying published 
estimates of expected future earned returns on book equity times 
the earnings retention rate, the "br" factor. It also adds a "vs" 
factor for growth due to external financing. He performed a 
similar analysis of nine natural gas distribution companies as a 
check, based on his opinion that gas distribution companies are 
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comparable in risk po telecommunications companies. [The results of 
this analysis for the RHC sample and gas sample p^® 10.81% and 
10.29%, respectively. 

Mr. Hill alsp performed an Earnings-Price Rjitio Analysis, 
Market-to-Book Ratio Analysis and a CAPM analysife in order to 
corroborate the results of his DCF analysis. On the basis of these 
four analyses, Mr. Hill derived a 10,75% to 11.25% RpE estimate for 
his RHC sample arid a 10.25% to 10.50% estimate for his gas 
distribution sample. He then determined that IBT'p true cost of 
equity falls within a range of lo.50% to 10,75%. 

CUB witness Rothschild performed a constant grobth annual DCF 
analysis which he referred to as the "Simple DCF^ and his own 
version of the DCF, i.e,, the "Complex DCF", wherein he used his 
forecasts of earnings, dividends, and stock prices jfor 40 years. 
The Simple DCF model used a growth rate developed by Mr. 
Rothschild. The Coiflplex DCF model used a growth rate 
Rothschild's opinion, produced realistic market-to 
payout ratios or eatned returns on book equity. 

which, in Mr. 
-book ratios. 

He applied theise models to a sample that consisted of the 
seven Bell RHCs including Ameritech, and to Ameritech only. His 
Simple DCF results for the RHCs range from 9.21% to lto.81% and for 
Ameritech, 8.58% toi9.8l%. His Complex DCF results for the RHCs 
range from 9,82% to 10.57% and for Ameritech, 8.^8% to 9.52%. 
Based on his analysjes and on a capital structure bonsisting of 
42,50% equity, Mr, Rothschild recommended a 10.85% cbst of equity 
for IBT. 

COMMISSION ANALYSIS ^ D CONCLUSION 

In setting a rejturn on equity for a particular [utility, the 
Commission must bplance the interests of ratepayers and 
shareholders. The Cpmmission must authorize a rate of return that 
is equal to its costi of equity, A rate of return that is higher 
will unduly burden ratepayers with excessive costs, [Meanwhile, a 
rate of return that is set too low will impair the utility's 
ability to raise capital and, ultimately, affect tpe utility's 
ability to provide quality service. 

In determining What the cost of equity is for a [utility, the 
Commission must base| its decision on sound financiaj. principles 
that are used by profbssional investors. When determining whether 
or not to invest in the stock of a particular utility, the 
professional investot is, in effect, setting the real cost of 
capital for that utility. The Commission, in autorizikig a rate of 
return, makes an estimate what the investor is demanding. It is 
the Commission that rbacts to the investor and not vipe versa. 
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The Commission believes that Staff's analysis is the most 
reasonable analysis presented in this docket. The Commission is of 
the opinion that Ms. Nicdao's analysis best reflects the thoughts 
of the professional investor. 

The Commission rejects Dr, Phillips comparable earnings 
analysis as differing from the conventional thinking of the 
professional investor, Dr, Phillips' comparable analysis is flawed 
because it attempts to establish rates based on book equity instead 
of using a market-based approach. The Commission has previously 
rejected Dr. Phillips' use of the comparable earnings analysis for 
this reason and IBT has not establised a basis for the Commission 
to find differently in this case. 

With respect to Mr. Hill's analysis, the Commission does not 
agree with the growth rates that he utilize in his DCF analysis, 
Mr. Hill's methodology for determining growth rates is unothodox 
and clearly inferior to Ms. Nicdao's approach of using published 
estimates. The Commission is also not convinced of the usefulness 
of Mr. Hill's Earnings-Price Ratio Analysis and Market-to-Book 
Ratio Analysis, Neither of these methods reflect an investor's 
future expectations which is what the Commission's decision should 
be based upon. 

The Commission also rejects Mr, Rothschild's analysis. The 
growth rates that Mr. Rothschild utilizes for his DCF analysis are 
highly subjective and, accordingly, unrealistically low, Mr, 
Rothschild's estimates of future growth do not reflect investors' 
expectat ions, 

The analysis of Ms, Nicdao and Dr. Ibbotson are fundamentally 
sound. While neither is completely free of subjective input — it 
is impossible for such an analysis to be so — their is a miniaml 
amount of subjective content in their analyses. The Commission, 
however, is of the opinion that Ms. Nicdao's DCF analysis is more 
reasonable, in part due to her use of a more objective growth rate 
estimate. 

As stated repeatedly in this Order, this docket differs 
significantly from a rate case. While under normal rate case 
circumstances this Commission would be inclined to accept the 12.4% 
midpoint of Ms. Nicdao's range of 11.90% to 12.90%, for purposes of 
setting the initial rates for an alternative regulation plan, the 
Commission will adopt the low end of the range of 11,90% as the 
cost of equity for IBT. There are two reasons for the Commission's 
choice: first, it must be noted that any point in that range is 
reasonable and, thus, the Commission's choice of 11,90% is 
reasonable; second, although the Commission rejected using a 
hypothetical capital structure as proposed by CUB and AG, some of 
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the concerns espoused by these parties are also oficoncern to the 
Commission, 

The following computation reflects the Commisbion's decision 
on overall cost of capital: 

Cost Weighted 
i Amount (OOO's^ Ratio _ Rate. 

Common Equity 

Short-Term 
Debt 

Long-Term 
Debt 

Total 

$ 2 , 4 6 9 , 1 1 8 

2 1 1 , 5 3 8 

1 . 4 6 8 , 9 6 5 

$ 4 , 1 4 9 ^ 6 2 1 

59.50% 

5,10% 

35.40% 

100.00% 

i 

1 1 . 9 0 J % 

! 
3 , 1 3 % 

7 .69% 

! 

7 , 0 8 % 

.16% 

2 . 7 2 % 

9 ,96% 

IX, STARTUP REVENUE ADJUSTMENT 
: I 

Staff argues that the Commission should reducp revenues an 
added $20 million 
assessment in order 

in 1994 below the 1994 revenue 
i to provide an upfront and ongoii 

customers to help epsure that they are not harmed bj 
price regulation, flOD/FEA also support Staff's rec< 
make a startup adj ustment to bring 1994 rates to 
level. 

requirement 
ig benefit to 
the move to 
lendation to 
a reasonable 

IBT contends that Staff's proposal for an additional $20 
million up front ratb reduction is unnecessary and wobld impose an 
excessive financial penalty on Illinois Bell, IBT states that its 
own proposal causes p substantial revenue requireme:lits shortfall 
and a further reduction in rates is not warranted, IBT contends 
that it should be kfforded a realistic opportunity to earn a 
reasonable return anp that adoption of price regulation should not 
be used as the occasion for imposing financially onerous conditions 
on the Company, IBTi also states that the benefits expected from 
its plan will not materialize if it is subjected to excessive rate 
reductions, IBT arghes that its plan produces ample benefits for 
customers and additibnal rate reductions are simply npt warranted. 

In balancing the interests of ratepayers arid IBT, the 
Commission is of the Opinion that an additional $18 million revenue 
reduction is necessajry to ensure that the plan is [ in the best 
interest of the public and provides ratepayers with b'̂  immediate 
benefit from the chapge to price regulation. This rpduction, in 
addition to the redubtions resulting from the Commiesion's rate 
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evaluation, totals approximately $38 million. The total reduction 
should be implemented through the immediate detariffing of charges 
for touch-tone services. 

Although this adjustment is subjective, the nature of these 
proceedings is such that subjective decisions are necessary in 
balancing the interests of IBT and the ratepayers. As technical as 
the process of evaluating an alternative regulation plan is; in the 
end such a correction is still necessary. The Commission views 
this adjustment as a fine-tuning of the plan. 

X. RATE DESIGN 

Staff witness Ms, Jing Roth described Illinois Bell's current rate 
design: 

IBT' s current local service rate 
structure includes separate rates 
for Network Access Lines (NALs) and 
usage. Those rates are grouped into 
three geographic areas, by customer 
class, and mileage bands, Time-of-
day discounts also apply to usage 
rates. The three geographic areas 
are often referred to as Access Area 
A, encompassing most of the downtown 
portion of Chicago; Access Area B, 
encompassing the remainder of 
Chicago plus certain suburbs; and 
Access Area C that includes the 
remainder of the state served by 
IBT. 

IBT's customers for local service 
are generally grouped as Business 
customers or Residential customers. 

Mileage bands include Bands A, B, C 
and D. The original introduction of 
a four band structure recognized the 
cost of service concept of pricing. 
Mileage bands reflect actual mileage 
between serving of f ices: Band A -
for calls that travel up to to eight 
miles; Band B - for calls that 
travel between eight and fifteen 
miles; Band C - for calls between 
fifteen and forty miles; and Band D 
- for calls over forty miles, 
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Time-of-day discounts include i 
shoplder-peak and off-peak periods, i 
Shoulder-peak charges reflect 90% of ! 
peak period charges. Off-peak , 
charjges reflect 60% of peak period i 
charges. i 

Ms. Roth proposed various rate design alternetives for the 
Commission to consider in the event that the Commission orders a 
reduction in revenues for the Company. Staff genebally has four 
major pricing objectives: 

i) To ensure that rates are above ' 
;Long-Run Service Incremental i 
Costs ("LRSICs") and reflect \ 
underlying costs; 

ii) To e l i m i n a t e r a t e 
differentials, to the extent 
possible, for the same type of 
service with identical costs; 

iii) jTo simplify the existing rate 
{Structure where appropriate; 
and 

iv) Wo satisfy the revenue changes 
as proposed by Staff, 

In order of priprity, Ms, Roth recommended: (1) elimination of 
touch-tone service ($38.3 million); (2) reduction pf PBX trunk 
rates so that the differential between the PBX trunk irate and the 
single line business;rate would be eliminated ($5.8 r^illion); (3) 
elimination of Usage iBand D by reducing Band D rates tp Band C rate 
levels ($6.0 million); (4) reduction of local usage [rates across 
the board, except forj local untimed calling areas ($50.0 million); 
(5) reduction of cus|tom calling rates; (6) further jreduction of 
local usage rates; (7) and, finally, reduction of business access 
lines to the level pf residence access lines. In baking these 
recommendations, Ms, Roth recognized that any usage price decreases 
would have to be considered in tandem with carrier access price 
reductions due to imputation requirements, 

IBT witness Gebhardt agreed with most of Staff's! rate design 
proposal, assuming that any revenue reduction is required by the 
Commission, However, ihe asserted that any reduction ih usage rates 
should be accomplished solely by eliminating Band D calls (without 
a reduction in Bands lA-C usage rates) because the elimination of 
Band D comports with ithe fact that usage costs are becoming less 
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distance-sensitive. In addition, Mr. Gebhardt opposed any 
reduction in business network access lines, since the evidence 
presented by , Company witness Palmer demonstrated that network 
access lines as a whole already fail to cover their total assigned 
costs. Mr. Gebhardt testified that it makes no sense to reduce the 
price even more. The Company also pointed out that the Commission 
will have to consider the outcome of the payphone complaint case 
(Docket 88-0412) in the event that the Commission decides to order 
a reduction in revenues for the Company in the instant case. 

No intervener introduced testimony concerning rate design. In 
their Initial Brief, CUB/Cook take the position that the Company's 
noncompetitive rates should be reduced by $209.8 million, to be 
implemented through an across-the-board uniform percentage rate 
decrease. CUB/Cook also criticize Ms, Roth's rate design proposal, 
contending that under Ms. Roth's proposal the users of the 
Company's most monopolistic services, i.e,, residence access lines 
and local calls in the local calling area, would get no benefit 
from any rate reduction. CUB/Cook maintain Band D should not be 
eliminated since this rate element reflects additional costs 
incurred for calls of 40 miles or more. CUB/Cook also criticize 
Mr. Palmer's development of revenues for network access lines, and 
assert that if common carrier line charge revenues had been 
included, a completely different revenue cost relationship would 
have been shown. 

The Commission concludes that Staff's rate design proposal 
reflects long-standing and widely-accepted rate design principles, 
including eliminating rate cost disparities. By utilizing 
established rate design principles for implementation of any 
revenue adjustment required at the start of the alternative 
regulatory plan, the Commission has additional assurance that the 
price regulation mechanism is based on just and reasonable rates. 

Application of a uniform percentage rate reduction, as urged 
by CUB/Cook, is not supported by the evidence. It is undisputed 
that there is no identifiable cost associated with providing touch-
tone service. The elimination of that charge is highly 
appropriate, and Ms. Roth properly identified it as Staff's highest 
priority. With respect to the Band D issue, we are persuaded by 
Staff's argument that the cost differential between Band C and Band 
D is less than the cost differential between the other mileage 
bands. Therefore, Staff's proposed elimination of Band D rates 
would continue to be cost based as long as Band C rates also cover 
Band D costs. We also conclude that Staff's treatment of costs to 
be recovered through access line charges is appropriate. Since the 
LRSIC of an access line is non-traffic sensitive and are developed 
regardless of jurisdictional considerations. Staff's methodology 
correctly includes these costs in access line services on a 
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customer specific basis- In view of the size of the [rate reduction 
ordered in this pr[oceeding and our decision with tespect to the 
residential rate freeze, CUB's other contentions are largely 
academic, I 

1 
The rate adjustments ordered herein should be implemented in 

accordance with thei rate design priorities set fortp by Staff. In 
addition, future rate changes implemented by the Coit̂ any under the 
alternative regulatory plan will be evaluated for copsistency with 
these identified objectives. 

XI, CUB'S Constitutional Contentions 
: i 

In its Reply Brjief the CUB asserts that if Sectipn 13-506.1 is 
interpreted as autt̂ orizing the Commission to adopt alternative 
forms of regulation which require ratepayers of rtoncompetitive 
telecommunications iservices to pay excessive rat^s, then that 
section of the law is unconstitutional. CUB mpintains that 
Illinois Bell's opposition to earnings sharings indicates its 
intent to have the i Commission authorize a price c^p plan under 
which the Company iwill be able to realize and betain excess 
profits, CUB alsp contends that the authority I granted the 
Commission by Sectipn 13-506.1 is so vague that tbe section is 
void, CUB notes that, for a legislative delegation o^ authority to 
be legal, the delegation must contain standards thpt adequately 
describe the authority to be exercised. Since the provisions of 
Section 13-506,1 arei silent as to how the various requirements of 
the Act are to be reconciled with Section 13-506.$, CUB argues 
that the Commission poes not have adequate standards to guide its 
discretion. i 

i 

The Commission poncludes that both of CUB's coritentions are 
without merit. Sectipn 13-506.1(b)(2) specifically stbtes that the 
Commission must find that the alternative regulation plan will 
produce fair, just, and reasonable rates. This is jthe standard 
which has governed jpublic utility regulation in jllinois for 
decades, is unquestionably constitutional, and does not change with 
the implementation ' of alternate forms of regulation. The 
constitutional stanpard identified by CUB neve^ has been 
interpreted to require the implementation of ahy specific 
regulatory approach, i In Duquesne Light Co. v, Barasch. 488 U.S, 
299, 109 S,Ct, 609, 1102 L.Ed. 2d 646 (1989), the Supreme Court of 
the United States emphasized that no one ratemaking mefthodology is 
required constitutionally. The Duguesne Court stated!: 

The adopt ion o:̂  a s ing le theory of va lua t i ob as a 
constitutional rbquirement would be inconsistent ŵ ith the 
view of the Constitution this Court has takeb since 
Federal Power Cpmmission v. Hope Natural Gas Cĉ . , 320 
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U.S. 591 (1943). As demonstrated in Wisconsin v. FPC, 
circumstances may favor the use of one ratemaking 
procedure over another. The designation of a single 
theory of ratemaking as a constitutional requirement 
would unnecessarily foreclose alternatives which might 
benefit both consumers and investors. The Constitution 
within broad limits leaves the states free to decide what 
rate-setting methodology best meets their needs in 
balancing the interests of the utility and the public. 

CUB'S argument that Section 13-506.1 is impermissibly vague 
and a standardless delegation of legislative authority is very 
puzzling. It would be difficult to find a statutory provision 
which provides more guidance to an agency in the exercise of its 
discretion than is found in Section 13-506.1. The law identifies 
no less than seven very specific findings which the Commission must 
make before it can approve an alternate regulation plan. It not 
only focuses the Commission's attention on the overall policy goals 
of the Universal Telephone Service Protection Law, but also 
identifies six other considerations. The law also specifies 
several specific minimum features of an approvable plan, 

XII, STATUTORY POLICIES AND CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE REGULATION 

Section 13-506,1(b) lists seven findings the Commission must 
make in order to adopt any alternate regulation plan. The 
Commission must find, at a minimum, that the plan or modified plan: 

(1) is in the public interest; 

(2) will produce fair, just, and 
reasonable rates for telecommuni­
cations services; 

(3) responds to changes in technology 
and the structure of the 
telecommunications industry that are, in 
fact, occurring; 

(4) constitutes a more appropriate form 
of regulation based on the Commission's 
overall consideration of the policy goals 
set forth in Section 13-103 and this 
Section; 

(5) specifically identifies how 
ratepayers will benefit from any 
efficiency gains, cost savings arising 
out of the regulatory change, and 
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imprjovements in productivity due: to 
technological change; 

(6) ! will maintain the quality i and 
availability of telecommunications 
services; and 

i 

(7) ; will not unduly or unreasonably 
prejudice or disadvantage any particblar 
customer class, including telecommunica­
tions carriers, 

i 

Section 13-506,l(a) states that the Commission "shall 
consider" the six faptors which are set forth in subsection (a) "in 
determining the appropriateness of any alternabive form of 
regulation," Some parties have interpreted Section 13-506,1(b), 
finding (4), as requiring the Commission to find that every one of 
the policy goals sbt forth in Section 13-103 will, in fact, be 
promoted by or will occur if an alternate regulatory plan is 
adopted. In addition, several of the parties havO interpreted 
Section 13-506.1(a) las requiring a finding that every one of the 
considerations will, in fact, be promoted or will occur. 

! ! 

The Commission disagrees with these positions, tThese parties 
have misinterpreted i Section 13-506,1. The Act rpquires seven 
minimum findings in order to approve the plan. Finding (4) 
requires a determibation that the plan constitutes a more 
appropriate form of iregulation based on the Commission's overall 
consideration of the ;policy goals set forth in Sectiops 13-103 and 
13-506.1(a). Section 13-506.1(a) states: "In addition to the 
public policy goals] declared in Section 13-103, thb Commission 
shall consider" the pix additional policy goals in subsection (a). 
In other words, the Commission must consider the policy goals set 
forth in Sections li3-l03 and 13-506-1(a) , and, "based on the 
Commission's overall consideration", determine if the plan 
"constitutes a morei appropriate form of regulatiob". If the 
Commission makes this determination, it has made jthe finding 
required by item (4). 

Many of the statptory standards have been addressejd explicitly 
or implicitly in other sections of this Order. Tpe following 
discussion is a brielf summary of our conclusions regarding the 
alternative regulatorjy plan we are adopting with rebpect to its 
compliance with the statutory goals, considerations and required 
findings as established by the General Assembly. 
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A. Section 13-506.i(a)(1) 

The Alternative Form of Regulation Reduces Regulatory 
Delay And Costs Over Time 

No party to this proceeding presented actual data estimating 
the current cost of regulation or the estimated regulatory costs 
associated with an alternative regulation plan. However, the 
Commission knows by experience that traditional rate base/ROR 
regulation imposes significant costs on all parties involved - the 
Commission, the Company and the Interveners, Rate changes are 
implemented only after exhaustive proceedings which typically 
require the full eleven months permitted by statute. The plan 
adopted herein will avoid protracted rate case proceedings because 
under the plan, reasonable rate increases or decreases will be 
accomplished via a streamlined proceeding using a formula known in 
advance and readily calculated. The plan eliminates regulatory 
consideration of the prudence of incurred costs, equipment 
replacement, and cost of capital. Overall, it can be expected that 
the alternative regulation plan will significantly reduce 
regulatory delay and costs. 

B. Section 13-506.1(a)(2) 

The Alternative Form of Regulation Encourages Innovation In 
Services 

The Alternative form of regulation encourages innovation by 
creating an opportunity for the Company to retain earnings achieved 
through the introduction of new services and the implementation of 
cost saving efforts. The prospect of higher earnings will 
encourage the Company to aggressively develop and offer new 
services. In addition, since the Company will be permitted to set 
its own depreciation rates to reflect economic costs and market 
conditions, it will have an enhanced ability to recover existing 
investments and finance new investment. This will encourage the 
Company to be more innovative and take more risks. Finally, price 
regulation will permit the Company to change its prices without 
extensive regulatory proceedings. This will maximize incentives to 
innovate because it will permit the Company to adjust its prices to 
reflect actual market experience. For all these reasons, the 
Commission finds that the alternative regulation plan will 
encourage innovation in services. 
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C. section 13-506.1(a)(3) 

The Alternative Form of Regulation Promotes Efficiency 

The alternative form of regulation we are i adopting will 
promote efficiency.! Under traditional regulation, ̂ hich utilizes 
primarily a cost-plus approach to rate-setting, any efficiencies 
implemented by the Company would be reflected as a reduction in the 
cost of service and [rates in the next rate case. Sirfce the company 
can achieve only a short-term benefit through efficiencies, there 
is a very limited incentive to implement them. 

i 1 

Alternative regulation will encourage Illinois B^ll to operate 
efficiently because!it puts Illinois Bell at risk fot how well, or 
how poorly, it operates and contains costs. It creates the 
possibility of higher earnings, but only if the Company increases 
its efficiency and [ lowers its costs. It will alpo accelerate 
network modernization, which, in turn, will increase efficiency. 

Increased pricing flexibility with LRSIC floods will allow 
prices to move to ai more economically rational structure and to 
respond to competitive conditions, thus promoting more efficient 
consumption of telecommunications services, 

D. Section 13-506.[Ka) (4) 

The Alternative! Form of Regulation Facilitates The Broad 
Dissemination of Technical Improvements To All Classes Of 
Ratepayers i 

Price regulation provides the appropriate framework and 
incentives to encourage market-based investment in ibfrastructure 
because Illinois Bell will be able to retain the benefits of 
successful ventures I and to use them to offset losses from 
unsuccessful venturep. Since the Company will bear bhe burden of 
management error, price regulation will encourage thb Company to 
make better decisions on where to deploy its investmbrnt funds. 

Illinois Bell alpo has made an explicit commitment to spend at 
least $3 billion to gpow and modernize its network. ^ least some 
of this investment Represents an increase over a Vbusiness as 
usual" baseline. Since most of Illinois Bell's plant in service is 
used to provide service jointly to all customer classes, all 
classes of ratepayers! will benefit from network moderpization. 

Finally, the Comttvission is requiring Illinois Bejll to report 
on an extensive series of service quality measures, marty of them on 
a geographic basis. "̂0 the extent that technical improvements are 
reflected in improved Service quality measures, the Combission will 
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be better able to ensure that all ratepayers benefit from them, 
regardless of where the customer is located. 

Therefore, the Commission concludes that the alternative 
regulation plan facilitates the broad dissemination of technical 
improvements to all classes of ratepayers. 

E, Section 13-506.1 (a)(5) and Section 13-I03(f) 

The Alternative Regulation Plan Enhances The Economic 
Development of the State, 
The Development Of And Prudent Investment In Advanced 
Telecommunications Networks That Foster Economic 
Development Of The State Should Be Encouraged 

The record establishes that investment in telecommunications 
infrastructure improves the quality and number of services, reduces 
the cost of those services and, therefore, contributes to overall 
economic development. The Commission is of the opinion that 
Illinois is uniquely situated to benefit from telecommunications 
infrastructure development for a number of reasons, including the 
concentration of leading financial, educational and health care 
institutions in Illinois Bell's service territory. 

The alternative regulation plan provides substantial 
incentives to Illinois Bell to invest in the telecommunications 
infrastructure in Illinois, For example, permitting the Company to 
establish its own depreciation policies and removal of earnings 
constraints on services should induce the Company to invest in 
advanced technologies and provide new services to meet its 
customers needs. The rejection of an earnings sharing provision 
will make investments in Illinois at least as attractive, if not 
more attractive, than equivalent investments elsewhere. 
Accordinqly, the Commission ̂  concludes that the alternative 
regulation plan will enhance the economic development of the state. 

F. Section 13-103(b) 

The Alternative Regulation Plan Permits Competition To 
Function As A Substitute For Aspects Of Regulation When 
Consistent With Protection Of Consumers. 

Section 13-103 (b) establishes the goal of permitting 
competition to function as a substitute for certain aspects of 
regulation in determining the variety, quality and price of 
telecommunications services, when consistent with the protection of 
consumers and the furtherance of other public interest goals. 
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The Alternative Regulation Plan better reflects the incentives 
and risks which competitive firms face because Illipois Bell will 
be at more risk for its operations and investments. ; Deployment of 
technology and introduction of new services will be primarily based 
on marketplace devplopments, thereby substituting customer choice 
for regulatory control. 

The pricing flexibility which the plan permits also will 
enable the Company to respond more rapidly tp competitive 
conditions as they develop. The alternative regulajtion plan also 
removes earnings constraints from competitive services, which is 
more consistent with a competitive marketplace. ; The Company's 
competitors in thosfe markets do not face earnings cobstraints. The 
plan reduces the economic burdens of regulation py eliminating 
cumbersome and cpstly rate case proceedings, py eliminating 
depreciation represcription proceedings, and by giving the Company 
the ability to chahge its prices without undue regulatory delay. 
The Commission conpludes that the alternative regulation plan is 
consistent with itp pro-competitive policies and wp.ll reduce the 
economic burdens of regulation. 

G, Section 13-10?(c) 
! I 

The Alternatiye Regulation Plan Will Not Diprupt The 
Telecommunications System or Consumjers Of 
Telecommunical{:ions Services, \ 

Nothing in thp alternative regulation plan wopld change the 
way the Company delivers service to its customers! Many of the 
provisions of the ]plan are designed specifically to enhance the 
Commission's ability to protect consumers and [ avoid system 
disruptions. The basic residential service rate freeze and 
extensive service quality reporting requirements kxe but two of 
these features, Accordingly, the Commiss ion concfLudes that the 
alternative regulation plan will not disrupt the telpcommunications 
system or consumer^ of telecommunications services: 

H. Section 13-10?(d) 

Rates Under The Alternative Regulatory Plan Will Not Be 
Discriminatory And Will Not Include Cross-Subsidies 

To the extent determined in this proceeding,! the Company's 
current rates are ;nondiscriminatory, as required by Section 13-
505.2. However, thp Commission has identified certaj-n deficiencies 
in the Company's imputation tests and aggregate Revenue studies 
which need to be cobrrected. Therefore, the Commissipn is requiring 
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the Company to demonstrate compliance with the requirements of 
Section 13-505,1 and Section 13-507 when filing initial rates 
implementing the alternative regulation plan. 

The Commission is of the opinion that the identified 
deficiencies require only minor technical corrections to the 
Company's studies, and do not raise any substantial possibility 
that rates under the alternative regulatory plan will be 
discriminatory or include cross-subsidies. As the Company adjusts 
its rates in the future, it will continue to be required to 
demonstrate compliance with Sections 13-505.1, 13-505.2 and 13-507. 
Since nothing in the alternative regulation plan would change these 
statutory requirements, the Commission finds that rates under the 
plan will be non-discriminatory and will not produce 
cross-subsidies, 

I, Section 13-103(e) 

The Regulatory Policies And Procedures Provided In 
Article 13 Of The Public Utilities Act Remain Subject To 
Systematic Legislative Review 

This section reflects a legislative judgment that the 
telecommunications industry is subject to rapid change and 
evolution, and that the telecommunications policies and procedures 
set forth in Article 13 should remain subject to systematic 
legislative review to ensure that the public benefits intended to 
result from such policies are fully realized. The alternative 
regulatory plan in no way limits the ability of the legislature 
systematically to review the telecommunications policies and 
procedures set forth in the Act, In addition, by extending the 
term of the basic residential service rate freeze, the Commission 
believes that it has ensured the full realization of one the public 
benefits intended by the General Assembly when promulgating Section 
13-506.1. The Commission concludes that the alternative regulation 
plan is consistent with this section. 

J. Section 13-I03(a) and Section 13-506.1 (b)(6) 

Section 13-103 (a) declares as a legislative policy that 
telecommunications services should be available to all Illinois 
citizens at just, reasonable and affordable rates and that such 
services should be provided as widely and economically as possible 
in sufficient variety, quality, quantity and reliability to satisfy 
the public interest. Section 13-506.1(a)(6) requires the 
Commission to consider, in determining the appropriateness of any 
alternative form of regulation, whether it will provide for fair, 
just, and reasonable rates. 
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These requirements are reflected in the requirfed findings in 
Section 13-506.1 (b)(2) and 13-506.1 (b)(6), and are discussed 
below. 

specific Findings i 

K. Section 13-506.i(b)(2) 
' i 

The Alternative Regulatory Plan Produces Fair,] Just And 
Reasonable Ratjes For Telecommunications Servicps 

I 

The Company hps provided all of the information typically 
submitted in a geneiral rate proceeding. This comprehensive filing 
has shown that from a traditional rate of return standpoint, its 
current rates are igenerally reasonable in light <̂ t its current 
costs of capital, its capital structure, its operatirtg revenues and 
expenses in the test year and its rate base. ] The evidence 
establishes that with the start-up revenue adjustment and 
depreciation deteripinations adopted by the Commission, start-up 
rates under price regulation are very likely to be lower than rates 
which would result i^ the Commission retained tbaditional ROR 
regulation. 

! ! 

After rates are initialized, the price index bechanism will 
continue to produc^ reasonable rates. Price incr[eases will be 
limited by the rate of inflation in the overall economy (as 
measured by the GDpPI), less an offset to reflect Illinois Bell's 
differential rates; of growth of input prices and productivity 
compared to the ecpnomy as a whole. This index rpasonably will 
reflect the impact pf cost changes over which Illinois Bell has no 
control and which pjroperly should be reflected in customer rates. 
By linking price increases to general cost changes in the economy, 
rather than to the| Company's own internal costs, the plan will 
protect ratepayers ;from the impact of competition and management 
error. This also pieans that the real price, if bot the actual 
price, of telecommunications services overall will]fall over the 
duration of the alternative regulation plan. Indeed, as a result 
of the inclusion of the consumer productivity dividend factor in 
the price regulation formula, which the Commission deems necessary 
to satisfy Section 13-506.1 (b) (5) ; based on ŝurrent GDPPI 
projections, the actual price of noncompetitive services is likely 
to decline. i 

i 

The price inde^ also will ensure that individual price changes 
are reasonable. Establishment of the four service baskets will 
prevent any shifting of Illinois Bell's overall revenue requirement 
among customer gropps from what exists today. In]addition, the 
absolute cap on price increases for any single service within a 
basket of 5% plus the amount of the change in the priice index will 
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allow the Company to make any gradual changes in its overall rate 
structure that may be needed to remove interservice cross-subsidies 
and to respond, to the marketplace without customer disruption or 
undue rate impact. Moreover, because any 5% increase in a service 
within a basket must be offset by a 5% decrease on a service within 
the same basket in order to maintain compliance with the price 
index, the Company's overall rate levels applicable to that class 
of customers will remain reasonable. Finally, the price for any 
given service can be increased only once a year. 

The overall impact on residential service rates of the 
Company's proposed plan is further constrained by operation of law. 
Section 13-506.1(c) prohibits any increases in basic residential 
rates for the first three years that the plan is in effect. In 
addition, the Commission has extended the basic residential service 
rate freeze to the full five year initial period contemplated by 
the alternative regulation plan. This restriction will ensure that 
residential ratepayers cannot be harmed by the adoption of price 
regulation, and a base level of universal telecommunications 
services will be available to all of the citizens of Illinois at a 
just and reasonable rate. 

Statutory protections designed to ensure just and reasonable 
rates also will apply to tariffs for new noncompetitive services 
which will be filed in accordance with the notice and filing 
requirements of Article 9 of the Act. Finally, reporting 
requirements will permit the Commission to monitor the 
reasonableness of Illinois Bell's rates closely, and the 
Commission's complaint and investigation processes will remain open 
to both customers and the Commission. 

For all of these reasons, the Commission finds that the 
alternatiye regulation plan produces fair, just and reasonable 
rates for telecommunication services. 

L. section 13-506.1(b)(3) 

The Alternative Form of Regulation Responds To Changes In 
Technology And In The Structure Of The Telecommunications 
Industry 

Traditional ROR regulation was developed in order to address 
monopoly supply of essential telecommunications services. This 
approach was sustainable as long as the industry structure remained 
stable, there was limited competition, and economic trends were 
favorable. As this Commission previously has concluded, the market 
environment which Illinois Bell will be facing in the future will 
be an increasingly competitive one. Price regulation responds to 
these changes in the structure of the telecommunications industry. 
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Price regulation directly ensures that noncompetitive rates will 
remain just and rieasonable, while market forces] will control 
competitive service prices and earnings. Price rbgulation will 
protect captive users of noncompetitive services frbm the risks of 
competition for other services, because revenue ]losses due to 
increased competition or increased costs due to management errors 
in responding to that competition will not resultt in increased 
noncompetitive services rates. i 

Price regulation also will allow Illinois Bpll to assume 
responsibility fori its capital recovery policies, ]at no risk to 
ratepayers, because increases in depreciation rates[no longer will 
impact noncompetitive customer rate levels. Price Regulation also 
will encourage network investment, without increaiing the risks 
borne by noncompetitive ratepayers, because thb benefits of 
successful ventured will be retained by the Cobpany and its 
shareholders, thusioffsetting failed ventures. Price regulation 
should eliminate ;the debate over "who pays"] for network 
modernization because any price increases should bê  responsive to 
inflationary pressures in the economy, rather tha^ to increased 
network investment^ and those increases must be spjcead equitably 
across customer classes. 

Price regulation also will provide better inducements for 
Illinois Bell to operate efficiently, to introduce! new services, 
and to be responsivje to its customers. For all thebe reasons, the 
Company's proposal;responds to changes in technology and in the 
structure of the telecommunications industry. 

M. Section 13-506.1(b)(4). 

Based On An Ovprall Consideration Of The Policy 
Forth Above, The Alternative Form Of Regulation 
Appropriate Fprm Of Regulation 

Goals Set 
Is A More 

This section requires an overall consideratiori of the policy 
goals set forth in Sections 13-103 and 13-506.1(a).i Each of these 
policy considerations is discussed separately ; above. The 
Commission has foUnd that the alternative regulaltion plan will 
reduce regulatory ; delay and costs over time; Will encourage 
innovation in new services; will promote effjiciency; will 
facilitate the broap dissemination of technical imprbvements to all 
classes of ratepayers; will enhance the economic development of the 
State; will provide for fair, just and reasonable bates; and will 
reduce the economic burdens of regulation. 

i i 
The alternative regulation plan also will not m^ke any changes 

which disrupt the ;telecommunications system; will] not result in 
discriminatory rates or cross-subsidies; and wilfl not prevent 
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systematic legislative review of regulatory policies and 
procedures, 

Some of these policy goals strongly favor adoption of the 
alternative regulation plan; other policy goals are less affected 
by the plan. On an overall basis, the Commission finds that, in 
consideration of these policy goals, the alternative regulation 
plan is a more appropriate form of regulation, 

N, Section 13-506.1(b)(5) 

The Alternative Form of Regulation Specifically 
Identifies How Ratepayers Will Benefit From Any 
Efficiency Gains, From Cost Savings Arising Out Of The 
Regulatory Change, And From Improvements In Productivity 
Due To Technological Change 

Ratepayers will benefit from the Company's efficiency gains, 
cost savings, and productivity improvement in several ways. The 
alternative regulation plan provides incentives to the Company to 
implement cost-saving efficiencies. These efficiencies should be 
reflected in an improvement in the Company's productivity measures. 
The price regulation formula includes a 0.5% consumer productivity 
dividend factor. This ensures that consumers will be the first to 
benefit from any gains Illinois Bell achieves over and above its 
historical productivity experience. Moreover, ratepayers will 
benefit even if the Company's total factor productivity lags 
because of declining output due to competition or otherwise; that 
is because the total offset will apply regardless of the Company's 
actual productivity performance. Ratepayers are thereby assured 
that the price of telecommunications services will decline in real 
terms. 

The alternative regulation plan also provides considerable 
incentives to the Company to invest in new technologies and develop 
new services at a pace determined by market forces. Consumers 
themselves, not the Commission, will largely determine how and when 
they benefit from technological change. 

The Commission also anticipates that the regulatory change 
will result in considerable savings in the costs of regulation. 
Under traditional ROR regulation, virtually all of the costs 
incurred by the Company related to regulation are recovered from 
ratepayers through rates. Price regulation eliminates the 
automatic pass-through to ratepayers of these costs. 

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the alternative 
regulation plan specifically identifies, and provides for, 
ratepayer benefit from any efficiency gains and cost savings 
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arising out of the i regulatory change, and from improvements in 
productivity due to ;technological change, 

o, section X3-506.:l(b) (6) 

The Alternative Form of Regulation Will Maintain The 
Quality And Avbilability Of Telecommunications Services 

The record in this proceeding indicates that! the current 
quality of service provided by Illinois Bell is fully Satisfactory. 
Nevertheless, as part of the alternative requlatipn plan, the 
Commission is requiring the Company to report, on a mpnthly basis, 
its compliance with [a series of service quality bepchmarks. In 
addition, the Staf if has been directed to actively monitor 
developments potentially affecting the Company's seryice quality, 
including areas not specifically identified by tpe statewide 
minimum service quality standards we have established, and to 
report to the Commission on a regular basis the repults of its 
analysis. 

As discussed previously, the alternative regulation plan 
enhances quality and availability of telecommunication^ services by 
creating the proper incentives for more aggressive depJLoyment of an 
advanced telecommunications infrastructure. The basic residential 
services rate freeze will help ensure the avaijlability of 
telecommunications sprvices to all citizens of Illinojis. Nothing 
in the alternative regulation plan reduces, restricts c?r diminishes 
the availability of Illinois Bell's services i?i any way. 
Accordingly, the Commjission finds that the Company's p̂ roposal will 
maintain the quality and availability of telecobmunications 
services. 

P. Section 13-506. lifb) (7) 

The Alternative JForm of Regulation Will Not Unpuly Or 
Reasonably Prejudice Or Disadvantage Any Particular 
Customer Class, ilncluding Telecommunication Carrjers 

The alternative form of regulation will ensurb equitable 
treatment of all customer classes by establishing fbur customer 
categories and applyibg the price index separately to ebch category 
(residence, business, icarrier, and "other"). This mebhanism will 
prevent the Company fij-om raising prices disproportionptely in one 
customer category. Tpe plan also will prevent the 0ompany from 
raising prices disproportionately for any single serviice, because 
increases would be limited to the amount of the price ibdex plus 5% 
in any one year. iin addition, the Company has cbmmitted to 
increase no intrastate! carrier access rate to a level tftat exceeds 
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the interstate rate for that service, and access rate changes will 
be further limited by any future Commission Orders regarding access 
charges. 

Particular customer classes are safeguarded further by the 
Commission's reporting requirements and monitoring, as well as by 
the complaint process. The Company will be required to file annual 
reports regarding the actual price index for each customer 
category, as well as more detailed documentation on the impact of 
any proposed rate increase, The Company's compliance with the 
applicable price indexes will be monitored by the Commission, and 
the Company will remain subject to rate-related complaints under 
Section 13-506.1(e). 

Finally, all of the existing mechanisms to ensure equitable 
treatment of customers would remain in place. These include 
statutory requirements regarding cost allocation, imputation, and 
the use of a long run service incremental cost standard, as well as 
the nondiscrimination provisions of the Act. 

The Commission has identified certain technical deficiencies 
in the Company's imputation studies and aggregate revenue test and 
is directing that appropriate corrections be made, The Company 
will be required to demonstrate through modified imputation and 
aggregate revenue tests, that the start-up tariffs under the 
alternative regulation plan comply with the requirements of Section 
13-505.1 and 13-507. For these reasons, the Commission finds that 
the alternative regulation plan will not unduly or unreasonably 
prejudice or disadvantage any particular customer class, including 
other telecommunications carriers. 

Q. Section 13-506.1(b)(l) 

The Alternative Regulatory Plan Is In The Public Interest 

A finding that the alternative regulatory plan would serve the 
public interest takes into consideration all of the policies and 
criteria set forth in response to Sections 13-506.1 (a)(l)-(6), 
13-103, and 13-506.l(2)-(7). Since the alternative regulation plan 
as modified by the Commission satisfies all of these policies and 
criteria, the Commission finds that the alternative regulation plan 
is in the public interest. 

XIII. FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPH 

The Commission, having considered the entire record herein, 
and being fully advised in the premises thereof, is of the opinion 
and finds that: 
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(1) Illinois Bell Telephone Company is an Illinois 
corporation engaged in the business; of providing 
telebommunications services to the [public in the 
State of Illinois and, as such, is a telecom­
munications carrier within the meaning of Section 
13-2i02 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act; 

(2) the iCommission has jurisdiction over; Illinois Bell 
Telephone Company and the subject patter of this 
proceeding; i 

(3) the (recital of facts and conclusions jreached in the 
prefatory portion of this Order arp supported by 
evidence of record, and are hereby adopted as 
findings of fact and conclusions of law for the 
purposes of this Order; 

(4) on ;December 1, 1992, Illinois Beil Telephone 
Company filed a Petition with th.̂ s Commission, 
pursuant to Section 13-506.1 of the Illinois Public 
Utilities Act, to regulate the rates^and charges of 
its i noncompetitive services under kn alternative 
forp of regulation in lieu of traditional rate of 
retprn regulation; 

(5) on 4^1y 13, 1993, the Citizens Utilifty Board filed 
a cproplaint seeking an investigatiop and reduction 
of Illinois Bell Telephone Companyj's rates under 
Article IX of the Public Utilities Act; the 
complaint was docketed as 93-0239 ar̂ d subsequently 
consolidated with the Illinois Bell ipetition; 

(6) foripurposes of determining whetherj Illinois Bell 
Telpphone Company's rates are just fâ d̂ reasonable 
andian appropriate starting point fob rates under a 
pripe regulation plan, a test year! ending August 
31, 1992, based upon twelve months actual data, is 
the I appropriate test year for this proceeding; 

(7) the i company' s pro j ected capital sl̂ ructure as of 
September l, 1993, reflecting Staff adjustments 
adopted herein, should be used for b^termining the 
Company's overall cost of capital; the rates to be 
applied to the Company's long-term pebt and short-
terb debt are those provided by thb Staff; a fair 
retbrn on the Company's equity cap:fital is 11,90%, 
respiting in a weighted cost of caĵ ital of 9,96%, 
this weighted cost of capital constitutes an 
acceptable target return for i purposes of 
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determining whether the Company's current rates are 
reasonable and an appropriate starting point for 
alternative regulation; 

(8) giving effect to the adjustments approved 
hereinabove, Illinois Bell Telephone Company's 
intrastate net original cost rate base of its 
telephone plant in service used or useful in 
providing telephone service to its customers in 
Illinois is $2,904,920,000; 

(9) Illinois Bell Telephone Company's pro forma 
Operating Income, as of August 31, 1992, after 
giving effect to the adjustments to revenue and 
expenses approved hereinabove, is $289,33 0,000; 
this level of Operating income produces a rate of 
return of 9.996% on the Original Cost Rate Base of 
$2,904,920,000; 

(10) the depreciation rates as established herein are 
reasonable and are supported by the record; 

(11) Illinois Bell Telephone Company's balance available 
for return as of August 31, 1992 is $301,558,000; 
this income balance produces a rate of return of 
10.38% on the original cost rate base of 
$2,904,920,000; 

(12) a reduction in operating income of $12,228,000 is 
necessary to provide for fair and reasonable rates; 

(13) based on the foregoing findings with respect to 
capital structure, fair return, rate base, 
depreciation and balance available for return, the 
Citizens Utility Board's Complaint for an 
investigation and reduction in rates is granted to 
the extent consistent with the findings herein and 
denied in all other respects; 

(14) to ensure that implementation of the alternative 
regulation plan is in.the public interest and will 
produce fair, just and reasonable rates for 
telecommunications services, an additional start-up 
revenue reduction of $18,000,000 is required; the 
total revenue reduction should be implemented 
through a detariffing of charges for touch-tone 
service; 
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(15) to ensure that the conditions set forth in Section 
13- 506,1 (b) are satisfied, for the;first 5 years 
the alternative regulation plan is in) effect, basic 
residence service rates should be rio higher than 
those currently in effect; 

(16) Illinois Bell's long-run service incremental cost 
studies are a reasonable basis on which to base 
rates and meet the statutory standards set out in 
Section 13-502 of the Public Utilities Act; 

(17) the I Company provides multiple sprvices, both 
competitive and noncompetitive sepvices, using 
joint facilities and common expensesj; Article XIII 
of the Act directs this Commissipn to prevent 
cross-subsidies between compbtitive and 
nonbompetitive services; 

(18) the record establishes that the Comppny must modify 
certain of its imputation tests, in a manner 
ideritified hereinabove, to demonstral^e that each of 
its Switched interexchange and competitive services 
subject to imputation pass an imput̂ ation test in 
accbrdance with Section 13-505,1 of the Act; 

(19) the [record establishes that the Company must modify 
its icalculation of the Aggregate Revenue Test, in a 
manner identified hereinabove, to d^onstrate that 
it passes the Aggregate Revenue Te^t required by 
Section 13-507 of the Act; 

(20) the ; Commission will initiate a [proceeding to 
investigate whether imputation should be required 
for ! local calling area offerings bs stand-alone 
services or as part of more aggregated service 
offerings; 

(21) as modified herein, and reflected ip Attachment A 
to tihis Order, the plan for an alterfnative form of 
regulation of noncompetitive services filed by 
Illinois Bell: 

a) is in the public interest; 

I b) will produce fair, just, land reasonable 
rates for telecommunicatipns services; 
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c) responds to changes in technology and the 
structure of the telecommunications 
industry that are, in fact, occurring; 

d) constitutes a more appropriate form of 
regulation based on the Commission's 
overall consideration of the policy goals 
set forth in Sections 13-103 and 13-
506.1; 

e) specifically identifies how ratepayers 
will benefit from any efficiency gains, 
cost savings arising out of the 
regulatory change, and improvements in 
productivity due to technological change; 

f) will maintain the quality and 
availability of telecommunications 
services; and 

g) will not unduly or unreasonably prejudice 
or disadvantage any particular customer 
class, including telecommunications 
carriers; 

(22) the requirements of Section 13-506.1 of the Act 
have been satisfied; 

(23) Illinois Bell Telephone Company should be allowed 
to set its own depreciation rates in accordance 
with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles; 

(24) in filing the annual updates of its Aggregate 
Revenue Tests, the non-economic costs to be 
allocated by the Company as part of such tests are 
defined as the difference between the revenues and 
the long run service incremental costs of the 
Company; 

(25) the Company should use the cost of equity 
determined in this proceeding for use in its 
service cost studies. The Commission will review 
the appropriate cost of equity if the 3 0 year 
Treasury bond yield rises 250 basis points above 
its yield at the time the Commission enters its 
order in this proceeding and stays at that level 
for at least three consecutive months; 
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(26) in ppdating the depreciation rates; used in its 
service cost studies, the Company bhould develop 
remaining life depreciatioh rateb using the 
projected life of plant at age zero; 

! 

(27) the ! Chief Clerk of the Commission should be 
directed to maintain all such] information 
identified as proprietary and data so] designated in 
this proceeding in a manner which wî ll not permit 
disclosure, dissemination, revelation or 
reprpduction thereof without further] Order of the 
Commission; provided that the ; proprietary 
inf epilation and data shall be certified on any 
appeal in a manner which informs thp Clerk of any 
Court of the action of this Commissibn with regard 
thereto in order to enable any such <̂ ourt to enter 
such; order or orders as such Coui+t shall deem 
necessary and proper; and 

(28) any objections, motions or petitionsifiled in this 
proceeding which remain undisposed i of should be 
disposed of in a manner consistent with the 
ultibate conclusions herein contained. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Illinois Bell Telephone Company's 
petition for an altprnative form of regulation for eoncompetitive 
services, as modifibd herein and reflected in Attachpent A to this 
Order, be, and is hereby, granted. 

IT IS FURTHER pRDERED that as soon as practicab^-e after entry 
of this Order, Illibois Bell Telephone Company shall file revised 
tariffs reflecting; the revenue requirement and! rate design 
determinations herein, and shall demonstrate that the tariffs 
comply with Section;13-505.1 and 13-507. 

IT IS FURTHER pRDERED that Illinois Bell Telepbone Company's 
Motion For a Protective Order be, and is hereby, grbnted. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all motions not previously disposed 
of are hereby disposed of consistent with the findings of this 
Order. 

IT IS FURTHER! ORDERED that subject to the provisions of 
Section 10-113 of tbe Public Utilities Act and 83 111. Adm. Code 
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200.880, this Order is final; it is not subj ect to the 
Administrative Review Law. 

DATE; May 3, 1994 
BRIEFS ON EXCEPTIONS DUE: May 24, 1994 
REPLIES ON EXCEPTIONS DUE: June 7, 1994 

Michael Guerra, 
Paul J. Rebey, 
Hearings Examiners 
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APPENDIX A 

PLAN FOR ALTERNATIVE FORM OF REGULATION 

Summary 

Pursuant to Section 13-506.1 of the Illinois Public Utilities 
Act ("Act"), Illinois Bell Telephone Company ("Illinois Bell") 
proposes to replace traditional rate of return regulation with a 
price regulation plan for those Illinois Bell services that are 
classified as noncompetitive under the Act. On the first of the 
month following the filing of initial implementing rates 
demonstrating compliance with statutory imputation and aggregate 
revenue requirements, Illinois Bell may adjust its rates within a 
price index which reflects the impact of inflation and 
productivity. There will be no direct regulatory oversight of 
Illinois Bell's earnings or its depreciation rates. 

Section I contains rate stability provisions and other terms 
and conditions of the plan. Section II describes the procedures 
for price changes pursuant to the price index. 

I. Rates and Conditions of Price Index Plan 

A. Rate Adjustments 

1. Rate Stability for Basic Residential Service 

(a) Increases in the tariffed rates for basic residence 
services shall not be permitted for the first five years that the 
plan is in effect. Basic residence services include the monthly 
recurring charges for Illinois Bell's lowest priced primary 
residence network access line and any associated untimed or flat 
local usage charges. For purposes of this paragraph, basic 
residence services are defined as Illinois Bell's residence network 
access line rates for Access Areas A, B and C; Band A residence 
usage service; and flat rate residence usage service in those 
exchanges where usage sensitive service is not yet available. 
(111. C.C. No. 5, Part 2, Section 19, par. 2.5; par. 4.4, 
A(2); par- 5.4, A(2); par. 3.2, C; par. 3/2, E, note) . 
Decreases in the tariffed rates for basic residence service shall 
be permitted, consistent with other provisions of the Act. 

(b) After expiration of the initial five-year period of the 
plan, increases in basic residence services may be made subject to 
the provisions of paragraphs 2 and 3, unless otherwise modified by 
the Commission. 
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2. Price Index-Based Rate Adjustments 

(a) On the first of the month following the filing of initial 
rates implementing the alternative regulatiop plan and 
demonstrating compliance with Section 13-505.1 and 113-507 of the 
Act, Illinois Belli shall be permitted to change the rates for 
services then claspified as noncompetitive in its [tariffs in an 
amount which, when ]taken together with all price changes in the 
customer categories;described in paragraph 2(c), prbduce revenues 
which will be limitbd to the percent change in the Gross Domestic 
Producer Price Index ("GDPPI"), as determined and published by the 
United States Department of Commerce, and an offsetting adjustment 
reflecting Illinois; Bell's differential growth in ibput price and 
productivity, plus la consumer productivity dividend- The total 
offsetting adjustment will be 3.8%. The price index is as follows: 

Price Index (PI) for the current 
year; = PI of Prior Year times [1 i 
plus! the Quantity % Change in the ! 
GDPPI Over Prior Year - 3.8%]. 

The initial price index under the plan will be 100.00. Such index 
is effective on the first of the month following ifiling of the 
initial rate changes implementing the plan and ]demonstrating 
compliance with statutory imputation and cross-subsidy tests in 
accordance with thp findings of the Commission's O^der approving 
the plan, and will remain in effect until January 1; 1995, 

(b) The pricb index set forth in paragraph 3(a), together 
with the Actual Price Index ("API") set forth in paragraph 2(d), 
provide the basis for the reasonableness of price bhanges within 
the four customer categories. The four customer cateigories and the 
principal services Within each category at the outsit of the plan 
are as follows: (1) [residence (residence network accefss lines; Band 
A through Band D usage, including volume discounts; touch-tone; 
Starline; Multi-ring; custom calling; advanced custob calling; and 
non-recurring charges) ; (2) business (business njetwork access 
lines; Band A through Band D usage, including volume discounts; 
touch-tone; ISDN; custom calling, advanced custom palling; ACBS; 
remote call forwarjding; WATS; and non-recurring ]charges) ; (3) 
carrier (switched [access, special access, cellular access and 
LIDB); and (4) otherf (directory services, Chicago nairte and address, 
payphone, directorfy assistance, private line ]and operator 
services). E-911 Service is excluded from the plaA. Intrastate 
toll service is excluded from the plan but may be adped at a later 
time, pursuant to the procedures for new services iri Section I, D. 
(111. C.C, No. 5i, Part 4). 
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(c) The reasonableness of price changes under the plan are 
determined by a comparison of the price index applicable to a given 
year to the API for each of the four customer categories described 
in Section 3(c). If the proposed price changes are such that the 
API for each category is less than or equal to the PI for that 
year, the price changes will have a presumption of reasonableness, 
and absent special circumstances, will be allowed to go into effect 
without suspension. As with the Pi, the initial API will be 100,00 
for each customer category. While the PI may change only once each 
year, the API may change at any time during the year when price 
changes are made. The API for each customer category is as 
follows: 

P^(t) 
APi(t) = API<^"^» * V^ 

pi(t-l) 

where: 

P^(t) = the proposed price for rate element i 

P^(t-l) = the existing price for rate element i 
V^ = the revenue weight for rate element i, which is 

calculated as the revenue from rate element i using 
demand from the most recent July through June 
period and the current rate divided by the revenue 
from all rate e lements in each customer category 
individually using demand from the most recent July 
through June period and current rates. 

(d) Individual service price increases within each customer 
category are subject to two additional limitations. The price for 
any individual service element may not be increased more than once 
in any calendar year. The price for any individual service element 
may not be increased by more than the change in the price index for 
that year over the previous year plus 5%. In addition, no 
intrastate carrier access rate may be increased to a level that 
exceeds the interstate rate for that service. Access price changes 
also remain subject to any limitations imposed by future Commission 
access orders, 

(e) Illinois Bell may choose to forego any price index-based 
revenue increases to which it might be entitled under the plan. 

(f) Revenue increases foregone in the current year pursuant 
to paragraph (e) may be made cumulatively in a following year as 
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long as the Price Index is not exceeded. Any individual service 
price increases wpuld remain subject to the limitations in 
paragraph (d). : ] 

(g) Illinois Bell may decrease prices fo^ any of its 
noncompetitive services. Such price decreases will be included in 
the calculation of bllowable revenue increases in Section II. No 
price will be decreased below the long run service incremental cost 
for that service. 

3. I Other Rate Adjustments 

Individual service price changes that exceed the limits set 
forth in paragraph] 2 (d) may be made subject to the notice and 
filing requirements of Article 9 of the Act and not las part of the 
plan's rate adjustnient mechanisms. The overall revenue effect of 
rate changes made pursuant to this paragraph must cbmply with the 
restrictions placed] on the service category to which ]the individual 
service is assigned in accordance with paragraphs 2(a), (c) , and 
(d). ! 

4. : Exogenous Events 

The price indpx will be adjusted to reflect ejftogenous events 
only to the extent] deemed necessary by the Commiseion to ensure 
that the conditions set forth in Section 13-506.1(b) of the Act 
continue to be satisfied. 

B. Depiheciation 

Upon the filing of initial rates implementing the plan, 
Illinois Bell will! adopt the depreciation rates anfd amortization 
schedules consisteht with the determinations made by 
in its Order approving the alternative regulatory p; 
on January 1, 199^, Illinois Bell shall have the 
adjust its depreciption rates as it deems necessary 
consumption of capital accurately, in accordance 

the Commission 
an. Beginning 
flexibility to 
to reflect the 
with generally 

accepted accounting principles, without prior Commiesion approval. 

C. Reclassification Of Services As Combetitive 

Illinois Bell;may reclassify existing noncompetitive services 
as competitive in pccordance with Section 13-502 of[the Act. Upon 
reclassification, bll impacted rate elements will be removed from 
the API and the iindex recalculated for the affjected customer 
categories. If rite increases are required at the time that a 
service is reclassified as competitive to satisfy Section 13-507, 
then the price indbx will be reduced to reflect the ]increase in the 
competitive service rates- No change in noncompetitive service 
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rates will be required if the adjusted API is equal to or less than 
the adjusted PI. 

D, New Services 

Illinois Bell may file tariffs for new competitive services in 
accordance with the notice and filing requirements of Article 9 of 
the Act. The API for the affected customer categories will be 
adjusted and recalculated only after the service has been offered 
for one year. The demand weighting in the API calculation will be 
for the most recent one year period or for the most recent July to 
June period as described in paragraph 2(c). 

E, Infrastructure Development 

Upon approval of the plan by the Illinois Commerce Commission, 
Illinois Bell will commit to at least $3 billion in expenditures in 
Illinois for growth and modernization of the telecommunications 
network over the first five-year period of the plan. 

F, Term 

The term of the plan shall run from the date of its approval 
by the Illinois Commerce Commission. The Commission retains the 
authority under Section 13-506.i(e) to rescind the plan upon 
petition by Illinois Bell, any other person or upon its own motion 
if, after notice and hearing, the Commission finds that the 
conditions set forth in Section 13-506.1(b) no longer can be 
satisfied. 

II. Rate Adjustment Proceedings 

A. This section describes the procedures for rate 
adjustments described in Section I, A, 2 during the period of the 
plan. By October 1 of each year of the plan, Illinois Bell will 
file with the Commission: 

1. The price index for the following calendar year, 
calculated in accordance with Section I, A, 2. Supporting 
documentation will provide: 

(a) Then current data showing the GDPPI for the previous 12-
month period (July to June) and the GDPPI % change for that 12-
month period; 

2. The API for each customer category, including the effects 
of proposed rate changes determined in accordance with Section I, 
A, 3(c). The API shall be less than or equal to the PI for the 
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upcoming year for each customer category. Adjustment's will be made 
for: 

(a) New services added, existing services withdrawn and 
services reclassified as competitive or noncompetitive; 
and 

I j 

(b) Residence basic services for all customerj categories. 

3. Tariff pages to reflect revised rates, if jrate increases 
or decreases are proposed to be effective on Jan,iuary 1 of the 
following calendar year. 

4. Supporting documentation demonstrating thbt any proposed 
rate increases are; consistent with the limitation^ set forth in 
Section I, A, 2, including: ; 

i 
(a) the: actual price index ("API") fob each service 

basjcet, including the effects of ] proposed rate 
changes and adjustments for new sprvices added, 
existing services withdrawn, land services 
reclassified as competitive or noncempetitive; 

(b) a dpscription of any rate increases I or decreases 
being proposed; 

(c) the; maximum percent price change alj-owed for any 
individual service; 

(d) the; percent price change resulting from any rate 
increase or decrease proposed for ahy individual 
service. 

5. A demonstration that Illinois Bel|l would be in 
coppliance with Section 13-507 of tbe Act, assuming 
the proposed rate changes went intol effect. 

6. A demonstration that Illinois Bell Would be in 
cobpliance with Section 13-505,1, if rate changes 
are proposed for services subject to Section 13-
505,1 and assuming that the propospd rate changes 
werit into effect. I 

7. A Sources and uses of funds statement for the 
imihediately preceding year, the currfent year and the 
following calendar year, 

i I 

8. An!identification of any modifications in the past 
year to the GDPPI weights, what effect the new 
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weights have on the GDPPI and whether the PCI should 
be adjusted accordingly. 

B. The Commission Staff and all interested parties shall have 
an opportunity to file written comments regarding Illinois Bell's 
annual filing and Illinois Bell shall have an opportunity to file 
reply comments. Following completion of the comment period and 
prior to January 1 of the following year, the Commission shall 
approve a price index that will be applicable during that year. 

C. Illinois Bell may file tariff pages to increase or 
decrease individual service rates under the price index plan at any 
time during the calendar year to which the index applies. 

1. In connection with such filings, Illinois Bell shall file 
the supporting documentation described in Section II, A, 4. 

2. All such tariff filings shall be made at least 45 days in 
advance of their effective date. 

D. Tariffs filed pursuant to Sections II, A, 3 or II, C that 
are found to be consistent with the price index and individual rate 
limitations of this plan shall enjoy a presumption that they are 
just and reasonable and, absent special circumstances, shall become 
effective without suspension or investigation under Article 9 of 
the Act. 

E. By March 31 of each year of the plan, Illinois Bell will 
file with the Commission an annual report which includes the 
following information: 

1. Total Company and Illinois jurisdictional rate base; 

2. Total Company and Illinois jurisdictional operating 
revenue and expenses; 

3. Other income and deductions, interest charges, and 
extraordinary items (with explanation); 

4. Current capital structure; 

5. Calculated total Company and Illinois jurisdictional 
return on net utility rate base and total Company return 
on common equity; 

6. Statement of Sources and Applications of Funds; 
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7. A description of the projects and amounts ipvested in new 
technology pursuant to Section I, D, during]the preceding 
calendar year; 

8. A calculation of the then current price inpex and actual 
price index, including the formula used, the inflation 
factor and!its source, and the productivity factor. 

9. A description of new services including the price of each 
and its effect on the calculation of the API during the 
preceding Calendar year; 

i 

10. Demand groWth by revenue basket; ! 

11. Summary of ;price changes initiated under the plan during 
the preceding calendar year; i 

12. A demonstration that Section 13-507 of the Act has been 
complied with, ; 

G, The annual filings set forth in Section II, A, Section II, 
E and the tariff documentation set forth in Section ii will 
document that the requirements of the plan are bein^ implemented 
properly, as required by Section 13-506.1(e). A formal assessment 
of the plan will ;be conducted beginning July 1, 1998, for 
submission to the Legislature in 1999. 
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