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Quincy 
Tel~hone Comp.ny 

BI.J.Ilta Bayo 
o.-.sion of Records nnd Reponmg 
Flo• ida l'ublic Scr"ice Commission 
~~-.10 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
T alfaha»ce. FL 32399-0850 

In re Sp,•cinll'roject 9800v0A-SP· Fair and Reasonable Rate> 
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Enclosed is o copy of the completed Division ofCornmumcauon~ (C\11 ') Rcquc>l 
of June 19. f 998, "htth we herewith hand deliver and submot for TDS 1 ckcom1Quu1C\ 
Telephone Copies are also bemg hand dchvcrcd 10 the Comn11~s•on's D" •>~on of 
Audllmg and Finanttal AJJalys•s. the Commission's Di,isonn ufCnmmuntcnuon> . • md the 
l'ubhc Coun.sd, Jack Shrc,·e A copy i> bcmg mailed th•s date to \t kh.1d '"'"' ut th<· 
Oil icc uf the Anorne~ GenerAl 

l'ut>Uantto Secuon 364 183( f). Flonda Statutes. the cumpo~n> d.tnn> tlldt the 
C\IU data r~1uest contains propnetary confidential busine» mformaum \\h1Ch till· 
Cl>mmisoiun should keep confidcnliaf Such irnform.uion •s l11ghhght~d. und ""h rc>pcct 
111 &he furm:.hing of such information to the l'ubloc Counsel and the ·\ttutne, G,·ncr.tf the 
"'ntpan} IS comemporilll<'Ously tihng a Mouon for l'rotl-cU• cOrder "nh the Conllln>''"" 
I he l'u!Jhc Counsel nnd the Attorney General re<IUC>Ied a cop) of th" d.ll.t rct1uc; t1n ,, 
Rctful:>t lor Production of Documents in Docket 911073 3- 1'1 

f 'lomas :.1 1\ lcC'ubc 

-- Dfllo Jill 
f· n~lm.urc 

'•' I Ill :\cnkl 

-lffiox}- OOCL'Wil' Ill'" · n•· Of,TE 

0 8 I 9 9 flUG -3 ~ 



TDS TELECOMJQulney Ttkpboot 
980000A.SP: UN DOCKETED S'PECIAL PROJECT: 
f air and RtaJonablt Ralta • 

DiliJion Gf CommunlcalloiiJ Data RLqut$1 

TDS TELECOM/O!Iinsv 'ftlephone 

Response - Questions I (a), (c), (c), (g), (i). 



TDS TELECOM/Quine) Tdcpllooc 
910000A.SP: UNDOCKETt:D SPECIAL PROJtC"T: 
Fair and Rcuonablo RAtts • 
Dh hlon or CommunlutloiiJ Data Rtqum 

Commrssion StafTData Requests Section 2 of Chapter 98·217 

for purposed of requesu Nos I through 4, "contribution analysrs" should be understood 
as a companson of the rates charged for a given ~ce wuh their associated com. and 
the drfTerence between the total revenues generated by a scr.ice and the scmce's total 
cost, we ask you to provide both measures We request that you ind1cate the ser.icc's 
dollar contribution (rate minus unit coSl, and total revenues minus total costs). and the 
service's percentage contribution ([rate-costVcost., and (total revenue· total cosu)ilotal 
cost ) The cost 5tandard should be total ~ce long-run incremental cost (TSLRJC) per 
Sc:c:uon 364 33 81 (2). or a rcuonably comparable measure 

TDS TELEC0\1/Quincy Telephone does not have TSLRJ C stud1es 1n response to 
questions 1-4 In an effort to provide relevant in(ormation, we have prov1ded the 
following information for each of the ~ces hsted in question I (a) thr<lugh (j), the tan IT 
rate. number of units, and total revenues 



TDS Tl.LECOM/Qwme) Tcltpbonc 
9800001o-S P: UNDOCKET£D SPECIAL PROJECT: 
fair •nd Rr .. onablt Ratu 
Ohbion or Commu~ic11tions Dala Rcqurst 

(n) Please provide a contribution analysis for "voice-grad~ t1J' .:••· rC$ttlenu~llocal 
c~change seMCA:," as this term is used in Sect ton 36·1 02(2), F S 

(b) l'lcnse provide the cost study and 1111 assoctatcd work papers and rdatcd 
documentation, that results in the contribution analysts m (n) 

Rrsponse: 

(a) TDS TELEl.OM/Quincy does not have TSLRIC studtcs in rcspo11$C to quesuon 
I (a) In an effort to provide relevr m information. "e ha"c prm1ded the number of 
residential access lines, tanff rate, and total monthly revenues The ac,rss lute count ts 
based oo the average year end December 1997 

Monthly Ou~ r11ity l\lonthh· Re,·rnur 

9,653 Sl2 70 SI22,59J 

(b) N/A 



T DS TELECO~VQuinC') Tolq>bont 
'JHOOOOA-SP: UN DOCKET ED SPECIAL I'ROJ£CT: 
lt' alr and Rrawnablr JUt<> 
!Dh·blon of CummunkatloDJI Data Request 

(c) Please provide a contribution Malysis for "voice-grade. llaa-ratc smglc-line 
business local exchange servicc,n as lhis temt is wed in Sl-etion 364 02(2). I· S 

(d) Please provide the cost study and all IWOciated work papers and related 
documentation, that results in the contribution analysis m {c) 

R~sponsr: 

(c) TDS TELECOM/Qulncy does not have TSLRJC studies in rt'Sponsc to question 
I (c) In an etfonto provide relevant information, we hnve provrdl'<lthc number o f 
residential access lines, tariff rate, BJid t<Otal monthly revenues The access lone count •• 
based on the average year end December 1997 

lllonthly Ouanlity 1\tonth h• f{evrnuc 

2. 160 $35 00 575.60{1 

(u) Nfi\ 



1'DS TELECO~UQulnt) Tcltjlhonr 
98UUUOA·SP: UNDOCK£TED SPECIAL rROJECT: 
F•ir •n~ Hc.uon•blc Rotn 
Dhi.Jion or ComnusnicadonJ)blll R(qurSl 

(~) 

1\l onlhh· 01\· Prier illonrhh Rt\ tnut 

Ccnltc~ (Dec 1997) 

Srltc of Florida - SIS 00 -G:ldsdrn Count} s SIS 00 

~ NARS Sl6 80 

Lmc Qry · 

2·5 
month!} 

I 
$25.00 

I 2~ month S23 00 
~8 month S21 00 

NARS S20 90 

6-10 
monlhl) I S24AO 

I 24 montl1 $22 40 
4K month 520.40 

NARS s2o s; 

11·25 
rnonlh1) I S23 SO , 2-1 month S21 80 
4S month $19 80 

Jt.·'O 
rnonthl) I $23 20 Ia 2•1 m.:Jnlh S21 20 , 
4X month s 19 21! 

1111 • 

~(I •non1h ... SI•I.O<• • 1\ARS IG+ ~ S l6 80 .. 
I (fl l\ IA 



TDS TELECOMJQuinr) Telrpbonr 
~8UODOA-SP: UN DOCKETED SPECIAL PROJECT: 
F.1ir and Rusonablt R:ues 
Oh hi.on of Cocnmunic111l.oru. D.ua Requc.sl 

Mgnlhly O•v 

(!;\ PBX Trunk (Dec: 1997) S69 9.5 

(h) NIA 

-· 



TDS TELECO~VQulnc) Tclct>l>onc 
9StiOO«IA·SP: UNDOCK£TtD SPECIAL PROJECT: 
fair and Rtu.:.nab1f R::alct 
O'' h10n or Cornnluntc.ulonJ.D,Jta Rrquol 

(t) Olhct Muiii·Ltnc, 
S•"tchcd s~,...,= 
Tn>< 

ISO:>: 2 h~sl 5 
lSD:>: B 

I (J ) NIA 

I S33 00 
SIS 00 

.. 



TOS TELECOM/Quine) Telephone 
?llfiQQ\lA·SP: UNDOCK£TED SPECIAL PROJECT; 
Fai r IUtt.l Reuon.abl~ lblt'J 

Di, ition of Communications Daca Rcquu t 

TDS TF.LE.C0 !\1/0ulucy T~lenhone 

2 {a) Please pro"ide a contribu1ion analysis for on1rasta1c swatched acce;; durg.c> 

(b) Please pro\'ide 1he cos1 Sludy and all nssucinacd \\ Ork pnpct> and rcl.uet! 
documental ion, 1hat resuhs in 1he contnbu1ion nnnl)si~ an (a) 

Hrsponsr : 

2 (a) TDS iE.L£COIWQuincy Telerhone docs no1 have n TSLRIC >lud)· 10 pr,)\lde • 
revenue contribution 1Ulaly1is In an elTon 10 pr0\1de rele\llnl anf,HmltaDn. \\C hn'e 
provided 1he 1997 annual inlra!late swi1ched access IOtalminutc, of U>e. 1hc accc" 
rate (rounded). and 101al re\'enue 

1997 Swilched Acccss(inlcrLAT A) 
(imraLAT A) 

MOU 

(TOTAL) ~ 

l'.I'J7 1\IABC 

(b) 'r'./A 

o otm. 
() 0~71 

0 (){>74 

0 08J2 



'rDS 'rELEOOM/QuincJ Tdctohonc 
9HUIHlOA-SP: UN DOCKETED SPECIAL PROJLCT: 
Fair and R .. .JOnablt Rotc• 
Dh iJion t1f CllmrnuuitlatiUnl Dalm RtquC'st 

TO$ TELF:CO~ I /Ouinrv Ttltphonr 

3 (a) Please provide a contribution analysis for tntmi..ATt\ toll (mcluCJor.g common lon~ 
W A TS/800-type services 

(b) Please provide the cosl study and allassoctatcd wor~ papers and rei a ted 
docltmentation, that results in the contnbutton analysts tn (il) 

Response: 

3 (a) TDS TEI..ECOt-VQuincy Telephone docs not ha"c ~ TSI..RIC study to perform l 

contnbuuon analysts In :1n elTon to rclevanttnformnuon, "e have pr o,tdc the JqQJ 
Annual lntruLATA Toll Revenue . 

1997 Annuru lntraLATA Toll Revenue .. 
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1 DS T£L£CO\I Quint) Tdtpbont 
9811000A·S r : l'~DOCKETED SPECIAL I' ROJECT: 
r.air ~ntl R th0 A.tb1t R.lltt 

Oui.s,ion of Communlt'.allun.) PJ.II Rtqual 

4.: • • of 1\ cccH I mes Equoppcd 
To1al Access Lmcs 13276 (from 06.'98) 
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TO!> TELECOM/ QuiAC) Tdcphonr 
98WOOA-SP: UNDOC KET£D SPEClAL PROJECT: 
fair and Rra-'Onable Rat<S 
Oh hlon or Conlmunlcatloos Data Requut 

5 (a) Please provide any studies, reports or analyses conducted b) or f-" • "'" compm\ 
that conccnu the relationship between the priu and quanlll)' demanded for \anous 
services offered by your company. If the company docs not ~-we company-sp..-c1foc 
studies. reports or analyses. but docs have studies. reports or analyses that deal "ith 
this subject prepared within the past 10 years. please pro,ide such stud1e.-. reports or 
analyses 

(b) Please provide any studies. reports or analyses conducted by or for your company 
thM concern the consumption pauerns of your Florida consumers as 11 p<'rtains to 
telecommunications purchases If the company does not ha"e com pan) -spec1foc 
stud1cs or reports, but does have rekvant materials prepared \\1thm the past fh e 
years. please pro,~de such stUdies. reports or analyses 

(c) To tile extent not provided in response to (b). please pro"ide &n) reports stud1es. 
suNeys or analyses prepared within the past fi•e years that diKU>\ the ab1luy of 
Aonda consumers to pay for various tclecommunicauons producu and Sd\1tcs 

(d) To the extent not provided in response to (b). plcMe pro\'idc nny rcporu. sludtes, 
suNcys or analyses prepared within the past five years that d1scuss the willingness 
of Florida consumers to pay for vanous tdecomrnun•cations products a•u:l 
SCI' ICeS 

tc) To the extent not provided in response to (b). please provide any rcpoom Mud•c~. 
suf\ eys or analyses prepared within the past lhe yeus that dtKuss the rclati\C 
'"luo~uon placed upon for various telecommunicauons products and SCNICt> L, 
Florida consumers 

11) Plcu~c pro, ide nny reports, studies or analyses in )Our po~SCS\IUn prcpurcd \\lllun 
the p~•t r.,e yt4rS I hat compare >r dtscuss the relati' c pncc '"' d< of rcs1den11al 
ba\tc: local exchange SCf'icc tn the Unned States 

tg) l'lcasc provide any reports, studies or analyses in your posscs~toln prep~rc:d \\ltlun 
the past live years that compare or othcrnise discuss tht pnce ra1d for typtcal 
ml\es of telecommunications products and SCJVtees by rc<tdenll3o consumers 1n 
dtiTcrent areas of the Unned States lft..nown, please ind cate the dutlar amount 
as~oc•atcd \\1th each component of the "market basket" of tclr:cornmunit:all<lru 
goods and services (E g . indtcntc amount typically spcnl on local servtcc, toll. 
anclllaf\ $trviccs, taxes. and other fees, etc) 



TDS TELECOM/Qvl~) Ttkpboat 
980000A.SP: UN DOCKETED SPECIAL PROJECT: 
ralr and Rtuo ... blt Ratu • 
Dnition of CommunicaliOftJ Data RlqUtil 

Rt sponJe: 

5 (a) through (e) TDS TELECOM/Quincy Telephone doeJ not ha' c any studieJ, 
rcpons. or anal)'leS 1n response 10 ques1ions 5 (a) through (c) 



TDS TELECOI'ti/Quiocy Tdepbon( 
980000A-5P: UNDOCK£TED SPECIAL PROJ ECT: 
fair aod Rcuonable Rata . 
Dhisioo or Colllmunkatiocu Data Rt<!uat 

TOS TELECOM/Ouincy Itlephone 

Response • Question 5 (f)- TOS TELECOM operates in twenty-eight states. auached nre 
the rates for c-<~ch TOS Telecom Company. Also, anached is pan of a repon title "Trends 
in Telephone Sen :.-e" prepared by the Industry Atullysis Division of!he FCC 



TOS TELECOM 
ANALYSIS OF R 1 RATES 
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TOS TELECOM 
ANALYSIS OF R I RATES 
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TOS TELECOM 
ANALYSIS OF R1 RATES 
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TOS TELECOM 
ANALYSIS OF R1 RATES 
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TOS TELECOM 
ANALYSIS OF R1 RATES 

P~Q~ 5 



TRENDS IN TELEPHONE SERVICE 

Industry Analysis Division 
Common Carrier Bureau 

Federal Communications Commission 
July 1998 

lh" rei'~''' ~'.ulo~h:t ~~~ tdrrcrKc m ll~eCtwnmoo Corner IJun:au'• Pl1bhr Pcferen.cc R'""ll. ~U~l ~I ~tJccl. 
I'\\ l<•"•rn575 C•>s'•e- tl\.ly be pouch:ued by Clllhn); h~'fn.IOM•I Tmn.\Cnpuun Sc"''"' · ln .. ( I I Sl·•" 1 I 
~~7· 1~1KI 'lllc '"~""'''"'be d<"•nloa<kd (file n•mc: TREND~'IH 71P( rtom II>< FCC·!ilutc I"'~ ont<o oe 
.otldtp/l>.m" k, ~'"''••bl>l~l' on the World Wtdc Web The report <""n olso be do" nloJ<k:ol fr•orolrhc Ill· 
~IJic Lon~ compurcr bullcun ro~rd 6tstem 01 !202) 4 18·0241 



TABLE 13.1 

AVERAGE RESIDENTIAL RATES FOR LOCAL SERVICE IN URBAN AREAS 
(n or Oelobtr 15 1 

11118 1M J 1M8 11H """ t9t1 1t9l 1Hl tGU 1HS 1tfG 1991 

Rc.,._,.. ... ~l«<tt''y Cll.a'110 • Sl :' $8 S1:t .. Sl 2.~ 112:10 s1~ 36 11303 $13 0'' 113 1& I ll 1~ \ 1362' $1J 7t $1).SJ 
SutnQibt't LN tlwgt.'t 700 2.110 257 )$) 35$ 356 3 ~ 3~ H S lSI 3$4 Hl 

1 C\LMOne $.t~""tQ 1 57 1 152 1.5-1 1 152 133 1 0& 087 """ ~77 .... 0:!0 OQ 
lt•n•nd $1 1 CNrgu 1 5 1 1 56 15& I 70 200 112 2.15 22ll l 11 2 CI 2..;) z .... 
l ot.11l M'""hly Ch.WOfl 11.70 11..11 11.11 lt.OS 11.,24 11.11 11.72 ll,tS 11.11 lO OI l1.SS ll~tZ 

e .... c........, CNrgt $45 83 S.. IW $42.~ 14306 143 06 w oo $CI50 S41 34 141 Zl 1-40 P1 s..tltl S-&1 Ot 

lOI.CI\ootont 5•1\-..ce 1 34 1 31 I S$ 1 7& 1 77 I 27 1 22 I Zl 0 65 0 :'l 0 ~l 0 I. 

' ..... 228 220 2. 11 2 .. 232 23<1 22V n o 'l) ~ .... ~}I! : ..;!.; 
lorolc-Ciwge 44.01 n .u 44.41 4Ul 4.C.Il •s.n 42 1l 44 12 ·U ... 4 u u 4 )10 u .. 
Z.~JONl Cna.rgt tt Orop Urw • nd no n • 604 601 USI 6~ 6 50 7 :1ll 6 7• 5 90 574 H~ Go!'W"'tOlrcin fJaaO- Netdtcl 

lownt-c,ot;C Jnt.Ct W.tng 
l.~nc.. Plln 1056 S0 65 so~ 11 07 Sl 07 S\.20 ~~ ~ Si ll "45 Sl s: 1 1 '= ' 'e. 



TABLE 13.2 

AVERAGE LOCAL RATES FOR BUSINESSES WITH A SINOLE LINE IN URBAN AREAS 

t.•u.s.~ltdno1ft~e 

:.'00 Ff\e-n-.di'Ue ~-4 .. 1 ~zone cah 

l!llli I i!iiO I WI Ill')'; 1996 I)';" 

2 0 2~ I ~ 171 IP 121 oe• 0~ O•• 

n .n 41.11 u .n u2t • t.u • •-'-' .. , . ... u11 41 6!. 

41..11 44.07 « ..t 1 u t.t .U..11 44 SJ' 4t J1 u 4 1 u 11 

11818 11817 11878 ' 18!15 11660 J t67« ' 1708 117:1{, 11 ;3:, 
1611 1619 1670 1723 1757 173& 1715 171 17Cl 

4UZ 4Ul 43,44 4 U Z 4UI 4 l ll 4J H 4U 4 41 II 

4 06 .& 15 4 31 4 33 4 2'S 4 1) 4 ,.. 4 2 44. 
l UI 77.44 1120 11 01 l UI lUI llll llU 1111 

TAuLE 13.3 

A VERAGE MONlllLY LOCAL RATES OF RUS BORROWERS 

• A.•eg• ......... P'"t.f't'Ugo c.r v ... eu.n. .. fU•• R~RI·• u~ A«M•• L.-.:. 
1994 mea Ill OS 503 ... 1995 J lO .. 11 094 lt'ilo 
1996 Ul 41 I ll 17 J alll. 



TABLE 16.2 

TELEPHONE PENETRATION BY STATE 
(ANNUAL AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH TELEPHONE SERVICE) 

STATE . Ita. 1197 CHANCE 
J 

J.i.ABA.MA 88 4 '14 I 92 3 ..., H 'I< . 
Al.ASI<A 885 04 5 80 . 
ARIZONA Set 91 6 4 7 
ARr<.ANSAS 808 898 )~ 
CALifORNIA 92$ 943 I 8 . 
COlORADO 93 2 95 9 n . 
CONNECTICUT 955 94 2 ·I ) 
DELAWARE 9(3 957 I 5 
DISTRICT OF COt.UMB"\ 9U 908 -<I .. 
=lO'l•()l. 88 7 928 < I . 
GEORGIA 862 920 58 . 
>lAWAII 935 94 5 09 
J()I.HO 907 94 0 33 
lllii:OIS 94 2 92 2 ·2 0 .. 
'NOI"-NA 91 6 9H 27 . 
lOW.>. 1162 1167 OS 
I<ANS"-S 94 3 940 -0 4 
KENTvc.<Y 88 1 93 2 50 
LOUISIANA 80 7 910 I 4 
MAlliE 93 4 96 1 27 
MARYlAND 957 957 00 
I.<ASSACHUSETTS 959 95 4 -o 5 
~'ICH{;AN na 94 3 I 4 
'-'"l',ESOTA 958 9e9 I I 

' 'ISSIPPI 824 8H 68 
MISSOURI 915 95 0 J6 
V.O!ITAJ;A I 01 0 I 9)7 z: 
' IEI!'lASAA 95 7 I 97 I I 4 
IIEVA()I. 90 4 94 I 3 8 . 
HEW HAMPSHIRE 84 3 

I 
965 • 2 

NEW JERSEY o• 8 949 0 I 
!JE\'. MEJtiCO 820 88 I 6 I . 
'IE'IIYO'<K 918 94 2 2 4 
IIORTH CAROlltiA 883 93 I 4 8 
UORTH 0/~KOTA 946 95e I 2 ,...,o 924 sa 2 I 
:j,..VliC'JA 903 914 I~ 
O~EGON 906 9S G 50 . 
PEilNS\LVAWA 949 li7 1 2 3 
R>tODE ISLAND 936 845 05 
~WTH CAROW<;, 837 ns 89 
SOUTH DAKOTA 93 2 OJ 0 0 1 
rENIIESSEE 885 94 5 ~0 
TEXAS 884 91) ; 9 
UTA,_, 92 5 1069 44 
vERMOill 92 3 95 1 28 
VIRGIIIiJ. eJ' 94 ~ 1 5 
v\IASHINGTON &H iS 29 
NEST VIRGI111A 877 932 55 
.*/ISCOUSttJ 95 2 !Oiil I 1 
ttfo-.ur•o 69 9 f-~~ 35 

- ' TOTAl UIJITEO STATES 910 0)0 23 

SOURCE INDUSTRY ANALYSIS DIVISION TftCPHONE SUOSCRIBERS.HIP IN THf UNIT CD S 1 AT n 
• IIICR£'ASE ISSTATISTICAl.lY SICNlFICAtn AT THE 95'4CONfiOENCE LEVEL 
.. OEC~Et,SE IS STATISTICALLY SIONIFICAIIT AT THE~ CONFIOENCE lEVEL 

CHAIIGES MAY NOT BE THE SAME.>.$ CALCULATED DIFFERENCES QUE TO ROUNDING 

86 



TDS 1 EI.ECOMJQvlncy Tclcpbooe 
9800001\.SP: UNDOCKET£0 SPECIAL PROJECT: 
Fair and RcOJOoul>k Rata . 
Dhi>lon or Comm.llak alloaJ Dau RtqllUI 

TOS n :LECOM/Ouincv Telephone 

Response - Ques~ion 5 (g) Attached is a study utled "1997 Independent Dcnchma.rl. 
Stud)•" prepued by Cathey, Hutton, & Auoci11es, Inc Also. mduded ts s«ttons of a 
report tttled, "Keeping Rural America Con~ed Costs and Rates in the C'ompetiti' c 
Era". prepared by the Organization for the Protection and Advancement of Small 
Telephone Companies (OPASTCO). 
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lniToduction 

Welcome to Cathey. Hutton & Associates' (OiA's) 1997 edition of the lnde~dent 

Benchmark Study (IBS). This is the fourth edition of the mS and the number of 

independent telecommunications companies (Independents) partiapat."S in the study 

continues to grow dramatically. For the 1997 ms. the number of subscribers has grown 

over 50% from the last edition. 

This edition of the study includes data from OotT .180 sqxualt ttkpltorat Ol'"otions. We know 

of no other study llke the ms that Is sptdfiCtllly ft:!r lndcptntkrals. Neither do we know of any 

study that includes data from so many local telephone operations. 

The large data set for the 1997 ms is a result of some of the larger participants reporting 

their fBS data according to their separate local telephone operations. For example. a large 

Independent with 250,000 access lines might have local telephone operations in dozer.s of 

different geographical areas. Under this sanario, each distinct operation of this large 

Independent might average 5,000 llcctSS lines. Each distinct telephone operation performs 

diUercntly and the 1997 ms d ata rellects these dl!ferences. 

We continue to make the IBS ~5ubscriber-driven." We have integrated severn.! of the 

suggestions ms participants have offered. The new features in the 1997 edition include: 

• Pn« comparisons for products and services. 

• Entirely new sections on long distance, wireless voice, video services. and gomernl 

telephone operntions. 

• El(panded infonnation on marketing. including marketing success stories. 

• Additional ar1d updated inform~~tion covered ln previous editions of :h .. IDS. 

With the telecommunications industry still in flu~, the ffiS is more valuable than ever. All 

telecommunications providers, Independents induded, will have to make adjustmentS to 

stay competitive in the evolving telecommunications environment. The IDS is an excellent 

19971nclepenclen1 Benc:Nnotl< Study 
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• 
tool to help you identify what other lndepende'lts ;ue dotng, and how you comp .. lie with 

your peer compa.nies. 

Above, we defined Independents as Nlndependent tclecomm~nications compnnies.n Using 

the word utelecommunicatlonsn instead of "telephone'' accurately rdlects the 1997 ms 
datn. The vast majority of Independents provide much more than "plain old telephone 

service" (POTS). That is, most IBS particip!Ults are dose to beln& full service 

telecommunications providers. For example, over 80% of IllS participants provide 

advanced calling serviteS (CLASS) and Internet access; well over half offer cellular service 

Md paging; and nearly half of respondents offer long distance, ISDN, and video services. 

The body of the IBS report hns a gJ'I!at deal of detail on these and many other a reas. We 

hope you enjoy the 1997 edition of the IllS. Let us know what you think! 

199T lna.penclenl Ben<:h<Nt\ 61Udy 
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1. R~surch Methodology & Ovuvirw 
The vast majority of current ~lrcommunicahons research is either ge.Hcd towards or 

based on IMge companies like the Regional Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs) and/or 

lntcre>.change Companies (IXC's). The fact is, though. that both the business operations 

and the customer base of most Independents ille very different than that of an RBOC. One 

major difference Is that of miltket type, where an Independent's millket tend~ to be more 

rural than urban. Another difference is economies of scale - RBOCs have a broader and 

more densely populated customer base than do Independents. Thus, the Independent 

Benchmark Study (1BS) remains a unique and distinctive research document that gives 

Independents an in-depth look at what is going on in the telecommunications indus try as 

it relates to them. 

The data gathering process for the ms begins with the data request/survey. Even though 

the process of completing the data request can be an inconvenience for 1135 participants, it 

is llu: crudalsiLp in developing a quality dilbl set and, hence, an accurate report. 

As is often the CASe, rBS pa.rtldpMts frequently have questions About U1t! data request. In 

tum. we at OiA sometimes have questi&ns about the responses and often call participants 

to clarify their data request responses. This time-consuming process is critical to develop 

an accurate data set. 

After th" data collection process is complete, the analysis, conclusions, and report wntlng 

process begins. nus, also, is a time-consuming task. but it is made possible by your 

completed data requests. The results are fascinating for us as consultants as much as they 

are for you as telecommunications providers. 

At. we have in past editions of the fBS, in the 1997 edition we have analyzed the data in 

thrloe ways: 

• Overnll- includes all rBS participants 

• Marl.rt hJJX! clnssificntiou - rural, scmi-rur.ll, and suburban 

• C OtiiJHIIty ncass lit~ stu- small, medium, and IMge 

1997 lnclepenelent Benc:hmat1o: Study 
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These different "looks" to the dalol allow you to comp.~re your comp.111y wath others very 

similar to yoursclr. We have defined eo1ch of thi.'SC classification criteria later in th is section 

1.1 Gtogmplric Loco lion of ParlidJKIIIIS 

IBS participMts represent over 35 different stntes. For the purposec of this stud~•. we have 

divided the U.S. into four geographical regions: West, Rocky Mount.nan/Midwt.'St, 

Southwest/Southeast, Md Northeast. 

The map and table below show the region.1l distribution of lBS participa.nts. All regions arc 

we11 represented, but the Rocky Mountain/ Midwt.'St and Southwest/SoutheolSt n~SJOns are 

home to most lBS participants. This does not come as a surprise as most Independents 

nationwide are in these regions. 

1 i9T anoependent Bencnmar• S1udt 
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1.1 Classification l7y Company Stu 

Dividing the ms data according to number of access Hnes provides valuable insights. 

Larger companies have more resourees to devote to marketing. which can drarTUitically 

affect penetration rates. In contrast. in some cases it is easier for small companies to market 

to their customer base (e.g .• because they are more homogeneous}. Providing 'the lBS data 

according to company size allows you to compare your company's performance to others 

or similar size. 

The 1997 ms, like previous versions, has a wide variation of company sizes. - from less 

than 1,000 to over 100,000 access lines. We have slightly changed the criteria by which we 

determine company size. In the last edition or the ms we classified small companies as 

those with 10,000 access lines or less; mediwn sized companies were classified as having 

10.000 to 25,000 access lines; and large companies o.s those w.ith more than 25,000 access 

lines. We have re-thought th~ aiteria and categorized them ncrording to Table 1 below. 

Tabl~ l : O&lllflutlcm of Company Siu by A« ... Lines 

Small Less t/18n 5,000 Access Lines 
Medium 5,000 to 20,000 Access Lines 
Largo More than 20,000 Access Lines 

Our experience with Independents shows that companies with less than 5,000 access lines 

are similar in terms of pe.rsoMel resource allocation, operations, marketing. and 

management. Companies between 5,000 and 10,000 access Jines tend to show operating 

similarities to rompanles with 10,000 to 20,1)1() acce-.s lines. There Is obviously a very wide 

range of companies larger than 20,000 access lines, bul the vast majority of huge 

l.ndependents fall in the 20,000 to 100,000 category. (Less than 20 Ln .. ependents nationwide 

have more than 100,000 access lines.) 

Figure 2 below shows the percentage of companies, according to access line size, 

represented in the 1997 TBS. The percerntage of fBS participants, per company size category. 

1997 tr.clependonlllendvnarll Slucly 
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closely parallels the Silme for Independents nationwid~. For e x01m ple, mo:.t lnd<!pcndent' 

natlonwidc fall within the Srnilll compillly category, as ts the case with IBS parttcip.mts 

Fill"" 2: IBS P&11iclpmb by Comp.tn)' ~!u 

1.3 C/nssifrcntiou by MarkEt Servtd 

We have also classified the IllS dah1 according to m11rket type - rural. semi·rurill, and 

suburban . We believe that mnrket type segmentation of the data is equally or even more 

valuilbie than presenting the d ata according to company size. There .-re great differences in 

performance between the three m11rket type categories Following ilr\! ddtnitions of each 

market type 

Hum l: A rural market is defined as an nrea located within 60-90 miles of an urb.m 

center" This market type has a low competlhvc threat (for local telephone servtcc) for the 

ncJr term. The rural market population tends to be older and 'hav~ a large percentJt;c of 

families. Population growth rates In rural mnrkets tends to be low (I 5% or l•:ss), 

~omctimcs even having a slightly ncgiltlve growth ra,.,. 

1 cchmcal acceptance is lowest in rural markets and persorutl computer (I'C) ol.-ncr.,htp 

tends 10 be lower than the nation.tl average. This ts significant bi.'Causc lower levi!!\ of 

ll'Chnicill acceptance typically mean lown peneiTations of enhanced servic~>i and Internet 

acct-s~ Rur.1l markets typtC.lll)' have the lowest per«ntage of business access hnes of .1rw 

marl..ct type. usually 20~ or less of the tot.tl. 

1997 lr>dependent Benchrnar11 Study 
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Snm-roml: We dassifaed a semi-rural m.ar~ct as being within 30-W anilcs of an urban 

center with a moderate competitive thre•ll for the nNr term. A good number of residents 

most likely commute to the nearby urban renter, but many people still wor~ in the semi

rural market area. Those residents who commute to the urban center could potentially be 

"home office/telecommuters" - a market segment that typical!)• has advanced 

telecommunications needs. The demographics of this m..rl .. .:t type consist of a large 

percentage of families and younger adults. Population growtn rates are typically 

moderate, between 1% and 3%. 

Technical acceptance levels in a semi-rural market are moderate. PC ownership is typically 

dose to the Mlional average in this type of market. Typically, between 20%-25% of the 

access lines are business. Small businesses, oftentimes with only ll few phone lines, tnllke 

up the majority of businesseS in the area. 

Suburban: A suburban market type is an area within 30 miles of an urban center. The 

mlljority of workers in the area commute to the urban center for employment. This market 

type is also a prime one for home office/telecommuters. Even though dose in proximity to 

an urban center, traffic congestion often makes telecommuting an llttractive option. 

Suburban markets have a higher threat of near-term competition. These markets can be 

attractive to competitive telecommunications providers, especially if there is a signl.f:icant 

number of businesses. 

A suburban market's demographics typically show a large percent.lge ot young families 

and young adults. Population growth rates are typically healthy, 2,., or above. Technical 

accepl.aJ'Ice is typically very good with higher than average o.wnership of PC's. ln this 

market. the percentage of ;,usincss access lines is usually higher thAn in the other two 

markets. typically around 25%. Overall, a suburban market is the most attr;~cbve (of those 

dc:.cribed) for a local telccomLlunications provider. 

Fagure 3 below shows the percentage of TBS participa11ts, according to marl-.o:. type. The 

market type percentilge breakdown of ros participants closely parallels national figures for 

Independents. 
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Flsur~ 3: IBS P•rticip•ntt by MAr~•t Typ• 
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2.. Executive Summ.uy 
Here we provide vanous highlights of the 1W7 IBS. First we de tail the products and 

which summarize the 

m the body of the ms 

services provided by 1&! participants. Then we provide tables 

various product penetration rates. Lastly, we provide highlights fro 

report. 

2.1 Seroias Provltkd 1ty Participants 
The tables below show the 5ervioes offered by ms participants. 

s hows that Independents continue to move townrds becoming fu 

Overall, the data clearly 

II SC!rvice providers of 

g POTS only nre over. 

gnaling service (CI..ASS), 

istance, video services, 

telecommunications p roducts and services. The do.ys of providin 

While the vast majority of participants offer custom local area si 

Internet access, and wireless voice servlC'!$, nearly hal! offer long d 

;md ISDN. 

Table 2:: Savic .. Prcwld«< by P&rtldpanb ·All Comp ani" 
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Tobl< 4: XtY!cc. Provld<d by P.u1iclp•nt• ·by Comp• ny Slu 
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The vast majority o f all IBS participants (85.7~) offer CLASS, but only 64.7% of the small 
companies offer it. A significant percentage of companies offer both Caller ID. number 
only (81.1 %) and Caller ID, name and number (52.5%). All semi-rural market companies 

either offer or plan to offer Caller ID, name and number (CNAM). 

The vast majority of IllS participants (85.5~) also offer Internet access. More rural 

·ompanies (92.3%) offer Internet access than any other group. In regard to company size. a 

higher percentage of medium sized companies olfer Internet access (90.3%) than do small 
or large compilll\ies. 

Offering long distance resale is becoming increasingly popular among Independents. 
Almost hall of the ms participants (48.4%) offer lo.,g distance service. Over three fourths 
of companii?S either offer long distance or plan to offer it soon. As exp«ted. fewer small 
companies (18.8%) offer long distance than the overall average. Currently, small 

companil'S tend to have a difficult time gene.ratlng sufficient minutes of uo;e (MOU) to 
make long distance a viable product offering at thlsllme. 

Some of the most dramatic s talistits in these servi"t' offering Ulbles h•we to do with 

competitive local exchange carrier (CLEQ service. Over 70% of nil comp.u.: '!S either nrc 
CLECs or phn to soon offer service competitively outside of the1r own serving ru-e.t 

S1gruficant percenmges of suburban m..rket compan:es (21.4%) and t.ugl' sized comp.ll'il'~ 
(26.7%) nrc already CLECs. 
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Nearly twice ns mnny companies offer Integrated Serv1ces Digital Network (ISDN) than 

D1gital Subscriber Line technology (xDSL). Even though ISDN technolog) has been 

available for several years, over one fourth of the participants sti ll plnn to offer tlus service 

soon. Even more companies (30.9%) plnn to offer xDSL technology sometime soon. It is 

significant, though, that almost half (45.5%) of the participants have no pllll\5 to offer xDSL 

service. 

Nearly half o! the participants (475%) offer video entertainment serv1ces - either 

traditional wireline cable TV or Direct BroadCASt 5.ltellite (DBS). The percentage of 

companies oUering video services increases !rom suburban to rural Md large to small 

companies. 

Wireless services- cellular, personal communications sel"ice (PC$), and paging- are in a 

dramatic growth mode. Independents have been very active in theu efforts to offer 

wireless services to their customers. For example, over 65% of the participants currently 

offer cellular service. A significant percenta.ge of ms participants either offer res (16.9%) 

or have plans to in the near future (27.1 %). Paging is also a popuJn.r wireless service 

offered by ms participllnts (64.5% ). 

2.2 S~nmnnry of Avnngt Pmnmticm Rllus 
Below is a table summarizing the average penetration rates for all the 185 participants Md 

then for tne various company groups (small. medium. semi-rural, etc.) \o\ e analyw the 

data further in the body of the report, but there arc a few broad observations worth noting 

here. 

When compared to the last issue of the ms, the penetration rates for all companies have 

slightly increased for nearly every product. All Custom Calling and CLASS product 

penetrilbons h.:lve mc:reilSCd as well as the numbers for Wi:e Maintenance nnd additional 

lines 

Call Wa1ting and Caller 10 by far have the highest penetration rates for Custom Calling 

and CI.ASS. resf>(.>ctivcl)'· O'IIAM has a slightly higher penetration mtc than Caller ro. 

1997 1-ndenl Benct>men. Stuc!y 
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number only. The results show that customers are willing to pay a little c~tu to add the 

name feature to Caller 10. 

The overall Voke Mail penetration among ms pMticipants is 5.8%, compared to 6.3% in 

the lnst edition. There wns also a very slight decrease in Internet a~ pcnctTntion (0.1%) 

when compared to the lnst edition. Currently, Internet access penetration Is 7.0'l:.. 

TAblt 5: S\lmuwy ol Ann&• Ptnttrotion fUlts 

Oven! I Rural Semi4Wral Suburban SINIII Medium Lara• 
Custom Calllna 41 .7% 33.8% 48.0% 413.6% 36.5% 39.3% 45.0% 
I Call WBltma 294% 24.0% 322% 32.3% 24.9% Z84% 31.4% 
Cancel Call WaJ!iiiQ 0.3% 0.4% 02% 0.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.1% 
Call FOIWllrdlriO 15.3% 4.1% 5.9% 6.1% 4.6% 5 .7% 5.2% 
Speed Dial 2.2% 1.6% 28% 1.9% 3.2% 2 .2% 1.9% 
flvee.Wav Callina 3.0% I 2.4% 36% 3.1% 3.7% 29% 2.8% 

I 
CLASS Futures 16.7% 15.0% 18.1% 16.9% 12.9% 152% 18.5% 
CaJet 10. N umbe< C5iiiY 5.0% 4.7% 55% 41.6~ 4.3% 54% 4.7% 
fcaller Name & Numbe< 6.5% 7.0% 7.2% 5.5% 6.2% 7.1% 6 .. 2% ' r Last Call Return 3.1% 2.6% 3.3% 3.5% 1.8% 2 .0% 4.2% 
I Selec:IJve c:.l F 0.5% 0.1% 0.6% 0.7% 0.2% 0 .1% 0.8% 
!SelectiVe ~n Refoc1Jon 1.1% 0.4% 0.9% 1.9% 0.3% 0 .5% 1.6% 
I 
Volee Mall 5.8% 4.3% tiC% 6.6% 5.0% () 1% 5.6% 

' Wire M~lnten•nee 51.3% 56 4% 415 3% 55.~ 60.9% 47.1% 52.5% 

Addlllon•l Linn 9.2% 8.8% 13.8% 8.3% 8.3% 113 1% s 6~. 

71n~te-m--et-A~oee---.. ------~7~.0%~--8~3%~41--~s~2%~~--~5.~8%~-L1~0-=.s~7~ ~5~.5~,.~ 

2 .. l Study Res rlt lfigltllgllts 
Th!! 1997 ms contains o vnst amount of Wormi\tion. Following nrc some of the highlighll> 

from this year's study: 

• Most 185 participants are continuing the trend towards full service provisioning 

Independents continue to diversify into Internet access. long distrulcc, l.i:;h speed data, 

.:md wireless sciVices. 

• CLEC plans nrc also in the works for most IBS participants. Where only 10.3% of 
parhetp.:mts are currently CLECs. 60.5')', of the comparues have plans to offer service 

competitively 
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• Enh•mccd services pcnetTation rates VM)' greatly from company to compan)'· M.uketing 
the range of enhanced services is more lrnport.ilnt than ever to mll>.imize non· regulated 
revenue. Voice Mail, Call Waiting. and Caller 10 continue to provide the greatest 
revenue opportunities. 

• The marketing of additional Lines presents an excellent opportunity for Independents to 
increase revenue. Over hali of the residents who request an addibonal phone line do so 
for Internet acceM. 

• The vast majority of participants that are Internet Service Providers (ISP's) now face 
local access competition. Those that have competition are showing better Internet 
penetration than those who do not face competition. Marketing Internet access service 
to EAS and/ or local calling areas provides an excellent opportunity to gain new 
customers and mrudmlz.e Internet access revenue. Still, nearly hali of the participant 
lSP's are losing money. 

• Simplification is the trend in long distance rates. Most participants that offer long 
distance offer customers the option of a one-rate plan. IBS participants should 
concentrl'lte on gaining the best long distance usage customers (in terms of toll), not JUS! 

any customers. 

• Wireless voice services are in a driU'llatic growth mode. Most participants already offer 
cellular service. It Is unknown what effects PCS will have on rural mark!ts (e.g .. the 
threat of wire less local loop or taldng away cellular customers) 

• Participants have healthy cable TV penetration rates. HBO is the best penetrating 
premium channel. as is the case nationwide. Higher retail prices for HBO do not seem 
to negatively impact its penetration rates. Current cable TV plant IS fauly lo"· 
bandw1dlh (most 300 MHz). New cable TV plant wiU increase channel capadt)' (most i5 

planned to be 550 MHz), but Is s till i~ not •stale-of·the-lrt." 

• Ln five years. nearly all ras participants expect to face competition for local dial tone 
customers. Over half of participants e>.pect to lose lO'X. or less of theu customers in 
thrl'C years time 
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• Nearly half of llJS p.vticipants do not have a marketing plan. B1ll '1Serts ;md direct 

ma1lings are the most effective marketing and customo:r communic,,t Jn media. 
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3. Cener.tl T elephone Operations 
This is the first issue of the IBS that we have devoted a ~'Ction to general tclcphon~ 

operations. We foresft this type of section expanding in future l'<litions of the IBS, 
depending on whether subscribers find that it contams useful informano~ 

3.1 Swttclr TyiH' 
Tiw dominant switch manufacturer for IBS participants is Northern Tcll>eom, used by 6S'lo 

of the companies. The remainder of the market share for switches was divided between 
Siemens Stromberg-Carlson (19%), Lucent Technologies (9'4), and others (7~). 

luconl 
Teeho :' fili 

""' 

3.:? 1 df!Jitouy ftber 

Figwe C: Swllch T)'l'~ U .. d 

Tabll' b below shows the median number of miles of tcli>phony fiber among IBS 

particip.1nt:.. For example, the median from among all res participants was 89.0 milet. of 
t .: l~phor\}' fiber. (We uSt!d median - the middle value- h~re mswad of average becau>~ 
data from a few companies skewed the averages in the lugh direction. In this ca~. m~di11n 

provrd~'!> a l>ettt!r representation o f the data.) 

Accordrng to market type. the rural companie:J ha\•e the highest median miles of telephony 
(iber. 'I he rn~dr.llr value dl'Creascs from rural to ~ml-rural to suburban. 

19971-ncltOI Benc:lltnil!\ Studt 
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Tablo 6: Avttago MUH ofTt ltphony Fiber- by Muktl T)'l't 

Overall Rural Semi·Rural Suburban 
89.0 169.5 89.0 42,9 

V\'hen examine-d according to company size, the data shows thnt latl)e , c mpanies have the 

highest median number of miles of telephony fiber. n .c median for both small and 

medium sized companies i5 dramatically lower. 

Tab I• 7: Avtragt Mlln af Ttltphony Flbtt- by Company Siu 

Overall Small Medium Lar;e 
89.0 56.0 70.6 300.0 

3.3 Fi rst Plro11:~ L i'U! Prlas 

The local loop is at the heart of a LECs operations. While addltion.al services - from 

enhanced services to Internet access to long distance resale - are important to .Ul 

Independents, the local loop serves as the core of an Independent's business . 

• iere we provide data concerning first phone line prices - broken down between 

installation and monthly recurring ch.nrges for the different market types and company 

sizes. 

Table 8 below shows the first phone line prices for installation and monthly charges, for 

both business and residential customers. As one would expect, the business rates are 

higher than residential rates, across the board. 

There is a wide range of prices for both installation and recurring monthly rates. The low 

installation charges (e.g., $8.50 for business and S7.00 for residential) appear to be priced 

well below actual cosL 

Avorag' 
High 
Low 

Tabl• 8: Flnt Phone Lin• PrioH ·All CompaniH 

Bualnen RealdenU.I 
lnllt.llllatlon Monthly Rate lnablllatlon Monthly Ratt 

$37.20 $20.02 $32.95 $11.96 
S87.n 542.49 sao.oo 523.62 
$8.60 $8.30 $7.00 $-1.87 
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The following table breaks down the averages only (not highs and lows) for first phone 
line installation and monthly charges. ;1ecording to market type. The averages are all 
within a fairly smrul range, without a great deal of variance. The g-eatest difference among 
the averages is for the business monthly re<:urring rate where there t:. ~ clffetence of St4-l 
between suburban and ru.rru market companies. 

Tab I• 9: Avcn~ F'lftt Phont Lint Prictt ·by MAtktt T~ 

Ru,.l 
Semi-Rural 
Suburban 

Butlneu 
lnstalla:Uon Monthly Rata 

$38.86 s 18.88 
$36.43 $19.28 
S38.98 $23.32 

Residential 
lnatlflatlon Monthly Rate 

$34.24 $ 11.61 
$31.69 $12.1() 
$32.52 $12.34 

Table 10 shows the averages, according to company slz.e, for first phone line Installation 
and monthly charges. Again. there is not a great deal of variance. The greatest disparity 
among the averages is also for the business monthly recurring rate where there is a 
difference of $4.87 between large and smaJJ companies. 

Tobit t O: Avua~ Flnt Phon• Lint Prlctt ·by Company Slu· 

BualneN Residential 
Installation Monthly Rata lnstellaUon Monthly Rata 

Small $36.02 $ 18.40 $32.15 $10.85 
Medium $36.83 $21.13 $32.50 $12.67 
Large $39.54 $21.27 $34.64 $11.69 

3.4 Additiounl LuU' Prias 
We use the term "additional lines" Instead of the more common "second Jines" 
terminology because many households today have mor~ than two lines. Calhng them 
"second lines" lamits the number in custome(s minds. 

Consumers· tdccommunic.ations needs vary. Some people need an Addltlol'l~l Line for 
Internet access. Others need an additional voice line (fer teenagers) where others need 
additional phone lines for a home office (where there might be both voice and data needs). 

The table below shows the average, high. and low pnces for addltio.naJ phone lines- both 
Installation .md monthly charges - for all rBS partldpants The overall atJcTagt rates for 
additional lines are very comparable with loc.a.l loop prices. Many companies have the 
llr.l7 tndependenl O.ncnmatk Study 
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same or "ery similar ra tes for additional l ines as for first phone hnes. The biggest 

difference between the first phone line and additional !me rates is in the installation 

chMgcs. 

Tabloll: AdclltiOIW Phone Lin• Prien · All Companl .. 

Average 
High 
Low 

Buslnus 
lnatallatlon Monthly Rilla 

$35.32 $20.00 
$ 11g.oo $42.4~ 

$8.50 $8.30 

ResldtnU&I 
lnatallatlon Monthly R&tt 

$32.56 $ 11.87 
$1 20.00 $23.82 
$7.00 $4.87 

Table 12 below shows the aucrages only (not highs and lows) for additional phone line 

installation and monthly charg~. according to market type. The averages are fairly close, 

as they were fo r first phone lines. The biggest d l ferences are for installation p rices where 

the 01vcrage prices for suburban market companies are several dolla.n. more than rural and 

semi-rural market companies. 

Tobit U: Adclltio!UI Phont Uno Prlo .. · by Mukot Type 

Bualneu Realdentlal 
lnatallatlon Monthl)' Rlllt lnatall&llon Monthly Rata 

Rural $33.89 $ 18.98 $32.08 $11.81 
Semi-Rural $33.89 $ 19.19 $30.98 $11.98 
Cuburban $40.67 $23 • 3 $.36 48 $1 2.25 

Table 13 presents the average additional phone line installation and monthly charges, 

according to company siz.e. An interesting pattern appears in the dom. Where small 

companies have the highest installation rates for both business and residcmtial, they have 

the lowest recurring monthly ra te. 

Tablo13: Adclltio!UI Phono Uno Prlc .. ·by Company SU.o 

Bualnus Rtal(enllal 
l nttallallon Monthly Rata l natallallon Monthly Rata 

Small $40.56 $18.81 $38.70 $ 10 85 
Medium $33.19 $21.26 $29.92 $12.47 
Largt $33.97 $21.11 $33.70 $11 76 

In the IDS dam requesl, we asked participants th" reasons why they find customers 

requesting additional lines Figure 5 below illustrates the primary reason why customers 

rl'<luest additional lines. For example, 57" of the fBS participants ranked lnlemct access as 
1!1971n0ependenl Benchmtrll Stucty 
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the! number on!! reason that customers are requesting additional hnes. Use or an addthonal 

' 'oicc line W3S next (26%) followed by US(' in a home office/telecommuting environment 

last (17~). 

.Figure 5: RruoiU Cuolomrn R•qunt Add ill01W LinH ·All Companiu 
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4. Enh.a nced Services 

Thts section provides valuable, in·depth penetration and pnnng U\l'>rmation for the range 

of cnh;mccd services including Custom Calling. O.ASS, Votce Mail and Ware \ laintmancc. 

As the data shows, Call Waiting and Caller 10 {both number only and name and number) 

are by far the highest penetrating Custom Calling ;md CLASS featun.'S. Because of this, 

they arc referred to as the u;mchor services· for Custom Calling ;md CLASS products. 

ln this section, we have provided some charts which show penetration rates (or Custom 

Calling. Cl.ASS, Voice Mail, and Wire Maintenance, according to market type and 

company size. The Custom Calling and etAS& penetration rates were gener.1ted by taking 

the total number o( Custom Calling and O.A$ £e.1tures (units) sold as a percentage of 

access hnes. For example if among 100 access lines, 27 had Call Waiting. six had c.~ll 

Forw .. rding. three had Speed Dial. and two had Three-Way Calling (i.e., 38 total units), thl.' 

tot '::us tom Calling penetration would be 38%. 

Figure 6 'below shows lh3t necordlng mArket type, semi-rural compllnlc:;. hove the hishes t 

Cus tom Calling and CLASS penetration rates. Voice Mail penetrations increase slightly 

(rom rur.1l to semi-rural to suburban m:uket type companies. For Wire Malnt~n. nee, ruml 

companies have the highest average penetration rate, followed by suburban companies 

Fisurt 6: Avn•s• Ptautnllon lUI.,- by Mark•• Typ• 
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~emi-Rural .__ ~ 0% 18 1% 6.0% 45 3% I 
Suburban 43 &% 1 16!nlo 6 6% 55 0% 1 
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Figure 7 s"ows that .lccording to company size, Cus:om Calhng and CLASS p.."'t1etrilllons 
increase from small to medium to large sized companies. Voice M.tll penetrations for tlw 

different compan)' sizes are very close, but medium sized compani<.'S have the highest 

penetration ra tes. For Wire Ml\tn~ small companies have the highest penetra tion 
rates, followed by large and then medium sizi!d companies. 

R~ 7: Anus• Penetration Ratea ·by Comp.any 51~• 

Cuatom Caltlna 
Small 36.5% 
Medium 393% 
Largo 450% 

Voce -
CLASS Volco Mall 
12.9% 5.0% 
15.2% 61% 
18.5'1o 58% 

4.1 Cu>.tom C11 /Uug - Peul'lrntiou Rolf's & Prices 

,-
Wlro Malnt. 

60.9% 
47.1% 
525%_ 

Here we provide details - for both penetrations and prices - on Cus tom Calling producl' 

First we lool.. nl some overall data on the Custom Calling features we measured - C.1ll 
Waiting. Cancel Call Waiting. Call Forwardlllg. Speed Dial (8 ~d 30 numbers), and Thr .. , .. 
Way Call1ng 1 hen we examine each Custom Calling feature in depth. 

4 1.1 Cus1om Calling Penetration Rates 
Custom Call ing penetration varies dramatically - a.s low as 8.0~ (for one st..~'t. rural 
comp.lny) and as high as 87.2% (for one med1um, sem•-runl compi111y). 
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Fl&ure 8: CuJtom c.! ling P~nrtrot lon ·by Mukrl T)l'• 
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Apr<' 9: CUJiom Ctllln& Pnortl'allon • by Compmy Siu 
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lhe two to1bles below break down the avera~;e penetra tions (or tiu 1divadual Custom 
Calling products. accord eng to market type and .:t)mpany ~aze. The penctr.a taon (or overall 
Custom Calling a~ alw ancluded (or comparative purposes. 
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These figures Illustrate the differences between Glll Waiting nnd the rest of the Custom 
Calhng Products. Call Waiting is, by far. the highest penetrating Custom Calling product. 
The next highest penetrating product- Call Forwarding- is still dwarfed b)• Call Waiting. 
We: did not request Wonnatlon about the other Custom Cllli.J'Ig produc:ts ~a~ they 
typically have .such low penetration rates. 

Tab I~ 14: Avcns~ Cuatom Calllns futures P~notntion - by Mukri T ~ 
Cuatom Cancel C.U Call 
Calling Call Walling Waiting Forwarding SJ)Md Dial 

Rural 34.3% 24.<1% 0.4% 4.1% 1.8% 
Sami-Rural 48.0% 32.2% 0.2% 59% 2.8% 
Suburban 43.6% 32.3% 02% 61% 1.9% 

Tabl~ 15: Avonv Cuatom Calllna Fututos P~notution- by Company S i.u 

Small 
Medium 
large 

Cuatom Cancel Call Call 
Calling Clll Walling Walling FOtWardlng 
36.5% 24.9% 0.1% 4.6% 
39.8% 28.4% 0.5% 5.7% 
45.0% 31.4% 0 1% 52% 

4 .1.2 Custom Calling Prices 

SJ)Md Dial 
3.2% 
2.2% 
1.9% 

3-Way 
Ceiling 
2.4% 
3.6% 
3.1% 

3-Way 
Calling 
3.7% 
2.9% 
2.8% 

Figure 10 below shows the average prices for all companies for the indtvidua.l Custom 
Calling features. The following two figures break out the prices according to market type 
and compnny size. 

Each of the Call Waiting average prices hovers slightly above $2.00. The prices for SJ>C(.>d 
Dial 8 and Three-Way Calling were comparable to Call Waiting. Cancel Call Waiting IS the 
lowest priced product at around $1.00. 

llalf of the partidpants bundle Cancel Call Waiting with Call Waiting. For the purpose of 
the rBS data, these companies' Cancel Glll Walling prices were considered to be SO.OO. The 
average C.11l Forwarding p rice was :.lighUy below li2.00. The highest priced Cus tom 
Cal ling feature was Speed Dial 30. 
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Call Cancel Call Call I Speed Dial - Speed Dial· 3-Way 
~ 

Waiting Waiting Forwarding Bra 30f'a Calllng-i 
$2.07 $1.08 St .n I $2.02 $2 79 $1 93 

T• bl• 16: AY~ Clolltom c.llins Prien- by lllozkol Type 

Canc:.l Call Call Speed Dill - Spood Dial - 3-Way 
Call Waiting WaiUng Forwarding a.-. 30 tra Calling 

Rural $2.05 $1 .00 $1 73 $ 1.95 $2 92 $ 1.81 
Semi-Rural $2.05 $1.07 $1.80 S2 14 $250 $209 
Suburban $2 18 $1.16 $ 1.85 S2 10 NIA $206 

T•blc 17: Avtns• Cu•tocn c.llins PrlcH- by Comp•ny Size 

Cancel Call Call Speed Dial· Speed Dial· 3-Way 
Call WaiUng WaiUng Forwarding 8 30 Calling 

Small $2.02 $0.93 $1 .68 $1 92 $3.25 $1 79 
Modlum $2.02 $0.98 $1.88 $2 09 $2 65 $2 03 
Large $2.53 $ 1.58 $1.97 S2 34 NIA "i2 44 

4 I .3 Call Waiting & Cancel C~ll Walling 
Call Walling penetrotions differ nmons complllllcs from a low ~r 4.2% for one >10.111, 
&ul>urban company, to 53.7% for a medium. rural company T~ ilvt'ragl., for both scmi
rurill and suburban market comparues arc well above the average for ru raJ market 
companies. The overall average penetration for 0111 Waiting i~ 29 4%. 

\\'hen it come!> to ..:omplllly size, the IMge companies have the highest Call \\'atttng 
penetrations, followed by the medium Md small company .llll't•1)1l'S, in that ordl'r. 

19911nde~nt BencnrNitl< Sludf 
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Tobl< 18: C.H Wolting P•n<lrllion ·by l>brk•t Typt 
Rurol 
24014 
53.7% 
5.6% 

Somi·Rurol 
322% 
437% 
16014 

Suburbon 
32 3\o 
53 4% 
4 2% 

Tobl• l 9: C&ll Walling P<n<lrotion ·by Com.,ony Slu 

AVI1111JI 
High 
Low 

Small Medium Largo 
24.9% 28.4% 31 4% 
47.4% 53.7% 53.4% 
4.2% 10.4% 16 1% 

As for prices, the Call Waiting average for both rural and semi-rural companies Is 52.05, 
with the suburbM market average price slightly higher. The high and low prices Val] 

greatly, fTom 58.50 to free! Only a few of the participants give Call Waiting away free to its 
customers. The S8.50 price Is for business customers. 

The average Call Waiting prices for both small and medium sized companies is the same -
S2.02 - followed by the large company price of S2.53. The Call Waiting average prices rise 
f- rn rural to subwban market type. 

Tobl• 2D: C&ll Wollin& Prica ·by l>bskot Typ• 

Rural S.mi-Rura' Suburt>on 
AVI111gl $2.0S $2.05 $2.18 
High $6.00 $5.00 $8.50 
Low SO 75 SO.OO SO 95 

T•ble 21: C.U Wollin& l'rica ·by Compony Siu 

Avoroge 
High 
Low 

Smell Medium lArgo 
$2.02 $2 02 $2 53 
S6.oo $4.00 sa so 
so.oo so 75 $1.00 

Been use half of the companies provide Cancel Call Waiting free with Call Wait.hr. we did 
not break down the penetration and pricing data according to company size Md market 
type. At the beginning of this section we presented the overall Glneel Call Waiting 
aver agee; for both penetration and pricing (see TableS and Figure 10). 
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4.1.4 Call Forwarding 
The average Call Forwarding penetration rates for both market types and company sizes 

nrc fairly close - within two percentage points of each other. Again. there is a great 

discrepancy between the highs and lows - with lows belo•·· 1 't. to n high of 20.1 %. The 

overall Call Forwarding penetration average is 5.3%. 

Tobit 22:: Call Forwudina Pt nt tnllon ·by Mubt Typ• 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural s.tnl~urat Suburban 
• . 1% 59% 61% 
15.N 17.N 20.1% 
0.5% 1.1% 0 .6% 

Tablt 23> Call Forwud.lns P~ttration ·by Comp&ny Slu 

Av.,.ge 
High 
Low 

Small !Helium Large 
4.6% 5.7% 52% 
12.6% 20.1% 16.3% 
0.5% 1.1% 0.6% 

As for price, the different company type overages for Call Forwarding did not vary 

greaUy. The average Call Forwarding prices do increase slighUy from rural to suburban 

market types and small to large companies. The overall average price (or Call Forwarding 

was S1.77. One company charges as much as 54.50 for Call ForwMdlng while one 

participating company gives this feature away free. 

Tablt U: Call Forw&ld.in& Prien. by Market Typr 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural 
$ 1.73 
$4.50 
$0.75 

l>eml~ural 

$1.80 
$3.30 
$0.00 

Suburban 
$1.85 
$3.90 
$0.95-

Tablr 2.5: Call Forwarcllns Prl«t ·by t:omp&ny Sl.u 

Sm.JI !Helium Large 
Average $1.88 $1 86 $1.97 
High $4.50 $3.75 $3.50 
Low $0,00 $0.75 $1.00 
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4.1.5 Speed D1al 
Because many of the res partidp~~nts could not report their customer count dati separately 
for Speed Din! 8 11nd 30, the penetration data below is for both of these features combined. 

Even with the penetration data for both products comuint:d, the avo:ragc penetrations arc 
fairly low. 

Some companies, though. are doing very well with thls product, noted by the penctrabon 

"highs" for both market type and company siz.c. More companies, though. are performin~; 
closer to the low penetration rates than the high ones. 

Tab I~ 26: Sp«d 0i&1 Pmctution ·by Mukot Typ~ 

Averlgt 
High . 
Low 

Rural S.mi-Rurll Suburban 
1 II% 2.8% 1.9% 
15.8% 16.1% 11.1% 
0.04% 0.1% 0.1% 

Tabl~ 27: SpHd Oi&l Pmctrotion. by Company Stu 

AYerlgl 
High 
Low 

4.1.5.1 Speed Dial • 8 Prices 

Small Medium Large 
3.2% 2.2% 1.9% 
15.6% 18.1% 9.4% 
0.1% 0.04% 0.1% 

Most companies were able to provide pricing dlta separately for Speed Dial 8 and 30. 
Therefore, we h<~ve broken out the data for both product options. 

TI1e overall Speed Din! 8 price is S2.02. The company 11nd market type averages do not 
vary greatly from this amounL The Mhighs" for Speed Dial 8 are wt•l. above the average 
prices, though. 

Tabl~ 28: Spnd DialS PrlcH ·by Mukot T~ 

A YiriQI 

High 
Low 

1997 lndepend<Jnl ~ SWdy 
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Rur11 
$1.95 
$5.10 
$0.70 

S.mi-Rur11 
$2.1• 
seoo 
$080 

Suburbon 
$210 
$475 
$1 .00 



Table 29: SPftd OW S Prien • by Compo.ny Slu 

Avera go 
High 
Low 

4.1.5.2 Speed Dial - 30 Prle" 

SIIUIII Medium urge 
$1.92 $2.09 $2.34 
$5.10 $4.75 $6 00 
$0.70 $1.00 $1 .00 

For Speed Dial30, the overall average price is $2.79. There was insufficient data to develop 

average Speed Dial 30 prices for both the suburban market type and large company 

categories. 

Table ». Sp .. d OW 30 Pric ... ·by Markri T:n>< 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural Semi-Rural Suburban 
$2.92 $2.50 N/A 
$5.00 $3.00 N/A 
Sl.!iO $1.50 N/A 

Table n: Speed OW 30 Pri<u ·by Company Siu 

Average 
High 
Low 

4.1 .6 Three-Way Calling 

Smell 
$3.25 
$3.50 
$3.00 

Medium 
$2.65 
55.00 
$1.50 

Large 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Three-Way Calling is another historically low penetrating Custom Calling feature. The 
"company lows" are very low - some at a tenth of one percent. A few companies nrc 
experienc1ng double digit penetration rates for Three-Way Calling. though. The overall 

overage penetration rate for Three-Way Calling is 3.0%. Double .digit penetrations are the 
exception and nol the rule. 

Table 32: Thr-Way Ct.ll.lng Ptnriratlon ·by Market T:n>< 

Average 
High 
Low 

t9971nclepende~t ~ Stucty cau..r. ~ & Auooates. Inc 

Rural 
2.4% 
139% 
0.1% 

Semi-Rural Suburban 
3.6% 3.1% 
15 6% 14.5% 
01% 0.1% 
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Table 3J: llve.-Way C..Uin& Penrtutlon. by Co<np£ny SLit 

Avo rage 
High 
Low 

Small lo!edlum L.orgo 
3 7% 2.9% 2.8% 
13.9% 15.8% 12.0% 
0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 

The average Three-Way Calling price for all c:ompnn.ies is S1.'13. o-:, .. company provides 
this product free, while another charges S6.00 per month. The market type averages are all 
fairly close to $2.00. The company size averages vary more - from S1.79 for the small 
company average to $2.44 for the large company nverage. 

Table 3C.: Tlu-H-Way c:.llin& Prien· by MMket Type 

Rural 
$1.111 
S·UO 
$0.45 

s.mt.f\ural 
$2.09 
$6.00 
$0.00 

Suburban 
$2.08 
$5,00 
$0.45 

Table 3.5: Thrft.Way CaJlln& Prien · by Company Sllc 

Average 
High 
Low 

1997 lndopendem llenctvnat'o Sludy 
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Smlll Medium l..lrge 
$ 1.711 $2.03 $2.44 
ss.oo se.oo ss.oo 
$0.00 $0.'15 $1.00 
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4.: CLASS- Pnrl!lmtio11 Rate'S & Pricts 

As in the Custom Calling section. here we provide both penetration and price details for 
CLASS products- Caller ro (both number only illld n.tme ru1o "lumber delivery). l<lst Call 

Return. Selective Call Forwarding. and Selecti\'e Call Rejection. We Cll.nmine each CLASS 
feature more closely further on In this section. 

4.2.1 ClASS Penetration Rates 
NeM the beginning of the Enhllrlad Services section (in Figure 6 and Figure 7) we 
exammed the average penetration rates for CLASS overall. The ne~t twv figures show the 
average O.ASS features renetration rates, according to market type nnd company size. In 

addition. the figures show the individual company CLASS penetration highs and lows. 

The di!rere.nces ille dramatic - as high as 41.8" (for one medium. suburban company) and 
as low as 1.1% (for a medium. rurill company). 

Figure 11: CLASS P<'nrlutlon. by M.uk<t Typ• 
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FlSU«' 12: CLASS P•n•tutlon ·by Comp•ny Slu 
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C<HIIp&~~y Slu 

Sm.tll ~lum 1 urge 
Average 12.11'11. 1$.244 18.5% 
High 3$.3% -'1.&% 39.6% 
Low 2.-'% 1.1% 3.4% 

The two tables below break down t.he avenge penetrations for the mdividual Q.ASS 

~·oducts, according to ma.rket type and company size. 

The figures show the average O.ASS features penetrations from highest to lowest in this 

order: CNAM, Caller 10 • number only, Last Call Return, Sclcctiw Call Rejection. and 

Sclecth•e Call Forwarding. As with Custom Calling. we did not request Wom\iltion about 

the other CLASS products because they typically have very low penetration r .. tcs 

No one market type has dramatically higher average penetrations thnn the other two. But, 

!>Cmi-rural companieli reported the highest average penetrations for both Caller 10 

pmd uct.s. 

According to compnny siz.e, medium sized companies had the htghest Caller 10 

penetrahons, but not by large m.1rg~. ~rge compani -s had the highest penetrations for 
the other three Q.ASS products. 

1~7 lnde;>enc~entllenchman. StU!If 
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T•bl~ 36: Anuse ClASS Fue:..ru l'•n•tutlon- by 1\hrl..<t T)p• 

Caller 10, Caller 10, Soloctlve Selee•~~~ 
Number Name & La at Call Call Call 

Only Number Return Forw.rding RejeeUon 
Rural 47% 7.0% 26~ 0 ~~ 0 4~ 
S.nd-Rural 5.5% 7.2% 33% 0~ 09% 
Subutl)an 4.6% 55% 35~ 07~ ~~ 

Tabl~ 37: Av.,•sc CLASS Fue:..ru Ptnctution -by Comp.u1y Stu 

Caller 10, Caller 10, Selact)ve Selee·llve 
Number Name& Last Call Call Call 

Only Number Return Forwarding Rejee1lon 
Small 4 3% 6.2% I 8% 0~ 03% 
Medium 5 4% 7.1% 20% 01% 05% 
Large 4.7% 6.2% 42% 0.8% I 6% 

Figure 13 and T01ble 38 and Table 39 below show average prices (or lhc individual CLASS 

features, 01ccording to nU companies (overaU), mrukel type, and comp.ln}' stz.e. 

• • .. 
1: 

Figure 13: Av<ros• ClASS Futv.ru l'ri«• ·All Comp..,iu 
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Caller 10, Caller 10, r Solec tlve ] Selective I 
Number Name & Last Cell i Call Call ' 

1 
Only Number Return Forward!ng_,!!.ajeetlon 

i $5.63 $7.55 $~ 11 I $2 91 SJ 08 

The averages arc s urprisingly close. The greateqt vnriancc is for CNAM, where there i~ a 

daffcrcnce of 50.60 between 1hc semi-rural ($7.25) and suburban ($7.85) markcl type 

averages Gille-r ro. number only average prices vary between the 55.50 and S6 00 range 
1997 •-oencl<tnl S.nei\INit. Study 
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The othl'r three CLASS features measured are very dose m price. with the averages around 

SJ.OO. 

Tablt 38: A-•s• C1.ASS Fuoou Meet· by MukCI Typt 

CahfiD, CahriD. S.lec:Uve S.l.c11ve 
Num!Mr Name& L.ut Call Call Call 

Only Numbe-r Ratum Fo rwarding Rajec\lon 
Rural $5.49 $7.51 $3.09 $4!.81 S3D8 
Semi-Rural S5.63 $7.25 $4!.99 $3.02 $301 
Suburban $5.85 $7.85 $3.28 $3.02 $323 

Tablt39: Avena- C1.ASS Fearon Prien· by Comp4.ny Slu 

Caller 10, CaU•riD, Selective S.lac.11va 
Num!Mr Name & LUI Call Call Call 

Only Num!Mr Ratum Forwordlng RajK11on 
:Small $5.82 $7.78 $3.04 $4!.79 $302 
Medium SS•U $7.51 $3.08 S2.SJ $3 1ol 
lArge $5.7<1 $7.20 $3.56 $3.36 $325 

4.2.2 Caller 10 

4.2.2.1 Caller 10 , Number Only 
Caller ro, number only penetrations vary widely. One medium, suburb.m company has a 
31.7% ~tration while other companies have less than a 0.1% penetrat>on. Marketing is 
undoubtedly the biggest {odor that alfects penetration mtes. But. beyond each company's 
different marketing efforts, or lack thereof, there could be sevcml reasons for the 

differences in penetration. For example, a company might have recently launched the 
Caller fD product and not have had time to build up their customer b.lse. Another T(ason 
mighl be that CNAM might overshAdow the number only produd and keep the 
penetrnuon down for the latter. 

For both the market type and also company siu c:rlteria, the middle categorii:S - semi-rural 
and medium - have the highest average Caller ro, number only penetration. but not b)' 

verr much (less than one petceutage point). 

1997tncs.penc~entllencl>IM<I< Sluely 
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• 
Tobit 40: C&lln 10, Numb~r Only Pt ntturion. by MAllett Typt 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural Semi-Rural- Suburban 
4.7% 5.5% 4.8% 
18.2% 21 .3% 31.7% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 

Tablo Cl: C&lln ID, NWDbn Only p.,notntlon. by Company Siz.oo 

Ave~• 
High 
Low 

Small Medium Large 
4.3% 5.4% 4,7% 
18.2% 31.7% 15.7% 
0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 

Participants' prices for Caller ID, number only range from a low of S2.50 to ;1 high of SS.OO. 

The overall average price for this product is 55.63, which also happens to be the average 

price among seml·rural companies. The company type averages do not vary a great deal, 
o.lJ ranging from 55.41 to $5.95. 

Tablo U: C&llu ID, NWDbn Only l'ri<H ·by Marko! Typo 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural 
$5.49 
$7.50 
$2.50 

Semi-Rural 
$5.63 
$6.00 
$2.50 

Suburban 
$5.95 
$7.50 
$300 

Tablo C: C&llft JO, NWDI>n Only PriCft ·by C<nnpany !u.u 

Average 
High 
Low 

Small Medium Large 
$5.82 $5.41 $5.74 
$1.50 $8.00 $7.50 
$3.00 $2.50 $3.50 

4.2.2.2 Caller 10, Name and Number 
Caller £0, name and number (CNAM) is the highest penetrating CLASS feature. The 
overall CNAM penetration is 6.5%. Suburban market companies hllve the lowest average 

CNAM penetration (5.5%) while semi rural market ompanies have the highest (7.2%) 
Some comp.lilies have very low CNAM penetrations. 11Us is commonly due to either lad. 
of marketing or that the product was recently launched 

1997 lncMj>endent IHtlctvnattt Study 
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T~bl• -14: Call.., 10, Nun•" Numb.. PO'notntion. by Mukel Typ• 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural Semi-Rural S\•burtan 
7.0% 7.2% 5.5"4 
30 4'1(, 22.0% 24.3% 
0.4% 1.4% 2.4"4 

Table 45: Calltr 10, Name 4< Nwnbtr Ptt~otntlon ·by Company Si.n 

Average 
High 
Low 

Sm1ll Medium L1rge 
6.2% 7.1% 6.2% 
2U% 30.4% 25.3% 
1,4'1(, 0.4% 3.7% 

In addition to being the highest penetrating CI..ASS feature, Caller Name and Number is 

by far the most expensive. Each company type has a high price of 510.00, while the low 

price is S3.50 for a large rural company. The overall QIJAM average price is $7.55. 

Tablo ~ Calltr ID, Name 4< Nwnbn Pri<'ft ·by Muk<t Type 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural lleml-4blral Suburblan 
$7.51 $725 S7.65 
$10.00 $10.00 S10.00 
$3.50 $4,50 $4.95 

Tabl• 47: Callu ID, Nun• "Nwnbn Prlc" · by Company Slu· 

4.2.3 Last Call Return 

Average 
High 
Low 

Small Medium urge 
$7.78 $7.51 $7.20 

$ 10 00 $10.00 $10.00 
$4.50 $4.00 $3.50 

Last Call Return is one of the lower penetrating CI..ASS featu~. Still, 11 few companies 

have acluevcd double digit penetration rates, one as high as 16.4'-. The low penetration 

rates arc very low -as low liS 0.03%. The over111l Last Call Return nverage penetration rate 

is 3.1 %. 

Table 48: wt Call Retwn Penetration - by M.ukct Typr 

Average 
High 
Low 

1~71ndepondeot Benci\ITUir1t Stucty 
C.. they. Hunon & Auoclatu. Inc_ 

Rural 
28'-
88% 
01% 

Semi-Rural Suburtuon 
3.3% 3.5% 
18~% 13.7% 
003% 0.04% 



Tobit 49: wt C&ll Rmun Pmmotion- by Compony Siu 

Average 
High 
Low 

Small M.cll"m ur;e 
1.8% 20% 4 2% 
8-8% 16.4% 13.7% 
0.03% 0.1% 0.1% 

The overall average pric:.e for Last Call Return is S3.11 although ot..e company charges 4S 
much 4S $6.00 cmd another compMy charges as low as $0.50. The comp.my type overages 
are very close to the overall average. except Jor the large company average wluch is S3.56. 

T1bl• 50: wl Call Rrtum Prien· by Mul<n Typt 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural 
$3.09 
$4.50 
$0.76 

Semi-Rural 
$2.99 
$4.50 
$1.00 

Suburbln 
$3.29 
$6.00 
$0.50 

Toblt 51: WI Call Rotum Pritn ·by Comp.any Siu 

Average 
High 
Low 

4.2.4 Selective Call Forwarding 

Small Medium Llrge 
$3.04 $3.06 $3.56 
$5.00 $6.00 $5.00 
$0.75 $0.50 $2.25 

Selective Call ForwMding has the lowest penetration rate of any O..ASS feature measured 
in the rns. Although none of the partidpants has acrueved a double digit penetration. one 
company has a high of 8.7%. The lows are extremely low - three thousanJths of one 
percent! The overall average for Selective Call Forwarding is 0.5%. None of the com pan)' 
type categories has M average penetration oi over 1.0%. 

Table 52: S~ltdlvt Call Forwudln& Ptnttr.ttlon ·by Muktt Typt 

Rural Semi-Rural Suburban 
Average 0.1% 0.6% 0.7% 
High 1.8% 4.7% 8.7% 
Low 0 OUio Q_QI% 0 003., 

1997 lnC)epenGcniBenchm•r~ SIUdy 
Cal hoy. Huuon & Auoda~a~. Inc 



Tablt SJ: S tl<divt C&IJ fo<wu dina Ptn<tratlon ·by Comp• ny Si.<• 

Average 
High 
Low 

Small Medium Large 
0.2% 0.1% 0.8% 
0.7% 1.8% 8.7% 
0.02% 0.01% 0.003% 

The overall average price for Selective Call Forwarding is $2.91. The high of any 

participant is 56.00 while the low is $0.75. The company category ;sverages (market type 

and company size) are all fairly close to $3.00. 

Tobie 5t: Sd<dive C&IJ Forwardina Pri<ee · by Markn Typo 

Av~ 
High 
Low 

Rural &.ml~ural Suburban 
$2.81 $3.02 $3.02 
$5.00 $4.50 $6.00 
$0.75 suo $1.00 

Table 55: xltdi-n C&IJ Forward!J\a Price· by Comp.tny Si.<t 

Average 
High 
LQw 

4 .2.5 Selective Call RejecUon 

Small Medium Large 
$2.79 $2.94 $3.36 
$4.00 $8.00 $4.50 
$0,76 $1.00 $2.25 

The overall penetration rate for Selective Call Rejection is 1.1 'X.. Only the Sl.ll.iurban market 

type and the large company averages exeftd 1.0%. Small compOIIlies average only a 0.3% 

penetr.ltlon rate. One large suburban company achieved an 8.9% penetration rate. The low 

penetration r01tes, as for Selective Call Forwarding. are very low. 

Tablt 56: S• lodin C&IJ IUJrmrn Pmotntion ·by Mu kn Typo 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural 
0.4'11 
2.9% 

0.01% 

Seml~ural 
0.9% 
4.7% 
0.02% 

Suburban 
1.9% 
8.9% 

0.02% 

Tablt 57: Selt<tivo Call RtJ t<lion Ptntlntlo'l · by Comp.my Sl.tt 

Average 
High 
Low 

111S7 ~~-~ Bonc:tvnat\ Sludy 
Calhey. Hunon & Asaooa1u. 1~ 

Small Medium Large 
0.3% 0 5'1t 1.6% 
2.7% 29% 89% 
0 1% 0 01% 0.1% 

Pago ~ J 



The overaJI avernge p rice for Selective Call Rejection is $3.08. All of the company category 

averages are very close to this figure. The prices charged for Selective Call Rejection range 

from a low of $0.75 to a high of $6.00. 

Toblr 58: Sdrctlvo C..U P.rjrdlon l'rlca ·by Matkn Typ• 

Average 
High 
Low 

Rural 
$3.08 
$5.00 
$0 .. 75 

Stmi-Rural 
$3.01 
$5.00 
$1 .00 

Subu!ban 
$3.23 
$8.00 
$1 .00 

T1blr 59: Srlrctlv• C..U R•Jrctlon Pric .. ·by Company SIU' 

Avere~t 
High 
Low 

1997 lnOepenoenl Benchmatl< Stuoy 
C.they, Hutton & AsSOCiatH, Inc. 

Small Medium Lalli• 
$3.02 $3.14 $3.26 
$4.50 $6.00 $5.00 
$0.75 $1 .00 $1 .00 

Page .u 



4.3 Voirt' Mail- p..,ttmllon Rntt's & Priers 
Voice Mail continues to be one of the highest penetrating enhanced services oflered by 
telephone companies. With the typical price being in the range of SS.OO or mort•, Voace Mail 
has the best potential revenue opporturuty of all of the enhanced wrvices (when combined 
with its industry a\·erase penetration rates). 

Almost 20% of IBS subscribers have achieved double digit peneb .t10n rates for Voac<' Mail. 
This shows that stTOng Voice Mail penetration rates are possible for Independents to 
achiel'e 

Figure 14 and Figure 15 show nverage Voice Mail penetrations, along with company highs 
and lows, according to m.uk.et type and company size. The overall Voace Mail pcnetra11ons 
are also given for comparative purposes. 

Flsv~ 14: Voicr M•U Prn•t,..tion ·by M~rket Typr 

20~ 
ta O'M. 
10~ 

! 1A0$ 

[;~ t 
120llo 
10~ 

' ·~ .... 0~ 
~ 

I 
.. 40llo 

~01' 
OOllo 

Overall ! Rurtt Semi-Runal l Suburban 
AveraJJ• 58% ' 4 3% 60'1(, 6.6% 

~h 19.8% l 10.7% 19.8% 13.2% 
Low 0.04% 10 04% 0.53% I 0.52% 

For tlw market type category, rural comp4llll'S lag behind bo.h !>t!ml·rural and ~""••rban 
comp.ulles Samilarl}'• nccording to compnny size, small compnnies lag belund medium 
and largl' comp.lnil'~ The differcnc(!S are not dramatic, but they arl! noticeable. 

1997 lnd<openclent Benelltniltk Slud1 
C.ll\ef Hulton & A .. O'!•JIOS I"'-' 



One company has achieved an almost 20% Voice Mail penetration But, some comp.amcs 

have very low Voice Mail penetration rates. even below 1.0%. In general, Voice Mail 

penetration is largely a function of marketing emphasis (-lr lack thereot) . 

F1gwe 1.5: Volct lluU Ptnttntlon ·by Comp•ny Slu 

10 0" 
110'11. 
•e o• 

j uo~ 

tl o,. 
I 100~ 

• e.,. • l .... 
• . .,. & 

1 ... .... 
o ... ,-. , 

COM , . _. ., l l.n 

Overall Small Medium Largo 
Average 5.8% 5.0% 6.1% 5.8% 
High 19.8% 13.2% 19.8% 13.3% 
l ow 0.04% 0.53% 0.04% 0.65% 

Voice Mail prices range from as low as $UJO up to $12.00. Undoubtedly, t11ere is also a 

wide variance of features and limitations in ilie Voice Mail packages repres.:nted. The 

Voice Mail pricing data is limited by ilie fact iliat most companies oHer more tJun one 

package. It is difficult to develop an average for iliis type of scenario. (e.g., some 

participants gave only one of ilieir Voice Mail package prices when iliey actually offer 

more) . 

The pricing data is va luable, though, in iliat it gives ilie best average price possible for 

Voice Mail. It also provides the wide range (highs and lows) of Voice Mai l package prices 

oHered by particapants. Th(' overall average Voice Mail price a.nrmg IBS participants is 

S5.n . The mar~et type and company size averages range from a high of $6.28 for sem1 

rural companil?!l toil low of S4.94 for rural companies. 

1997 i'1d.opcndent Bencnmork Sludy 
Calhtt, Hunan & Au~aes Inc P•o• •& 
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Figure 16: Voice M•il Pricu ·by M.uket Type 
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Overall Rural Semi-Rural Suburban 
Avora;a ss.n $4.94 $6.:8 $6.19 
High $12.00 $9.25 $12.00 $10.95 
Low $1 .00 $1 .00 $3.00 $3.95 

Flgu"' 17: Voice Moil l'ricu ·by Company Slu 
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1997 lnocpendont S.mc~marl< Study 
Cathay. Hutton & A.ssoeaales. Jnc 

0.01111 

Overall Small Medium 
$5.77 $6.12 $5.42 

$12.00 $10.00 S1o.9S 
$ 1.00 $3.50 $1.00 

Lar e 
$6.13 
$12.00 
$3.50 
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4..1 Wirc/l'tniuteunuu - Peuetmtiou Rlrt<~ts & Prices 

Wire ~laintenance ls one of those enhanced services frequently neglected by telephone 

companies. That is, telcos often neglect t·o let their customers know of its availability and 

what its benefits are. The typically small monthly price for Wire Maintenance provides a 

reassuring type of "insurance~ to many customers. 

Wire Maintenance has the widest range of high to low penetntion rates of anr of the 

enhanced services. One company has achieved a high of 98.0% while a few companies 

have penetrations below 1.0%. The overall average penetration rate is very ncar the middle 

of these two extremes at 51.3%. According to market type, rural companies ha\·e the 

highest average penetration rate (56.4%) while according to company size, small 

companies have the highest average penetration rate (60.9%). Again, imprr>ving Wire 

Maintenance penetration is mostly a function of a company's marketing effort. 

Flgurr 18: Win M.ainknan.co Prnrtntlon ·by M.ukrt Typr 

50~ 
-40~ 
30~ 
20~ 
10~ 

0~ 

J 

Overall Rural Somi-Rural Suburban 
Avorago 51 .3% 56.4% 45.3% 55.0% 
High 98.0% 98.0% 99.4• , 
Low 0 83% 0.86% 4.79'• = --'-'-

1997 rncsep<~ndont Bencnman:. Stuay 
Cathey, Hutton & Associaloa. Inc 



figurt 19: Wlrt MJOinltnAn« Pen<lr~tion - l>y CompAR)' Sizr 
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Company Sb:e 

Overall Small Medium urge 
Average 51.3% 60.9% 47.1% 52.5% 
High 98.0% 80.2% 98.0% 88.4% 
L .. w 0.83% 20.19% 0.83% 4.79% 

Except for Cancel Call Walling. Wire Maintenance has the lowest a\'erage price (51.21) of 

any enhanced service product. While one company charges as much as S3.00 per month, 

others charge as little as $0.25 per month. The :-overage price for Wire Maintenance 

increases from rural to suburban and small to large companies. 

Figurr 2D: Wut Milinttn.tncc Pric<1 ·by Muktl Typ< 

SJ 00 

12 50. 

i 12 00. 

f Sl 50. 

i SHlO l 
< 

5050 

$000 

M•rhl TrP• I 
----------------~ -

Avenge 
High 
Low 

1997 Independent Be.ncnmark SIUO)' 
Cathey. Hutton & AUOCIDIOI ln.t: 

Overall Rural 
51.21 $ 1.01 
$3.00 $2.;& 
$0.25 $040 

Semi·Rural l Suburban 
$1.21 I $1.53 
$3 00 $2 65 
$0.25 I so. so 
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Overall 
Average $1.21 
High 
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19911ndept.nderu Benchmat" Study 
Cilll'ley. Hut1on & Assooate!l, Inc 

$3 .. ()() 
$0.25 

CompanySiu 

Small Medium Large 
$0.98 $1.18 $1 .44 
$2.50 $3.00 $2.95 
$0.25 S0.25 $0.35 
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