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LIST OF ISSUES

Should the CHCSM be abolished?
Assessment
1. What should be the basis of the fund?
CHCSM Supported Services and Areas

1. What access lines should be supported, if any?  If access lines are to be supported, is it appropriate to support all residential and all business lines?  Alternatively, is it appropriate, all things considered, to support only the first residence and/or business lines?  

2. Is the current definition of eligible services appropriate?  In either case, please provide rationale and alternative definitions, as needed.

3. If the Commission determines that only first access lines are to be supported, then describe, in detail and with proper documentation, the implementation process for this alteration.

4. With reference to the new regulatory formats which derive from Commission Docket No. 04A-411T:  Is it advisable or otherwise appropriate for services subject to “Market Regulation”, as defined above, to receive CHCSM support?

5. 
6. What is the proper definition of an access line that is “high-cost”? Is it either necessary or advisable to modify the current definition of “high-cost”?

7. What other necessary or otherwise appropriate changes need to be considered in the level and manner of funding of service in high-cost areas?

Providers

1. Is it appropriate for the Commission to alter its level of scrutiny of CHCSM disbursements, via audit and other means?  The purpose of such oversight would be to verify that CHCSM support is applied properly to the recipients’ networks in the form of investment, maintenance, and other necessary activities.  What are the appropriate criteria for demonstrating proper utilization of CHCSM support?

2. Is it appropriate for a provider of regulated telecommunication services who is not a Provider of Last Resort (POLR) to receive support from the CHCSM?

3. Is it either advisable or necessary for the CHCSM process to be modified, in any fashion whatsoever, in its application to small rural telephone providers?

4. Should provider/recipients be required to reduce rates in order to offset CHCSM payments and remain revenue neutral?

Models

1. For non-rural providers of regulated telecommunications services, is it appropriate to set CHCSM support levels using an embedded costs, a proxy cost model, or other model?

2. For non-rural telecommunications service providers, should CHCSM models be synchronized with retail and wholesale costing and pricing models?  For example, in the event that CHCSM funding levels are based on a proxy cost model, and if either an embedded cost model, a Total Element Long Run Incremental Cost model, or Total Service Long Run Incremental Cost model is used to set retail and/or wholesale services, should these other models be synchronized with the CHCSM proxy cost model?  Is it appropriate to have only one cost model that performs all functions, i.e., wholesale, retail, and CHCSM support computations?

3. For rural providers of regulated telecommunications services, is it appropriate to set CHCSM support levels using an embedded costs, a proxy cost model or other model?

4. Is it appropriate for the price of wholesale services, for example, unbundled network elements, to be considered as part of any CHCSM model?  

5. Should CHCSM support for wireless providers be based on the support level of the incumbent wire line provider,should it be based on the wireless provider’s cost of service, or should it be based on another metric? 

6. If the receipt of funds for wireless providers is based on a wireless providers’ cost of service, what is the appropriate cost model for wireless?
Funding

1. Should the funding level for CHCSM be harmonized with other funding sources such as line extensions and land development agreements?

2. What are the inter-regional and intergenerational wealth and income distribution implications of current and proposed funding and disbursement mechanisms?  Should the Commission be concerned with these implications?

3. Should revenues for and costs of other services, such as digital subscriber line (DSL), be included in the revenue benchmark calculations?  
4. Should loop allocation be an explicit component of CHCSM calculations?

5. Should receipt of CHCSM funding be contingent upon providing service consistent with Commission quality of service standards?

Process

1. How can the regulatory process for CHCSM be reformed?  Can it be streamlined?

2. What is the appropriate method of collecting CHCSM fees?  Is the current method working properly?  If any, what changes are necessary?

ADDITIONAL PROPOSED INVESTIGATION ISSUES

Office of Consumer Counsel, filed 2 November 2005


(1) Should a mandatory stand alone basic local exchange service offering be a prerequisite for any carrier seeking CHCSM support?  


(2) What is the appropriate size of the study area, for determining a company’s high cost support?


(3) What should be the level of CHCSM support received, if any, when the qualifying service offering is part of a telecom package or included in a bundle of various communications services? 

(4) Recognizing the nexus between state certification of Eligible Provider’s (“EP”) and Eligible Telecommunication Carrier’s (“ETC”) and the EP/ETC designation as a prerequisite to a carrier’s receipt of CHCSM and/or Federal Universal Service Funds (“USF”) support, and the Commission’s complete “reexamination” of the CHCSM process, what EP/ETC designation issues and certification requirement issues should be included in a rulemaking proceeding arising out of this CHCSM Investigation Docket?  

· Should an EP/ETC have a mandatory requirement to offer, provision and advertise a stand alone Basic Universal Service (“BUS”) offering with unlimited local calling in order to be eligible to be certified or to be eligible for CHCSM and/or USF support?  

· What investigative, reparation, sanction and enforcement powers should the Commission have under new rules regarding EP/ETC designated providers and their receipt and/or eligibility to receive CHCSM and/or Federal USF support?  

· Should the EP/ETC designation and the receipt of CHCSM and/or Federal USF support be restricted to fixed wireless service as opposed to mobile service?  

· What are permissible expenditures of CHCSM and/or Federal USF support funds for an EP/ETC designated provider with both fixed and mobile wireless capabilities?

· What additional information should be required for the Commission to improve its investigation and certification to the FCC and USAC for Federal High Cost support?

· Should providers have an affirmative duty to show how EP and ETC support funds are used for the intended purposes to facilitate the Commission’s investigation of such and determination of certification for future funds? And if so, what form should the affirmative showing take?

(5) Recognizing the issuance of the FCC’s recent ETC Report and Order, should Colorado adopt some or all of the FCC’s ETC requirements and suggestions in a CHCSM Rulemaking Docket arising out of this CHCSM Investigation Docket?

Rural Land Developers, filed 2 November 2005

1) Why are the Rural Land Developer Agreement (RLDA) reimbursement rates inconsistent with the Line extension credits? ($4,000+ vs. $528.40)

2) Why would not the cost model being used to determine high cost subsidies be based on actual F-2 costs instead of weighted averages, estimates and network assumptions?

3) Does Qwest book the Developers actual cost for the F-2 portion of the loop or do they use the Reimbursed amount paid back to the Developer?  Currently Rural Developers are subsidizing approximately 70 - 75% of the actual cost to place that portion of the loop.  The subsidy will only increase with the cost of telephone cable and other essential material skyrocketing.

4) Why are the Rural Telephone Companies reimbursing the Developers back at much higher rates than Qwest? i.e. CenturyTel- $2,700/lot rebated back over 5 years, Rye Telephone Company 100% of the actual cost rebated back over a 15 year period.

5) Why are not the reimbursements to Rural Developers more equitable like they are for Urban Developers?   Urban Developers get 90% to 100% of their construction costs reimbursed through the RLDA process.  As noted earlier, Rural Developers only get 20% to 25% of their actual construction costs reimbursed. 

6) Does the PUC perform annual audits in Qwest’s High Cost Fund serving areas?  Would it be possible to audit their books for the past 5 years to determine whether their compensation received from the High Funds was actually based on true F-2 costs?

Issues suggested as a result of the 18 November 2005 workshop

MCI

1)  Is an “affordable” rate for basic local exchange service the same rate that is in effect under the statutory rate cap for residential services?

2)  Is it appropriate to eliminate zone charges for rural consumers, and replace the lost revenues with CHCSM funds to maintain revenue neutrality?

Qwest

Should the CHCSM be amended so that the Commission establishes an affordable rate for supported services, and carriers are permitted to draw from the fund to the extent their costs to provide the supported services exceed the Comission-established affordable rate for those services?

NECC

Is the concept of “revenue neutrality” an appropriate consideration in developing CHCSM rules?

OCC 

Should the current rule stating that the Colorado HCSM rate element "shall be applied" to an end-user's retail revenues be changed to "may be applied" so as to allow pricing flexibility and allow for the mandatory surcharge to be subjected to competitive forces?  See Rule 723-41-7.3 

In order to better target support to high cost areas, should wireline carriers be required to disaggregate its Colorado HCSM support below the study area level? If so, and keeping in mind the context of better targeting high cost support, what should the disaggregation of support be pegged to; wire center, multiple cost zones within a wire center, population density, or some other criteria? Please discuss the potential effects of mandatory disaggregation of Colorado HCSM support in your comments. 

Brainstorm Internet

Should data be considered a basic service need?

Can the CHCSM be use to eliminate variable zone charges in rural areas by compensating the ILEC for the difference?  This would bring parity to the competitive environment and in turn allow for more competition and efficiencies.

