














































































































MONTHLY RATES FOR LOCAL EXCHANGE

TELEPHONE SERVICE

ER =1

Number of Business Residence
Exchange Telephones One-Party -~ One-Party Two-Party
Dallas 743, 000 $16. 50 $5. 80 $4.70
Houston 950, 000 16.50 5.90 4, 85
Birmingham, Ala. 330, 000 9550 6.10 5,05
Phoenix, Ariz, 430, 000 18. 25 8. 00 6.50
West Memphis, Ark. 338, 000 16,50 6. 70 5. 40
Denver, Colo. 690, 000 18. 50 6. 20 5,20
Atlanta, Ga, 825, 000 19500 6.50 5,50
Indianapolis, Ind, 570, 000 18.15 6. 80 51 7205
Kansas City, Kan 745, 000 725 R00 b ib
Louisville, Ky. 390, 000 18, 00 6,85 5,20
New Orleans, La. 495, 000 17.50 5,60 4 45
St. Louis, Mo, 967, 000 17,95 6.65 Ghe s
Columbus, Ohio 530, 000 16, 55 5.50 4,40
Portland, Oregon 480, 000 17..00 6,380 4, 85
Memphis, Tenn., 340, 000 18,00 6.05 5 (0)15)
Seattle, Wash. 700, 000 18. 00 6,45 5. 30

June 30, 1968



MONTHLY RATES FOR LOCAL EXCHANGE

Exchange

Amarillo
Austin

Corpus Christi

Little Rock, Ark,
Fort Wayne, Ind.
South Bend, Ind.
Topeka, Kan,
Shreveport, la.,
Portland, Maine
Omaha, Neb.
Albuquerque, N. M,
Tulsa, Okla,

Greenville, S, GC.

June 30, 1968

TELEPHONE SERVICE

CR -~ 2

Number of Business Residence
Telephones One-Party One-Party Two-Party
101, 000 $11.50 $4.75 $ 4,00
170,000 1550 5..50 G50
115, 000 13,00 5.00 4,00
144, 000 15,00 6,45 5. 15
152, 000 17.60 7. 30 6.30
150, 000 Toiio 5075 4,50
91, 000 15, 90 6425 4200
138, 000 15,00 4l 4. 05
80, 000 175 00 .95 5L 90
282, 000 16,00 6.20 s
166, 000 16. 80 6y 1 550
227,000 14,05 525 4 a0
130, 000 16,50 6.00 5.15



MONTHLY RATES FOR LOCAL EXCHANGE

Exchil_'i_gi:

Abilene
Longview
Midland
Odessa

Tyler

Gaxdsden, Ala,
Fort Smith, Ark.
Boise, Idaho

Lake Charles, La.

Santa Fe, N, M.
Lawton, Okla,
Sicux Falls, S. D.

June 30, 1968

TELEPHONE SERVICE

Number of

CR - 3

Business Residence
Telephones One-Party One-Party Two-Party
52, 000 Sl2025 $5.25 $ 4.00
39,000 12.00 5. 00 4,00
47,000 10,50 4,75 3,50
53, 000 10,50 4,75 3,65
52, 000 12. 00 w25 5. 50
SEORCIE 14.00 5.00 4. 10
40, 000 14, 25 6.20 4, 90
57, 000 18.00 7. 40 6. 00
58, 000 12.00 3.95 3. 30
35, D00 14,65 6. 25 5200
40,000 14.05 5825 4,40
50, 000 15545 i i 5. 50



ER - 4

MONTHLY RATES FOR LOCAL EXCHANGE

TELEPHONE SERVICE

Number of Business Residence Rural Rural

Exchange Telephones One-Party One-Pty, Two-Pty, Business Business
Bryan 22,000 $12,00 $6.00 $5.00 $7.00 $.5. 75
Lufkin 17,000 11500 5. 50 4.50 8.50 4,50
Mineral Wells 16, 000 11. 00 S0 st 4,25 8. 50 4,00
Paris 17,000 12,00 B TD 4,25 9. 00 4,00
Pocatello, Idaho 23,000 16,50 6.90 5 o 8.50 2, G5
Augusta, Maine 21,000 15,70 6.70 5. b5 BL 50 4,85
Goncord, N. EH. 28,000 16, 20 6.75 5,45 No No

Arizona 15,000 -~ 65,000 15, 50 7.00 53l Thi 8. 75 5,00
Arkansas 17,000 - 36,000 15050 5.195 4,65 8.2 5L190
Colorado 12, @505-25,.000 1110 5,45 4,50 6.25 350
Kansas 17,000 - 30, 000 120 B 80 4.40 (et 4,00
Mass. 14, 000 - 32, 000 12. 90 510 4,35 No No

Miss. 12,000 - 30,000 12.40 W D55 4,60 Baob 35

June 30, 1968
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MONTHLY RATES FOR LOCAL EXCHANGE

TELEPHONE SERVICE

Number of Business Residence Rural Rural
Exchange Telephones One-Party One-Pty. Two-Pty, Business Business
Floresville 3,100 $ L0L'50 $ 6,50 S5, 50 o e 5)0) $ 6,00
Gordon 300 8. 00 4,50 3. 50 6.00 550
Meridian 800 & 25 4,50 4,00 6.00 B
Rockwall 2,400 10:. 50 5y 510 4,25 7.50 4,00
Roscoe 1, 000 8. 00 4,75 4. 00 6,00 SIS
Stamford 3, 200 10, 50 5, 75 4,25 6.00 5. D
Vernon 8, 800 11. 00 5500 4,25 8.50 4.00
West 1,500 8. 50 4,75 4,00 6,00 S i
Eureka Springs, Ark. 500 9, 25 495 3.90 6,25 3.40
Beaver, Okla. 1,200 10. 50 560 4,65 7.50 4.65
Santa Rosa, N, Mex. 1, 300 9, 85 4,35 3,40 5,60 2.90
Alabama 0 - 800 8. 00 S50 Z2.90 3150 2.40
Arkansas 4,000 - 15, 000 13,25 0225 525 BUZ5 4,50
Idaho 400 - 1, 000 1125 5 o 4,75 7.00 4, 20
Kansas 600 - 1, 000 8. 40 4,90 2. 70 6.00 4,00
Montana 500 - 1,000 1.2, 20 4890 3.75 7.35 3015
Nebraska 500 - 1, 000 8. 60 4,05 S L 4,30 5. 30
New Hampshire 800 - 1, 800 11.10 5..30 4,30 65 3.60

June 30, 1968



LONG DISTANCE TELEPHONE RATES

Miles
20
50
100
150
200

250

400
500

600

Day Person to Person

3 Minutes

Average

of Other

Texas States
.45 .50
. 80 =85
1. 05 1.15
e 7] 1.40
1.45 1.68
1.60 V.12
b0 185
iy 1S 2.02
2. 20 2.24
2,30 72._ 28

Rates in Effect 1-1-69

Interstate
eab

.65

. 8D

1010
1220
1535
1.:50
170
1.80

1.80
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And in Kansas the intrastate rate from Wichita to Kansas City,
Kansas is 85¢ as compared with a 75¢ rate to Kansas City, Missouri,

‘ The situation in Oklahoma is no differeﬁt. Tulsa to Guymon
(311 miles) has a 3 m;lnute dlay station—to-.station rate o% $1.05 while a
call from Tulsa to Mexia, Texas .(a distance of 306 miles has a rate of
$1.00.

Another example in Oklahoma is that the rafe for a call from
Oklahoma City to Frederick, Oklahoma (112 miles) is 70¢ or ten cents
‘more than the rate for a call from Oklahom.a. Cii‘.y to Burkburnett, Texas.

In New Mexico a call from Tucumecari to Clayton, a distance of
92 miles has a 65¢ rate as compared to a 55¢ rate for a call ffom
Tucumcari to Dalhart, Texas, also a distance of 92 miles. And Artesia,

. New Mexico to Las Cruces (143 miles) has an 80¢ rate as compared
with a 65¢ rate for a call from Artesia to El Paso, Texas.

These examples have referred to disparities in station-to-station
rates. This chart shows that a comparable situation e‘xirsts with reference
to person-to-person calls. |

A 3 minute day person-to-persen call from Austin to Texarkana,
Texas is $1.80; whereas a call from Austin to Texarkana, Arkansas is $1.50,
‘In. Arkansas a call from Little Rock to Texarkana, Arkansas is $1.20 as
compared to an interstate call from Little Rock to Texarkana, Texas of $1.00.
Likewise, the rate from Little Rock to Memphis, Tennessee is $1.00 while
the rate to West Memphis, Arkansas is $1. 10,

In Louisiana, a 3 minute day person-to-person call from Shreveport
to Jennings, a distance of 170 miles is a $1 ,l45. A call from Shreveport

to Beaumont, Texas at 171 miles has a rate of $1.10. In Tennessee a call



from Nashville to Meﬁiphis, Tennessee is $1.50; whereas a call to West
Memphis, Arkansas is $1.20,

In Missouri the person-to-person 3 minute day rate from St. Louis

‘to Kansas City, Missouri is $1.60; whereas the 3 minute day person-to-

person rate to Kansas City, Kansas is $1.30. In Kansas, Wichita to

Kansas City has a rate of $1.45; whereas the rate to Kansas City, Missouri
a8 $1.15, | .
_:i Again, in Oklahoma the Tulsa to Guymon person-to-person day

ra.té is $1.80; whereas the rate to Mexia, Texas from Tulsa is Sl 505

In New Mexico calls from Tucumcari to _Claytén on a per son—t‘o-person
basis are $1.00; whereas calls from Tucumcari to Dalhart, Texas are 85¢.
And from Artesia to Las Cruces, New Mexico, 2 person-to-person 3 minute
call is $1.25; whereas a call from Artesia to El Pa.so; Texas is $1.00.

There are many, many other examples I could cite in the states
referred to or in other states in the nation; however, these should be

sufficient to show that the disparity that exists in Texas between intra and

" interstate rates is also present in states having a statewide regulatory

agency.

The question then is one of why this disparity exists:
- s N | _”_7,4-—"'/_7“ R AR

One way to analyze and discuss this question is to talk about it
in terms of two separate systems -- an Intrastate System and an Interstate
System,

The Federal Communications Commission regulates the rates for

= — — R R RS iB e S,

all interstate long distance service and approves a rate schedule which will
produce the revenue required to support the interstate system. That rate

schedule is not designed to provide the revenues required to support the

total long distance business. Therefore, separate intrastate schedules












Chart CR-3 ' 0 =

$rng11&r cities like Abilene and Odessa also enjoy iower rates
than many other cities of comparable size. The busineé; one party
rate in (Z;dessa is almost $4, 00 per month less than the Fort Smith,
Arkansas rate,

Chart CR-4

Many cities of comlé)arable size in other states having statewide
régulation have higher rates fhan Bryan aﬁd Paris.
Chart CR-5 = \

And the same is generally true of our smaller towns like
Meridian, Roscoe and West,

In the interest of time I have had to limit the number of examples

shown, There are many other comparisons which could be made to

illustrate that the rates for local telephone service in Texas, rates that

<

are regulated by the various municipalities, compare very favorably

as far as the rate payer is concerned with rates in states having a

statewide regulatory c;tgency,
It has been sJaid that Texas has the "sorriest telephone service
in the United States." I don't believe it!

‘ Last year, our customers in Texas placed over 9 1/2 billion
calls, It would be unreasonable to expect that this volume of business
could be handled with no failures and no complaints, but a very high per
cent is handled in a completely satisfactory manner.

We have many measurements that we use to rate the quality of

—~

our service on a day to day basis. These same measurements are used

by other Bell System companies and comparisons between companies






many respects, the Southwestern Bell Company in Texas surpasses all its

sister companies-and-states in the quality of service it provides, —

L}

Mr. Chairman, I believe I have demonstrated that the disparity

; —

 ‘between intrastate and interstate long distance rates is not pecﬁ.liar to Texas,

It exists in states having statewide regulation and in-many states the

-disparity is greater than it is in Texas.

.

i I believe, too, these facts should serve to prove that rates for
} L= e e — e Lile )

telephone service in Texas for

e S e z —

both local and long distance service compare

favorably with the rates customers pay in other states in the United States.

I'm pretty sure that the quality of telephone service in Texas, taken

as a whole, is not exceeded anywhere else in the world,

I said to begin with that I would speak in opposition to the bill,

What I have shown is that telephone rates and service in Texas compare

very favorably with rates and service in other states having statewide re-

gulatory agencies and that the various municipalities in Texas have done a

good job of regulating the telephone industry in this state.

The end result of this regulation has been good telephone service

to the public at rates which are as low or lower than those in many of thé

other states in the nation. Since this is true, why should the taxpayers in
Texas be burdened with the added expense of another regulatory agency.
Thank you very much., If you have any questions I'll be happy to

.

try to answer them.
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Footnotes
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13,
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John Bauer,Transforming Public Utility Reguletion

Eli Winston Clemens, Economics and Public Utilities :
as quoted in Public Utilities in Texas, Repert #57-10, Texas legislative
Council, December, 1962, pgs. 2-3.

Article 1108-Ch,10, Title 28,32

Articles 1416 through 1439

Article 1LL6a section 2

Vernon's Annotated Civil Statutes

Public Utilities in Texas Op cit..pg. 12

libitd, pa. =43

Lee Metcalf and Vic Reinemer, Overchairge, David McKay Co., Irc. New York
1967, pga 22

Public Utilities in Texas op cit. pg. 14

Articles 1124 and 1119, Vernon's Annotated Civil Statutes

Dave McNeely, Carolyn Barta, Complexities Cloud Bell's Bid for Rate
Hike, Dallas Morning News, Sunday August 30, 1970, pg 33A

Dallas City Charter, Chapter XX sections 13k, 137, 138, 139

City Code of Ordinances, section 2~13

Michael V., Adams, Wilson Concentrating on Ma Bell, The Texas Observer,
July 24, 1970

Clifton McCleskey, The Government and Politics of Texas, 2nd Edition pg.399

Bob Bain, Regulation No Assurance of Rate Cut, Ft. Worth Star Telegram,
Sunday, June 21, 1970

Johh Bauer, Ph., D., Updating Public Utility Regulation, Public Administra
tion Service, Chicago, f11,, 1966, pgs. 181-196

LWV of Dallas - A Survey of Highland Park, University Park and Highland
Park 1.5.D, - 1969, pgs. 9, 27
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PUBLIC UTILITY REGULATION IN DALLAS

Daitas is fortunate in having the resources to provide for a comprehensive depart-
ment to supervise utilities. The City Charter gives the local government the right
under state law to issue franchises to private companies to provide general ser-
vices Including heat, light, power, telephone service, etc. At present, franchises
are in effect for electricity, gas, and telephone service plus taxi service. The
Charter also provides for a Supervisor of Public Utilities to determine and
regulate rates and fares and to prescribe the kinds and degree of service to be
provided. The final determination of franchises to be issued and rates to be
charged rests with the City Council.

Under the usual utility franchise, the Supervisor authorizes all construction,
audits accounts regularly, and approves major contracts for Industrial service,
among other things. The governing body and the Supervisor have full power to
examine all books and records and to take testimony. At present, the Supervisor
has a staff or 15 to provide continuing analysis and control of the franchises
and may request from the City Manager outside consultants on rate matters.

When a utility requests a change in rates or services, the Supervisor investigates
all pertinent records and evaluates the information before submitting recommenda-
tions to the City Manager, who, in turn, passes them on together with his comments
and recommendations to the City Council. The Council holds public hearings

before making the final decisions,10

The City Charter requires franchise holders to pay not less than 4 percent

of gross receipts earned for service rendered in the city in addition to all

ad valorum taxes upon the value of the franchise and other property. The fran-
chise holders are also required to pay all expenses in connection with the
maintenance and operation of the office of the Supervisor on a pro-rata basis
based on preceeding calendar year gross receipts.

SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGE

Because the standards are unclear and because of the many technical aspects, rate
making for public utilities has become one of the most complex tasks of govern-
ment demanding the best engineering, accounting, financial, and legal talent
available. Many experts feel that cities in Texas both large and small do not
have the financial resources, nor the time available, to attempt stringent
regulations and are therefore at a di sadvantage in dealing fairly between their
constituents and the utility companies, The Mayor of Nacogdoches in testimony
before Senator Wilson's Committee said 'This is a field in which the state can

do a better job than we can locally. We want to keep at home those things we
can do at home, but we can't handle this." '! However, there is some opposition
to a state-wide regulatory commission, Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. testified
before the Senate State Affairs Committee in 1969.,.'What | have shown is that
telephone rates and service compare...favorably with...other states having
statewide regulatory agencies and that...municipalities in Texas have done a

good job of regulating the telephone industry in the state., The end result
...has been good service...at rates which are as low or lower than those in
many other states..why should the taxpayer be burdened...with another ragu-
latory agency"
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A small town newspaper, tha Rankin (Tex.) News, feels that they know more
about their own requirements and service, that they are closer to their own
counci Imen, and that the utility companies are sensitive to the attitudes of
the local people.

Senators Blanchard of Lubbock and Word of Meridian have pointed out that
having a state commission does not necessarily result in lower rates.

WHAT WOULD BE AN IDEAL REGULATORY BODY?

John Bauer, a long time expert in the field of public utility affairs, feels that
many existing State Regulatory Bodies should be modernized, in fact should have
been many years ago., He feels every state system is outdated, not suited to
either the conservation and promotion of the pubiic interest, or for clear and
consistent protection of the private interests. He suggests that an ideal

body would 1, Fix the returns to investors, 2. establish continuous supervision,
3. maintain accounting checks, 4, promote effeciency and economy within the
individual companies, 5. pass on company annual budgets, 6, survey annualiy

for rate adjustments, 7. revise rate schedules, 8. provide for outside partici-
pation, (The state should have a reqular survey agency to keep under constant
study the effectiveness of all the state government departments.,)

Along with the substance of regulation, the new legislation should provide

for better constituted commissions, Appointments should be based on qualifications
rather than on political considerations: they should be full time with adequate
salaries and an adequate budget to retain the necessary technical staff and
organization to do the work,








