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STBJECT: Residential Telephonc Dcnand in the District of
Coluubia

A few seeks lgo, I received a copy of the l{arch, 1988
llonitoring Report, CC Docket No. 87-339, fro6 Dr. Peyton Wynns,
Cnief , Iniustiy eirafysis Bureau, Federal Comunications
ComisEion (Fce) . ihe rePort contains a copy of the FCC' s
latest Subscribership and lenctration Levels Study (see Paggs 11-
42 of the ltonitoring-Plan). After rcviering the latter study, I
called Dr. Alex Bclinfante at thc FCC and her at Ey reqpgst,
agreed to provide a special tabulation of thc D.C. data.by
t6"i"t"ta iizc and inionc. (there was no chargc for this
tabulation.) Ac subaittcd thc rcsults to ne lart reek. I have
iniiyzed t,tr:u in conjunction rith oth.r data fron thc nonitoring
iipoit and additionai infor:nation I asaeublcd and I have prepared
thc attach.d rcport.

J=t

\

/



E
a

I
o

Residential Telephone Demand in
the District of Columbia

The number of h holds without tele nes in the District
].a nas rlsen s tantr.a rvestr.ture. ee

Table L contains information from special FCC/U.S. Census
Bureau surveys of households in the District of Columbia which
have been conducted in March, July and November of each year
since 1983. Three types of information are shown in Tab1e 1 as
follow:

El. Number of households in D.C. (Column 1)

b. Number of D.C. households with a telephone (Column 2l

. c. Number of D.C. households without a telephone (Column 3)

The figures in columns 1-3 are rounded off (by the FCC) to
the nearest 000 r s. The information in Colurnn 3 is derived by
subtracting the figures in Colunn 2 from the figures in Co1umn t.

The data in Columns 1 and 2 show considerable variation in
each time period and this variation, in my opinion, is
unrealistic. The variation is probably due to the relatively
small sample size of the survey in D.C. about 630 households.
The numbeis from the survey ar- "blown upi to all households in
D.C. by the U.S. Census Bureau on the basis of 1980 Census data.

Despite the apparent variation and some growth in the
number oi households in D.C. (from Column 1), the data in Column
2 indicate there has been virtually no growth in the nrrmber of
households with a telephone since divestiture. On an annual
basis, the number of households with a telephone has been lower
each year between 198{ and 1987 than it was in November, 1983.

AE shown in Coh:mn 3' the number of households in D.C.
without a telephone has risen since divestiture. The figures
show a rise of 71000 households or 50t between 1984.and 1987. In
total, by 1987, 2Lr000 households or approximately a-minimum of
52r5OO p-rsons (assuming 2.5 persons her household) ii*without a
telephone. Another way of measuring the impact is about 8.4t of
the D.C. population was without a telephone in 1987. In
comparison, less than 6 percent of the D.C. population was
without a telephone before divestiture.
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2. leleBhone penetrat rates in the District of Columbia have

AA es an

Table 2_llrowg thg percentage of households in D.c. withtelephones beginning in-Novembei, 19g3-, annually for 19g4_Lgg7,and for three months (March, .ruiy ina-November) for r9g4-r gg7.The telephone penetration rates ire carcuiit.a'uv-irr. Federalcornnrunication comrrission on the basis of special u.s. censusBureau surveys and aE reported in itr. u.r.i, lggg ionitoring planof the F.ec.

Table 2 -?l?r: tl: penetration rate for D.C. in November,1e83, just prior to aivisiiail;;-;"1-iE.7r. rior"r., , by LIBT ,the penetration rate was aown i.l'p..ientage points to 92.4t.
Table 3 contains Penetration rate data for D.c. defined asthe percentase of housiholds wiirr i-i"reprrJne-""iiriur":-'t;i --

shows a 1- 4 oereenll99 point decrin" -in-E;;r"iifri 
rates from95.5t in Novlnber itdJ [o-gl.Zt in 1987.

3.

Tables 2 and 3 also providc telephonc p€netration rate dataror Dtarvland 
_.?g lirsini.-ir, ;"rd;i;5" ti.f,-illil- Both tabresshow declineg in _leripnone- pcnetiiai; rates for naryrand andvirginia between uoveiber rier ;e-riiiz, but rhese dcclines aresualler than thosc cxperienccd i"-o.i. _-For cxanple, according tothe data contained in-table ?, l"t ""i uor.rler iie: and Lgg.,tetephone penetration r"ti" il il"yiiia ferl 0.9 percenrage pointand bv.0.6 pereent:ge-point G ti;;I;I.; ress rhan the 2.3

*I:-"-?!:9.., points decllne in D . C. 5ver the sauc period .Lrxewrsc, rn Tabre 3, thc pcrcentagc oc-trJui.tJril-i"-rLryrandand virginia yio, tcieptronir ."airiirl rcrr slightly (by 0.1
ffi i:rir:"rit;1":"i::"1.1;:ffi;: il ii;aa. i:iij""i:' i;.iJh".19831 D.C. had the- secor,i,nigii;"i-tlilbnone p€netration rareamong the three jurirdictioni . For rg-ez aa ;-;dr;, D. c. rankedlagt.

Tables 2 and 3 also contain. telcphono lrGnatration rate datafor the u.s., gn averaga. Both tabi;: shor-jonJ-iicr.as" i.telephone penetration iii." !"r irr"-uls. bctween NEvcuber t9g3and 1987 1'.9 Percent.gi-p"i"t ilriiigrs tcrcphon. penerration asth9. pereentage 6f rrousitior&s -with-;-tli,iptron"-iil-0. 
s percentagepoint defining penetration as trre pci-entage of, houscholds with a
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telephone available. As a consequenee of the apparent rise in
telephone penetration rates nationally, on average, and the
declines in D.c., the D.c. rates, which exceeded-the national
rates in November, L983, are now onry equal to the u.s. averages.

5. Substantial decreases in telephone penetration rates in the
Oistr

Table 4 contains telephone penetration rate data (defined as
!h" percentage of households with a telephone) by income elassfor the months of March, 1984-L987. Data were readily availablefor only March each year. The data were derived from a specialtabulation, performed at my reguest by Dr. Alex Belinfant! at the
FCc and is based on a sample of about 630 households in D.c.

According to Table 4, telephone penetration rates in D.c.feII {.5 percentage points from March 1984 to March 1987. All ofthe income crasges below s40rooo experienced a decrine in
telephone penetration rates and the declines were substantial forthe lowest income classes (10 percentage points or more) and the$30r000 S40r000 income c1ase.

Table 5 provides information on the telephone penetrationrates in D.c. by househord size for the raonthi of Mirch, 19g4-1987. These data trere also obtained from a special tabulation bythe Fcc, at my request. A1l household sizes lxcept 4 showdecline?-ir.penetration rates over the full perioh. The rarger
household sizes (5 and 6) have sone of the llrgest declines it10-12t.

ev:.dent for low a
].ncomes

7. r st cases
rates in

See

erate Lncome households (house s wittr

!, have hest tel netration
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Table 6 presenta another-special tabulation of telephonepenetration rate data, this- tina by race. Befoi. fr.s";'4il; theresulte, one uajor caveat should bL noted. ft appiars that thenumber of whiteg and particularly Eispanies in tLa "orr.y i" - -
quite smarl; hence, the variancei are riieiy-I"-u" i."g. and theresurts are not statistically significant. -Exampres oi theseinstances are_the reported r6ot i"net"ition t"iJ-i;; Hid;i;" inNovember, 1985; the 53t rate for-Eispanics in November, igaz; andthe-lower penetration rate for llhitei than Blacks in November,
1987.

6. substantial declines in telephone penetration rates areeviden h



rn general, however, Table 5 shows the telephone penetration
rates of'Whites are substantially higher than the rates for
Blacks (3 to 7 percentage points higher). l{oreover, the
telephone penetiation rites of Hispanics are well below the rates
for Blacks.

The ,ilif ferential in telephone penetration rates among the.
three-iacial oi-ethnic categolies i; consistent with the relative
ii"ii"g of the three races by.income. According to-the 1980
Census for D.C., the LgTg meiian household income of Whites eras

the highest - $2L,955. Blacks ranked second at $13,860.
riispanics ranked third with $13, 452.

8. The larqer decline in telePhone
District as opposed to

nces ln
eIe ne rates Ln ]'gtr1c
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or sen ertrzens. See Ta

ion rates in the
ined

].ctaons.
trnue to

the lifeline rates

sto
rates

Tables 7 and 8 compare loca1 residential telephone rates in
D.C., Maryland and Virginia for the years 1986 (Table 7l and 1988
(Tabie 8): Both table; show the ratls on most D.C. services are
ioner than in Maryland and Virginia. Eor exanple,.in 1986, the
first line rate f6r flat rate iervice in D.C. was 115.61; in
Maryland (urban) it was S17.19 and in Virginia it was $16.48. In
198e, the same service cost $14.94 in D.C., lower than the $15.57
in Maryland and f15.48 in virginia.

Similar relationships hold for message rate service. In
addition, the per message unit rate in D.C. has eontinued to be
io""i-tni" i" fu"iyfand ind Virginia; 6.6 centg in D.C. compared
to 9 cents in uaryland and 10 eents in virginia.

The only exception to these comparisons is lifeline rates
for senior citizenl. In 1985, only D.C. had a lifeline rate for
senior citizens. By 1988, all, three jurisdictions had such rates
and the rates in [taiyland and Virginia were lower than in D.C.
although their call lllowance ig also lorer than in D-C.

The trend in tration ra

Telephone rates, including loca1 residential rates, .

generally- increased at the begin'ting of divestiture, effective
Sanuary 7, 1984. Those residential rates are shown in Tab1e 9,
under 1g8e-1985. They represented a 41.5 percent nominal
increase over the predivestiture rates. fhe full inpact of these
increases appears to have occurred by.1985 when the telephone
penetration-iate fell 1.1 percentage point fron the
predivestiture level in Novenber 1983.



Effective January L, 1986, EIS a result of the commission's
Order in F.C. No. 827-, resideniiaf rates, among_others, increased

";;i; iZSt for flat and message services and 50t for D.C. service

"id 
g.onomy I service) . Betwien 1985 and 1985, according,to data

"o"t.i""a in Tab1e 1, telephone penetration rates declined
another 1.4 percentage point from 93.5t to 92'21'

As a result of the impact of the 1986 Federal Tax Law
changes, tefepnone residenliaf rates in D.C. declined, effective
a"g"!t i, 198"7, UV 1.8t. CgrespondinjlY, telephone penetration
rai,es rose from fi8g to L987 by 0.2 percentage point. Based on
monthly data, Penetration ratel incrlased 1.9 percentage points
iio* g2.ft in iuly, Lg87 (just before the rates went into effect)
to 94.0t in November 1987.

dential te denand be price
t1c, wl' te r.ncreages

Table 10 presents a ertrde ectinate of the price elasticity
of derund for icsidcntial tclcphonc sctxtice in D.C. based on
information contained in prcviourly rcfercnccd tables.
The fornula for calculatiirg thc prlce elagtieity of denand is the
p-rcentage change in denani aiviEed. by the percentage change in
lrice. io this end, Colunn 1 contains the percentage changes in
Lelephone rates in D.C. betrccn 1983 and 1988. Percentaqe
chanles are calculated on two bases - no.uinal prices (those
t"p"itea in Table 9) and real pricer which are the noninal prices
aeilated by the conslrncr price-indiccs for D.C. Rea! prices must
be utilized for calculating thc pricc elastieity of denand.
Coh:mn 2 contains the percintage- changes in deuand. Denand is
measured on the basis of the ntrrber oi households with
telephones, inforuation obtained fron Table 1. The figures in
table 1 ars also adjusted f,or the variation in the total nunber
of households over thc Period.

As can be sean in lable 10, based on the rate increases
effective in 198f yith divcstitura, thc ecti6atcd price
elagticity of dcntnd is 0.2. For Urc ratc increases effeetive
Januarlz L-, 1986, thc pricc elarticity of dcnand ig 0.12.
Although thcrc ra! very littIo tinc betwecn thc next two rate
change- (oaly 5 nonttrr) , evidcncc fron thc Novcnber , L987 lruryey
suggists thsic ras virtually no changa in dcnand following the
suall rate dccrcasc in Auguct, 1987.

Although thc overall price elagticity of denand estinates
are low, tha rates for lor and noderatc incone households nray be
much higher. Moreovcr, as is evidcnt fron the infomation in
Table L, the low price elasticity of denand also does not mean
that there are not substantial nuubcrs of houceholds who are
without telephonc service and thcsc nunbcrg are likely to grow as
rates are increagcd.



11. Telephone penetration rates in the District of Columbia
appear rJ..,

As an illustration, telephone penetration rates are lower in
low income wards and higher in high income wards. The one
exception is Ward 5 which has the fourth lowest median household
income and the sixth lowest (or third highest) telephone
penetration rate. The ward 5 results could be explained by the
introduction in 1985 of a low income tariff for senior citizens
and the fact that ward 5 has a relatively large nr:mber of senior
citi.zens.

Policv Implications

There are a nunber of policy inplications from t-he above
data and their analysis. Ihese are listed as follows:

1. Price Elasticity of Denand. lrlhat is the
elasticityE or res

nand. What is the price
Eil telephone senrice?? The

above data suggest residential dcnand, although price inelastic
overall, is rasponsivc to rate incrcageg. fn fact, use of the
p{rrase 'ca;ltivc cugtonergt for rcsidcntial curtoners uay bc a
misnotneri apparently, the denand by rone rcsidcntial cuatoners ispartly pricc elastic and is reflccted by their leaving the
net'*otrk (involuntarily). and bcinE without telephone sirvice. A
residcntial demand elasticity study (f,or the entire residential
class and by incoue class) is greatly needed to clarify these
1ggue8.

Other telephone companies are conducting studies of the
impacts of price changes on residential telephone denand and on
residential penetration ratcs. As an exanple, Pacifie Bell has
engaged the National Econmie Rcscarch Associates (NERA) to
PreParc such a study. A brief description of their results is
containcd in Attachncnt 1. r havc regucrtcd a copy of the study
and will distributc it as soon as it is rcccived.

CtP nccds to coaduct such a Etudy. In F.C. No. 827, under
cross-€xanination by Comissioncr f,oni, CtP Witncss Vincent Scott
indicated the conpany wae 'naking planr.' (scc the transcript
pagc? 3{96 and 3197 in Attachacnt 2.1 rncdiately. aftcr the-
hearing, lllr. Rciccr and r uct with ur. scott and lulsequentlywith l,tr. scottT flr. Alan sprinkal frou Nsr, and staff frm B;uAtlanticts Bucincsc Rcccareh Unit. t{r. Sprinkcl explained his
proPosed 

- research derigm for a study rhich would gather data onresidential cugtoners bcforc the ralcs went into effect and againafter the ratcs went into effcct. About 6-9 nonths later, r
asked tlr. Scott what was thc status of thc study. He inf,or:ned meat that tine that the pre rate increasc data hai not been
corlected as planned and therefore no study was undemay.



Since that time, I have had several discussions with Cep
staff on the issue. Last year, I learned C&P had conducted a
residential demand study in 1986. I requested a copy of !!9_
study. After some delay, t received a copy.in DeceTb"t, 1987.
One iajor problem with the study is the racial and income
eharaclerilties of the sample. Nearly half of the respoldents
are white (in a city which- is 7Ot black) and the median income is
too high, between $251000 and $35,090. By these measures, I do
not coisider the sample representative of the city population or
of C&pts D.C. customlr base. I do not know whether C&P intends
on filing this study with the Commission at some later date but
if it aois, r will have serious problems witfr it-

Mrs. Barbara Woods and I attended the Bellcore sponsored
Telecommunications Demand Modeling conference in Florida in
February, L988. Mrs. Woods had an oPPortunity to learn what
other l6cal exchange companies and regional BeIl operating
companies were doing and the level of sophistication. She made
some valuable contacts, even within Bell Atlantic. Moreover, we
both learned a National Teleconmunications Demand Study is being
planned and BeII Atlantic is to participate. Subgeguent to her
attendance at the conference, she arranged for CtP of D.C. to
participate in the study. Eowever, the information from that
study is not likely to be available for several years.

Given the above, to my knowledger ES of this time C&P has
not conducted an adequate reEidential demand elasticity study.
I therefore reconurend the Comnission order CSP of D.C. to conduct
a new residential demand elasticity study and to subnit it in the
next rate case, Lf not before. CeP should obtain input from
Staff on the sample size and research design.

2. A Llsconnect Studv. The decline in telephone
penetration@gests a need to analyze the nurnber
of disconnects over the 1983-1988 period. I recoturend the
Cormission order CsP of D.C. to undertake such a study.
Aceording to the March, 1988 Monitoring Plan of the FCC, (see
pages 44-46 in Attaehment 3) telephone cornpanies in other states
have perfomed such studies. In fact, BeII Atlantic recently
conducted a study of C&P of Virginia territory. I also
recormrend, if Cep conducts a disconnect study, that the Company
consult staff on the sample size and regearch design before the
study is undertaken.

3. Subscriber Line Charce (SLC) Iropact. The StC iE to be
increased 2.60 to $3.20. The
data for D.C. suggest there could be a substantial adverse impact
on residential demand if the regressive "tax" proposal is
implemented in the context of already declining or stagnant



telephone penetration rates. Perhaps the Commission should seek
a ,"iv.r f6r the SLC from the FCC for low-income households as
has recently been done in Virginia. (See Attachment 4.1

4. Lifeline Rate Imp4c!. The evidence in Tables 1-11

"ogg."i" t or a lifeline rate which is not
.*ii""i""ty io" oirfy senior citizens to stem the declining tide
in telephoie penetration rates, particularly among the low
income.

8



Tab1e 1

NU!,IBER OF TIOUSEIIOLDS WITH A!{D WITHOUT
TELEPHONES IN D.C.

November, 1983 1987

llonthlv

Novenber 1983
t{arch 1984
July 1984
Novenber 1984
ltarch 1985
July 1985
Novenber 1985
ltarch 1986
July 1986
Novenber 1985
l{arch 1987
July 1987
Novenbcr 1987

Annuallv

-

Novenber 1983
(Benchnark)

1984
198 5
1986
1987

Source: FCC and

Total Nunber
of llouseholds

000's

266
255
263
275
253
248
264
263
267
262
270
276
270

Number of
llouseholds
with Phone
@

252
245
245
26t
234
232
252
212
250
239
216
254
254

Number of
Ilouseholds

14
10
18
L4
2L
16
L2
2L
L7
23
24
22
15

1{
14
L7
20
2t

266
264
236
264
272

U.S. Bureau of the Censug

252
250
239
241
251



Table 2

PERCENtrAGEOFTIOUSEHOLDSWITHAEELEPIIONE:
D. C. , MARYLNiID, VIRGINIA & U. S . AVERAGE

Date

Nov. 1983
l,tarch 1984
JuIY 1984
Nov. 1984
ilarch 1985' July 1985
Nov. 1985
'March 1986
July 1986
Nov. 1986
ltarch L987
JulY 1987
Nov. L987

5 t'-^/^/Percentage Polpt
'9S Change (Nov-'t

1983 1987)

U.S. Average

-

91.4
91.8
91.6
91 .4
91.8
91.8
91 .9
92.2
92.2
92.4
92.5
92.3
92.3
14?'ll.P

0.9

DC

94.7
96.1
93.5
95.1
91.6
93.6
95.6
91.9
93.6
91.1
9L.2
92.L
9{.0

7!,3
1q, Ll

(0.7)

MD

96 .3
96. r
94.9
96.1
93.2
96.2
95.3
95.7
95.6
95.9
96.2
91.2
16.0'1 t- . ur;o !
7Q'o
(0.3)

VA

93.1
93.1
91.7
92.L
92.5

(0.6)

93.1
93.2
93.0
92.9
92.8
90.tl
92.0
92.0
91.3
92.9
92.9
92.7
91.9
i'tl +

q t'f
(1.8)

Annual

Nov. 1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
Percentage Point
Change (Nov.
1983 1987)

Sourcc r FCC/US Buroau of tho Conruc
llarchr 1988 tlonitoring Plan

data ac containcd in the

91.7
94.9
93.6
92.2
92.4

(2.3)

96.3
93.7
95.5
95.7
95. {

( 0.9)

91.4
91.6
g1.8
92.3
92.4

1.0

1iI {
I

l-/ 'l



Table 3

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS WITTI A
D.C., MARYLAI{D, VTRGTNIA t

TELEPHONE AVAII.ABLE:
U.S. AVERAGE

Date

Nov. 1983
March 1984
JuIy 1984
Nov. 1984
March 1985
July 1985
Nov. 1985
ltarch 1986
JuIy 1986
Nov. 1986
!{arch 1987
iluly 1987
Nov. 1987
Parcentagc roffit&8g
Change (Uov. d"5i 7r83 - Nov. t87)

Annual

Nov. 1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
Percentage Point
Changc ( r83-r87)

U.S. Averaqe

-

93.7
93.6
93.8
93.6
93.7
93.9
94 .0
g3. g
94.0
94 .4
g{ .3
94.2
g{.3
it e
1,.1.b
0.5

DE

95.6
97 .3
95.4
96 .0
93.5
94.9
97.4
93.3
94.9
93.9
93. 1
94.2
95. {
9s .>

?9.3
(0.2)

YT

94.7
95.1
95.5
94.6
94.5
92.3
9{.5
93.7
93.7
94.9
9{.8
9{.5
9{.3
?aa
9f.a
(0.4)

MD

96.7
96.9
95.7
96 .8
96.2
98.1
95.9
96.5
96.8
96.7
96.5
96.1
97.3
ir,vq6l
0.6

Sourec: FCC/US Burcau of thc Cengus
tlarcb, 1988 ttonitoring plan

93.7
93.7
g3. g
g{.1
94.2

0.5

contained in the

95.5
96.3
95.2
9{.0
91.2

(1.{}

96.7
96.5
96.7
96.7
96.6

(0.1)

91.7
95.1
93.8
9{.1
9{.6
(0.1)

data as



TELEPHONE PENETRATION

Table 4

RATES FOR D.C. CUSTO!'IERS BY INCO!{E CI.ASS

Income Classes ($)

Less than 10r000
Less than 15r000
15,000 L9 ,999
20,000 30 r 000
30 r 000 40 r 000*40,000 50 r 000
50,000 +

March
1 984

t
92.5
92.5
97 .8
97 .2
98.5
100.0
98.2

95.9

March
1985

t
85.2
87 .4
9L.7
91.5
97 .4
97 .9
g7 .6

92.0

83.5
83.7
91.5
97.6
94 .4
94.8

100 .0

91 .9

March
1 986

t
March
1987T
80 .0
82 .5
9L.7
95 .3
97.9

100.0
99. 1

91.t1

and recult is

Percentage
Point Change
1984 - 1987

(12.s)
(10.0)
(5.r)
(1.9)

( 10.7)

0.9

(4.5)

notrsanple size is vcry suall, hcncc variancc is larEc
stalistieally signilicait.

Source: Derivcd on thc bacis of, .a spccial couputcr run of FCC/Bureau
of thc Cengus data as containcd in thl ttarch, 1988 Monitoring
Plan.



Table 5

TELEPIIONE PENETRAUON RATES FOR CUSTOMERS BY IIOUSEIIOLD SIZE

Household Size

TOTAL

Source:

1
2
3
4
5
6+

Itlarch
1984

t
96.2
96 .3
94.7
9{.9
96.7
95.4

95.9

March
1 985-r
92.8
93.0
89.5
86 .8
96.5
93.2

92.O

!'tareh
1985

t
92.4
95.5
89.2
98.6
g8 .6
77 .7

91.9

March
1 987T
92 .4
93.8
82.4
96.3
94.9
85.3

91. tl

Percentagre
Point Change
1984 - 1987

(3.8)
(2.51
12.3)
1.4

11.8)
10.1)

(4.5)

Derivcd on thc basig of a
Bureau of thc Census data
l{onitoring Plan.

spccial couputcr
ai contained in

nrn of ECCI
thc llarch, 1988



Table 6

TELEPHONE PENETRATION RATES IN D.C. BY

(November 1985 November 1987)

RACE

Date Households Phones

Ilisoanic
No. of t wrth

Ilouseholds Phones

Nov.
March
July
Nov.
l{arch
Jul1r
Nov.

1985
198 6

198 6
1986

1987
1987
1987

174,000
159,000
173,000
175 ,000
167 r 000
172,000
167 r 000

94.4
89 .9
91.1
89.5
89.8
90 .9
95.1

7 ,000
10 r 000
9,000
8r000

11 r 000
11,000
6r000

100.0
87 .6
86.2
86.5
84.7
75 .4

i 53.3

Source: gBg g- 6*t o--z -l.Jr-ll* 4 n' S

whiteffi
Households

84 , o0o
87,000
88,000
80 ,000
94,000
98,000
95 r 000

Phones

97 .6
96.6
98. 1
94.9
95.1
96.2
93.2
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Table I

1988 RESTDENTTAI TELEPHONE RATES D.C., MD & VA

Service D.C. ($) !|D ($) vA ($)

Flat Rate (1st line) 14.94 16.67 15'48

Message Rate (1st linel 7.64 (50)L/ 9.38 (55)y 8.90 (50)L/

Dc Service (lst line) g. te 13 ' 38

Economy I 3I 4.47 5'58 5'00

Economy II (Senior Citizens) 3.83 (60) L/ 2.79 l30lrlU 2.50 (30) L/

l/Nqubers in parsntbala! reprcrcnt tha frcc call allowanecs. Thereafter,
i;.11-i""ti -ele -ccntc in D'.c., 9 ccnte' in ltd., and 10 ccnts in va'
2ttLftv perccnt dircount on the firct 30 callc.
t7i;;;'"Iir-.o"t" 6.6 ccnti in D.C.7 9 csnts in Md., and 10 cents in va.

loot".: CtP Telcphone of D.c. - 1arif,f Schedules



Table 9

RESIDENTIAI, TELEPHONE RATES FOR D.C.
CUSTOI'IERS, 1983 1988

-2tg .83

4 .51

4.51

2.20

1984 &

Ls853l

L2.49

6.38

6 .38

3.11

Ls864/ Ls875 / $886 /Service

Flat unlimited

Message Rate L/

D.C. Service

Econouy I
Economy II ($enior- citi;ens) Ll

15 .61

7 .98

9.57

4.67

{ .00

15.33

1 .84

9 .40

4 .59

3.93

14 .94

7 .64

9.16

4.47

3.83

l/Includes a 60 call allouancc
Tlztteetive Novcnbcr 13, 1982
7laCtective ilanuary 7, 198a
Tlaf,fcctive January 1, 1986
ila*ective August 1, 1987
dlaffective January 1, 1988

source: c&P Sclcphonc of D.c. - Sariff sChCdUleS



COUPARISON
AI{D

Table 10

OE CIIAIIGES IN D.C. RESIDENTIAT RATES
TELEPHONE DEMAND, L983-1988

Period

1983 to L984/85

t984/85 1986

1986 1987

L987 1988

Overall

1983 1987
Plat Rate
ltessage Ratc
D. C . Senricc
Econouy I
Econony II

Percentage Change
in Telephone Rates

41.5t Nominal
Priee fncrease

29.5t ReaI Price
Increase

25t Noninal Price
Increage
(flat t Eessage
ratcl

17.1t Real Pricc
rncrcascl/

50t Nouinal Pricc
Incrcace
(D.c. serricc &
Econony I)

42.71 Real Price
rncrcasel/

1 .81 Nminal Prics
Decrease

5.0t Real Price
Dccrcaccl/

2.51 Noninal Pricc
Dccrcarc

tfoinal Priccffi
73.8t Incrcalc
10.8t lncroam
10.9t Incrcuc

Percentage Change in
Nunber of Households
with a Telephone

5.8t Decrease

2.0t Decrease

NA

Price Elasticity
of Demand

.20

.L2

NA

0

NA - Not available

1/Noninal prices are adjusted by thc conruner price index

'sourceg: Derived frou data containcd in tablcs 1 and 9



Table 11

MEDIAI{ HOUSEEOLD INCO!'IE & TELEPHONE PENETPATION RATES

BY WARD TN THE DISTRICT OF COLU!{BTA

I
1
7
5
2
6
4
3

1980 Median
Eousehold Income

$L2 ,7 47
L2,gg7
L4 ,470
13 1262
L5,367
16 r 365
18,970
23,L67

t16,211

1987 Median
gouserrofa -incone

$17,865
18 ,215
20,28O
21 ,390
2L r8L7
22,936
26 r587
35,27L

122 ,7 20

L987
Penetration Rates

87 .6
91 .5
91.8
92.t
91.9
9L.2
94.7
96.1

92.4Ovcrall

Sources: thc 1980 ineone deta wGrc obtained fron the D.C. Office
of Planning. .thc 1987 incoc data wQre calculated by .

nultiplyini ttre 19SO figrrce by the consuaer price indices
for O-.C], i981-1987. l-lcphone pcnGtration rates were
obtaincd frm CtP.


