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U S WEST Communications, Inc. (nu S WEST"), through its

undersigned counsel, hereby submits these Comments on the

Petition of MFS Communications Company, Inc. (nMFS") for a Notice

of Inquiry and En Bane Hearing on the issues relating to the

funding of universal service (ltMFS Petition" or "Petition"). 1

U S WEST applauds MFS' recognition that it must share in the

funding of universal service, along with all telecommunications

providers. MFS ' proposal of a notice of inquiry ("NOI") and en

bane hearing, however, will serve only to delay necessary reform

of existing universal service funding mechanisms. Instead, the

Federal Communications Commission ("Commission") can and should

expeditiously embark upon permanent rulemaking proceedings in

both the universal service funding and access reform areas. Such

rulemaking proceedings will provide ideal fora in which to debate

and resolve the excellent questions raised in the MFS Petition,

as well as to craft concrete solutions. In the face of

fundamental change in the telecommunications marketplace, the

1Petition of MFS Communications Company, Inc. for a Notice
of Inquiry and En Banc Hearing filed Nov. 1, 1993.
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Commission has a unique opportunity to provide guidance and

direction to the industry and other policymakers on these and

other difficult subjects; U S WEST believes the Commission should

take a leadership role.

I. AS COMPETITION INCREASES, UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUNDING
OBLIGATIONS MUST BE SHARED

MFS strongly asserts that universal service and local

competition are "highly compatible and not inherently

inconsistent. ,,2 The MFS Petition also recognizes (albeit

begrudgingly) that, to the extent existing local service

providers shoulder the burden of the bulk of the subsidies

required to maintain universal service, those providers will then

continue to fear and resist the advent of competitors who do not

shoulder such a burden. Thus, MFS argues that:

It is essential that the Commission lay these fears to
rest by determining what form and amount of subsidy is
really necessary to preserve universal service, and
then establishing a secure, coapetitively neutral and
equitable source of funding for that subsidy.3

Only if all telecommunications providers contribute to such

a source of funding can competition in the local service arena

unfold on a fair and equitable basis. U S WEST could not agree

more.

2MFS Petition at 2.

3~ at 2-3.
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II. RESOLUTION OF CRITICAL UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUNDING AND ACCESS
REFORM ISSUES SHOULD NOT BE DELAYED PENDING LENGTHY NOI AND
EN BANC PROCEEDINGS

As the "largest provider of local competitive access

telecommunications services in the United states,,,4 "XFS

recognizes its responsibility, shared with all other

telecommunications providers, to contribute to the funding of

universal service."s U S WEST applauds this recognition, but it

understands, of course, that MFS is only accepting what must

inevitably come to pass. While U S WEST does not wish to imply

that MFS' motives are anything but pure, it should be noted that:

(a) MFS currently does DQt participate in universal service

funding or subsidies, while its local access competitors do; and

(b) the longer MFS can continue to price its services without

covering such subsidies, the better it can establish its

competitive position prior to the inevitable leveling of this

playing field. The MFS petition, while eloquently defining and

describing a very real problem in the industry, could be read to

have another purpose: to delay the resolution of that problem,

so that MFS' competitive fortunes can be advanced in the interim.

Hence, MFS proposes that the Commission conduct an NOI and en

4l.s;L. at 3.

Sl5L.. at ii.
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bane hearing before any concrete action is taken on universal

service funding and access reform. 6

There is no reason to delay getting down to work. U S WEST

agrees that universal service funding is an issue of "overarching

significance" and that there are a "wide range of interested

parties potentially affected" thereby.7 The Commission has

stated its expectation "that a full examination of USF issues

will be extremely complex, both in terms of balancing various

pUblic policy concerns and in terms of analyzing extensive data

regarding current and proposed USF mechanisms. ,,8 Yet, despite

its understanding of the tremendous complexity and public policy

6~ at 3, 7-8. Both universal service funding and access
reform, taken together, should result in explicit and implicit
subsidies currently shouldered by interexchange carriers and
local exchange carriers ("LEC") being spread to other market
participants. Moreover, access reform, as proposed by the United
states Telephone Association ("USTA") (H.8 In the Matter of
RefOrm of the Interstate Access Charge Rules, RM 8356, Petition
for Rulemaking, filed Sep. 17, 1993), would give LECs the
flexibility to structure prices so as better to respond to
competitive pressures. It is no wonder, then, that MFS wants
these two initiatives delayed as long as possible.

7MFS Petition at 3. It should be noted that the National
Telecommunications and Information Administration ("NTIA") is
currently holding public hearings throughout the country on
universal service issues, the first of which is to occur in
Albuquerque, New Mexico, on December 16, 1993. (A copy of the
presentation to be made at the December 16 hearing by Thomas A.
Garcia, U S WEST Vice President-New Mexico, is attached hereto as
Attachment A.) Perhaps some of MFS' concerns can be allayed,
without the delay inherent in establishing an NOI and en bane
hearing, if Whatever transcripts are produced by the NTIA
hearings are entered into the record of the Commission's
universal service fund ("USF") rUlemaking. U S WEST would have
no objection.

8In the Matter of Amendment of Part 36 of The COmmission's
Rules and Establisbaent of a Joint Board, Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, 8 FCC Red. 7114 ! 3 (1993).

-
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significance of these issues, the Commission nonetheless is

proceeding with rulemaking (first interim, and then permanent).9

Obviously, the Commission prefers action to inaction and delay.

This is as it should be. 10 The specific thoughtful and thought

provoking issues raised in the MFS petition, "relating both to

the definition of the Commission's universal service goals, and

particular means of achieving those goals,"11 can and should be

thoroughly debated in the concrete contexts of universal service

funding and access reform rulemakings. 12

9~ at 7114 '2-3. The Federal-State Joint Board has
recommended that "a permanent USF rule..king • • . should
commence as soon aa reasonably feaaible." In the Matter of
AMndMnt of Part 36 of the COIQIi••ipn'. Rule. and E.tabliabMnt
of a Joint BQard, CC Docket No. 80-286, ReCommended DecisiQn,
reI. Dec. 10, 1993, , 64.

100 S WEST has urged the Comais.ion tQwards action (in the
form of establishing a rulemaking proceeding) in the access
reform area as well. ~ In the Mttar of Reform of the
Interstate Acce•• Charge BuIes, RM 8356, U S WEST's Statement in
Support of the USTA Petition for Ruleaaking, filed Nov. 1, 1993,
at 1. Contrary to MFS' assertions, there is nQ good reason to
resolve universal service issues before access reform proceeds;
much of access reform deals with how rates are structured, and,
as MFS concedes, matters of "rate design • • • [are) separate
from universal service policy concerns." MFS Petition at 15.

11lsl..s.. at 9.

12U S WEST is ngt proposing that "resolution of critical
policy issues concerning universal service • • • await the
outcome of a lengthy access charge reform docket" or of a USF
docket. lsl..s.. at 8. U S WEST believe. that Commission
consideration of these "critical policy issues" will benefit froll
being resolved in the concrete context of USF and access rules,
rather than being endlessly debated in the abstract.

--
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III. MFS RAISES CERTAIN QUESTIONS OF IMPORT THAT SHOULD BE
ADDRESSED IN THE UPCOMING RULEJW(ING PROCEEDINGS

While MFS' transparent efforts to delay the inevitable

should not be rewarded, its Petition does make some excellent

points that can and should be addressed in the Commission's

rulemaking dockets.

A. USF Assistance can be Better Targeted

MFS raises a question as to whether the existing USF

mechanism carries with it "perverse incentives" and "rewards LECs

for having high costs. ,,13 U S WEST has raised the same question

in the context of the Commission's interim rulemaking, noting

that "it is time to re-target USF assistance so it is available

only in those exchanges where the preservation and expansion of

universal service is in real jeopardy" and, to that end, refine

eligibility standards to include loop density and other relevant

factors in addition to loop costs. 14 MFS also suggests

targeting assistance based on end-user need, rather than

telephone company costs. How best to target universal service

subsidies is clearly an issue for serious exploration in the

Commission's rulemaking.

13~ at 11-

14In the Matter of AlaandMnt of Pan 36 of the Couiesion' I
Rules and Establiabwent of a Joint BoArd, CC Docket No. 80-286,
U S WEST Reply Comments filed Oct. 18, 1993, at 6.
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B. Acce.a to the Network, not to Particular services,
Should be Subsidized

MFS suggests that "[t]he universal service goal should be

designed to allow all Americans to be connected to the • • •

public switch network; it should not subsidize particular

services offered over that network. ,,15 To that end, MFS argues

that subsidy programs be limited to POTS access with DTMF (touch

tone) signaling. 16 U S WEST agrees that universal service

subsidies should focus on connecting customers to the network

and that, once customers are so connected, the market will

provide sufficient incentives for the offering of other

communications and information services thereupon.

C. The Commission Should Take a Nationwide Leadership
Role in Resolying These Infrastructure Issues

MFS asserts that "as other policymakers, on both a federal

and state level, begin considering these issues, it is important

that the Commission maintain its leadership role [.],,17 Indeed,

different facets of MFS' "Attachment 1" proposal -- §...sJl.L,

"elimination of entry barriers for all telecommunications

services . • • including basic local dialtone,,18 and replacement

1~FS Petition at 10.

16§.U JJL.

17~ at 8.

18liL.. at Attachllent 1 at 3. By premising its proposal on
the elimination of entry barriers, MFS underscores the seamless
linkage between issues of universal service, entry barriers,
interconnection, and competition generally.

-
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of "(a]ll existing FCC- and similar state-mandated subsidy

proqrams.. ,9 -- presume a national system, with the Commission

taking a strong leadership (and even a preemptive) role.

U S WEST agrees that the Commission should take such a role.

Developments in telecommunications are increasingly moving

to a national scale.~ It is becoming clear that regulatory

strictures on local entry and interconnection, for example, in

one state are no longer limited in impact to that state -- but

can create market ripples in other states, as competition

gravitates elsewhere due to regulatory anomalies rather than

market forces. This growing interstate impact of intrastate

regulation may mean that the federal regulatory role ought to

become more pronounced as well.

Moreover, as competition evolves (Where state regulatory

regimes permit), local networks will proliferate. True universal

service (and true competition) will not come to pass unless

multiple local networks can be interconnected and transparently

provide service to all comers. National guidelines for local

entry and interconnection may well be needed to ensure continued

universal service in the future.

U S WEST strongly suggests that the Commission consider the

increasingly national nature of the telecommunications

19~ at Attachment 1 at 4.

~ecent transactions in the industry -- the AT&T/McCaw
merger, the recently announced joint venture of virtually all
cable companies in the nation to set up a national communications
system -- highlight this trend.

-
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marketplace -- not just in the USF context, but also in its

examinations of all competitive issues as the new information

infrastructure develops -- and be aggressive in taking a

"leadership role in the ensuing dialogue. ,,21

IV. CONCLUSION

U S WEST urges the Commission to consider the issues raised

by the MFS Petition in the context of rulemaking proceedings in

the USF and access reform arenas, and to take a leadership role

on a national scale in resolving such issues.

Respectfully sUbmitted,

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

Vi ~BY:~!
LaUrie,. Bennett
suite 700
1020 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036
(303) 672-2763

Its Attorney

December 16, 1993

21MFS Petition at 8. If the commission succumbs to MFS'
proposal to proceed with an NOI/en banc hearing rather than
moving forward expeditiously with rulemaking, U S WEST believes
that the delay in articulating a solution will cause the
Commission effectively to relinquish any leadership role it may
have had, as other policymakers take the opportunity to leap into
the lurch.
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U S WEST Vice President-New Mexico
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VI. Summary and CODclulloD
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Presentation by
Thomas A. Glrcia

U S WBST Vice President-New Mexico

IntrOgUGtipD

Universal service hal been an important piding concept for U S WEST and
its predecessor companies for many you.. Two recent developments in our
industry have caused universal service to come to the forefront of the public
policy agenda.

First. the introduction of competition into the local telecommunication.
marketplace places at risk many of tbo mecbaniam. that we have used over
the years to develop and support unlver.al .orvice. This hearinl i. a
concrete example that our nation's telecommunications policy makoti have
taken seriously our industry's can that measures be taken to assure the
preservation of universal service as our telecommunications mEU'ketplace

I
underioes fundamental changes. !

Second. the same evolution of telecommunications teehnololY w~ich are
drivina changel in our marketplace have .1.0 caused lome partiul to IUI.elt
that the definition of what constitute. \IIllvenal service be reexamined.
Advanced digital and broadband tocbnolopel have made now servicol
available to CUltOmors. Beforo such now aervice. are included in. • new
universal service mandate. however, public policy makers mUlt allow the
competitive marketplace to function. and carefully consider thei necollity,
cost and fundinl requirements of any such mandato.

Historic'Uerspectixo

This discussion allume. that U S WEST and many other local e~ban.e

carriers will soon operate in an environment of multiple provid~fI

competing in the same ,eographica! area, and offerinl con.umcrs and
businesses local communications service. through a variety of .techno!oliol,
including cable TV networks, fixed and mobile cellular service.:)vire.... pes
and possibly others. While universal lervice lacks a precilC d~finitioD, the
concept fostered nearly a century of U.S. telecommunlcadons dovelopment.
The Communications Act of 1934 established a national commitment "to

•• Page I ..
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make available, so far as possible, to all the people of the United' States .'
rapid, efficient, nationwide and worldwide wire and radio communioauOIlI
service with adequate facilities at realOl1able char,e.," The.e concept.
provided the baais for various rate Iwetllr... subsidie:; and service
initiatives over the decades, which U S WEST perceives to have yielded the
following results:

I

• Single-partYt voice-arade telephone service with louchtone capability
is now or will soon be available to virtually every custom~r;

• Pricing of business t toll. ace... and other vertical services has created
a support flow to basic residential service;

• The requirement of price-averaging has created a general ~uppon
flowinl from urban to rural customers; ,

• Hiah.cost LBCs are subsidized throulh various high COlt and uDiverlal
service funds:

• Federal proJfams such II Lifeline Alli.tance and Link-up America
make discounted baic service available to the poor;

• Every state offers low-income consumers ba.ic .ervice at a reduced
price;

• Federal law requires TDD Relay Service providina telecommunlcatioD'
access to deaf and hearina-impaired conlumers; aceess Ilr,,,
surcharges typically fund the .tate COlt for this lervice.

• Access line surchugel have been widely imposed to eDabl~ local
governments to provide 911 and 8911 service. '

• Touch tone service is increasingly provided as part of basi,(~ service, at
no additional charge.

As the result of such policies and pracdeea, basic telephone sor"ice i.
available virtually everywhere in the nation. Nearly 94 percent of all U.S.
households now have telephone service, and another 1.7 percent have
access to a phone whore they can receive calls. .':

J21fiDitiQp Qf UQiyeryl Seryicc,

Tho level of service U S WEST recommends II a univern1 .ervice atandud
in todayl. market it .inale party, voice-arade service with touch-tone
capability. In locatioDs where this level of service ia Dot currently available,
providers should be expected to have in place reasonable plansl' to achiove
this standard,

t

In many rospect., the definition of univonal service hu evolved over time.
Years ago, party line service was considered sufficient to tneet.the
communications needs of the public. Today the market expectai .inllo line

-. Pale 2 _.
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service. Similarly, many years' alo the provision of a telephone 'Ret was
considered an e.lonual part of th~.univoflll .ervice pacDJe. l'?<iay, with
tho evolution of a robust compeutlve market for cUltomer premlSe
equipment, a mandate for U S WEST to provide a set would be i l~nnecea.ary I

if not silly. .

U S WEST believes that public policy makers should procoed slowly and
cautiously in changing the definition of what constitutes universal service.
First of all. the competitive markotplace mUlt be liven a chance to work.
We believe that competition. not public polley mandates, is the mOlt
efficient way to insure that cUltomers are liven the widelt array of services
they need and want at prices they can afford. Any expansion of the
definition of what constitutes universal service mUlt also necessarily
consider the cost to society for the ubiquitous provision of an eJ)hanced level
of service, and how these costs would be funded. The need for .,.d size of
any universal service funding mechanism is determined by the 'difference
between what would be provided by the competitive marketplace, and what
public policy makers mandate to be provided. .

The entry of local competition places at rilk many of the sourc~~ of fundinl
for the current levels of universal service. This fundins telultlfrom
wide.pread rate Iverlling and the pricin, of toll, acce.. aDd other vertical
services significantly above COlt. Public policy maken should initially tum
their attention to stePI tbat will be necol.UY to maintain the c~rront levelI

of universal service as the market chall,es. In order to do thisi'incumbent
LEes must be liven the opportunity to competet and the new ~~rket

entrants must begin to pay their rair share of the cost of maint.~ninl

universal service.

Another important, and often overlooked, upect of universal service is the
seamless and transparent interconnection of multiple local network. to the
customer. Today, a CUllomer is unaware of when or how a callj;~i. bucled-off
between U S WEST and other local exchanle or interexcbanae camers. Thil
is the result of a very precise set of standards and guidelines developed by
the industry. As new competin, local network. are inU'oducod" :public policy
makers must be cueful to assure that standards are eltablilhe~; and
enforced to assure the continued trlDsparency of intorconnection:. We
believe it would be inefficient and practically unworkable for etch of the Sl
state regulatory jurisdictions to individually develop such stan~ard. and
luidclines. For this reason, U S WEST recommends that such standards be
.atablished at the National level, with appropriate input from the Statel, for
uniform nationwide introduction under local oversight of the State
regulatory authorities.

•• Pale 3 --
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Competition. not universal service. should become the primary c>peratinl
concept aSlurinl delivery of the telecommunications services cqnlumtra
want. Only in those situations where competition fails to meet ~e public
interest should re.ulators mandate service deployment. Relulatpn should
develop competitively neutral proce..el, including the explicit identification
of subsidies needed, to addre.. needs not served by the competitive
marketplace. If subsidies aro required, they should be explicitly; ad openly
identified and should be lenorated throu.h public taxation. If this rovenue
source is not politically feasible. noeo••ary sub.idies should be leneracod
from all industry participants in a way which it efficient. fair and I.nlitive
to changing market conditions.

lWLM;xicg III.bono Pen;trltigD

The most current analysi& shows New Mexico's telephono pene~tiOD at
88.8 percent. Althoulh it hal siinificllltly increa.ed since 1983.';"it i. still
lower than the national averale of 93.8 percent. ,.

In New Mexico, U S WEST offen low income famille. varioul option. that
provide lower co.t alternative. for buic telephone service. Me.,ured
service is available to anyone in the state and offer. a monthly rate of S5.7S

I'

per month plul ulile. The Low Income Telephone AsaistlDCe ~lan (LITAP)
provides telephone service for S.30 per mOtlth plul ula.e. The New Mexico
State Corporation Commi'lion, aevera! years alo, expaoded the: elipbility
and Itrenlthened the exillin. LITAP pI'OII'IIJl by roqubinl U S WBST to
implement a pro.ram that automatically ,ivel discounts to tho'e who have
already qualified for another state alltstance proaram called L9'f1 Iacome
Home EnerlY AI.istance Plan (UHBAP). Thi. aUlomatic convelalon proaram,
a joint effon with the State Human Services Department. was one of the first
of its kind in the nation. .

U S WEST a110 contributes up to SS,OOO per cUltomer towards ,qOft.truetiOD
charges for in.taUation of telephone service. In most case., rufal cUltomers
have been the recipients of this credit. Since 1987, approximat,ly $12
million has been spent to provide telephone service to noarly 6;000
customers.

ii
With excellent prolrams such as those I've mentioned above. wl)' is the
New Mexico telephone penetration still amon. the lowest in th~, country?

t,

"
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Althoulh U S WEST and the State Corporalion Commislion have .taken lome
positive and effective steps, the situation still need. to bo acldre,sed. New
Mexico has closo to the lowest per capitl income in the country' and put
studies have shown that there is a direct correlation betwoon per capita
income and telephone penetration. Althoulh the low telephon$ i peaeUation
level can be explained, in larae pan, by the low per capita income, it also
points out that there may be some problems with =~:':'ent fundin.
mechanisms, and problems in targeting the appropriate people with
assistance.

One reason for this is that the current fed..al Universal Service Pund CUSp)
procels averlles tho cost of all U S WEST exchan,es aeroll the entire state
in order to determine U S WESTS qualification for USF assistance; New
Mexico is a 'state of exttemes •• extremOi in income diltribuuon ll extremes in
population den.ity, extreme. in .00000000Y and extremes in me CoIl of
providing telephone Jervice. Uader the c1lJ'l'ent USP approach, ~. low deaaity
high cost area of New Mexico popa1a&ed tar,ely by low income'R.ideDt' and
lerved by U S WEST would receive no .upport from the USF, oven thoup
this is the very type of area which wo.ld 110m to need it the mq.t. A. local
competition develops in Albuquerque, aad U S WEST is forced to reduce it's
rates there to remain competitive, resielent. in low density biab COlt areas of
U S WEST will be harmed eVOD further II the support provided by resident.
of urban portions of New Mexico decline•.

The situation in New Mexico demonstrltes that what is needed is a universal
service funding mechanism that tar.ets support more efficiently to the truly
low density high cost rural area. where the residents have tho, highest need
for support. [.~;

it';
!

Summit)' and CQlslJWml

This discuSlioD can be.t be summarized by lisOnI what U S WEST believes
to be eleven key principles of universal service:

I

1) The univenal service stratelY put in place by re.ulato~1 and the
old Bell monopoly has boon, overall, enormously luccellfu;l.

,

2) Acceleratinl developments in the telecommunications i. ,indu.try
driven by techno!oIY, compedtion and the availability of ·~hoicel.

creates a need for us to reexamine today's Universal Service
mechanisms.

•• Pale S ••
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3) Universal service is a locial concept wllich is defined IS affordable
and ubiquitoul access to the network and itl capabilities. For today'.
cUltomers, this access is defined alone-party, voice-arade'l service
with touch-tone.' i

4) Public Policy action to expand or modify the definition of Univeraal
Service in response to chanainl markets and tecbnololY, mUlt
consider customer demand for servic... the cost to s~iety' for
expansion of the definition and the manner in which such expan.ion
would be funded.

S) Presently. univorsal sorvice is funded throulh three lources:
• Explicit state and federal support mechanism. (,USF,

LINKUP and Lifeline, discounted local lervice,B911)
• Implicit support throulh averlled LBC rite stk-ucturos and

revenue flows from business loll and accel. s~rvices.

• Government mandated accountin. structures (Separations
process, capital recovery. accountins mech.ni~ms).

6) Current luppon mechanism. allume a monopoly provider. Tbil
'lIumpttoD il no lonler IUleainable in the rapidly evolvin'l
competitive environment. .

7) As local competition evolves. LECs must be allowed thC'~ freedom to
respond which requires: i-

• Removal of implicit support mechanisms fromi,ate
structure desiaD (price deavoragin" capital re.~overy

reform. etc.) 1<:'

• Movinl prices more in line with cOltl, and eUJ;nInatiul
subsidies to customers who can afford to pay rilere for
their service.'

I
'j

8) The need for and size of a univerlal service fund il dffermined by
the difference between lovernmenl mandatea for universal service
and what would' be provided by I competitive marketplace. Support
could be of two forms: to low income individual. who clnnot afford
servico and hiah cost areas where the infrutructure investment would
not be economically viable. I

9) Nee,.,ary lupport mechanisms should be explicitly identified.
specifically wleted, and funded in • compotitively neut::al manner.
All telecommunications providers .hould participate fairl~: in the
fundina mechanism. 1',-

-- Pale 6 --
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10) An appropriate balance should oxilt between .upport tJlat now. to
end users, and support that flows to companies to meet th~ collecdve
needs of customer groups. 'i.

11) Universal service also implies the seamlell tranlparent
interconnection of the multiple local networks. National guidelines for
local network entry and interconnection mUlt be developed to inlure
continuation of this goal..

These principlo. embody all the alpOCt. of univerul .ervice that mUlt be
addressed. An intoarated approach mUlt be utilized in order to!;' achieve an
effective transition to a competitive environment. Ii

:,

-- p... 7 --
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I, Kelseau Powe, Jr., do hereby certify that on this 16th

day of December, 1993, I have caused a copy of the foregoing

COIIIIBI1'1'S O. U S Dft COIOlUlfICA'l'IO.S, I.C. be served via first-

class United states Mail, postage prepaid, upon the person listed

on the attached service list.

*Via Band-Delivery
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Federal Communications
Room 518
1919 M street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

*Jaae. D. Schlichting
Federal Communications
Room 544
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Commission

Commission

.....

*Policy and Program Planning
Division

Federal Communications commission
Room 544
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20554

*International Transcription
Services

suite 140
2100 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

Andrew D. Lipman MFS
Russell M. Blau
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
suite 300
3000 K street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20007


