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REPLY COMMENTS OF AMERITECH

Ameritech submits these reply comments in response to the Commission’s Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking in this docket (FCC 96-221, released May 17, 1996) (“Notice”).
The Notice has raised many questions concerning the provisions of new § 222 of the
Communications Act of 1934 (added by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“TA 96¢"))
relating to the use and protection of customer proprietary network information (“CPNI”)
and other information. In answering those questions, it is important that the
Commission acknowledge Congress’s intentional application of § 222 to all
telecommunications carriers.!
L THE COMMISSION’S RULES MUST NOT DISTINGUISH BETWEEN

CLASSES OR TYPES OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS.

Section 222 is what it purports to be -- a comprehensive set of restrictions on the

use of CPNI by all telecommunications carriers.

! As noted in Ameritech’s comments, there is no need for a separate proceeding to determine whether
commercial mobile radio services should be subdivided under § 222(c)}1). The Commission should

conclude in this docket that that is not required. oy /
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A. Section 222 Does Not Contemplate Different Standards for Different
Telecommunications Carriers.

Several parties have encouraged the Commission to fashion different CPNI rules
for different classes of carriers -- especially arguing for stricter standards and
procedures to be applicable to incumbent local exchange carriers (“ILECs”), local
exchange carriers (“LECs”) generally, carriers with greater than 5% of the nation’s
access line, etc.2 However, the statute applies its restrictions equally to all
“telecommunications carriers”? and does not impose separate, more stringent
obligations on ILECs, dominant carriers, or any other subcategory of
telecommunications carrier.

Nor can it reasonably be argued that Congress intended that more restrictive
CPNI rules be applied to any particular class of telecommunications carrier. In TA 96,
Congress was very clear in articulating those instances in which it intended specific,
more stringent rules to apply to a particular class of carrier. For example, § 251(c)
imposes on ILECs obligations that are in addition to those imposed on all LECs under
251(b). Similarly, § 260 imposes specific obligations on ILECs with respect to the
provision of telemessaging service, and §§ 271-276 impose special restrictions on the
BOCs with respect to the provision of interLATA services, manufacturing, electronic
publishing, alarm monitoring services, and payphone services.

In the case of § 222, however, no such distinctions were made with respect to the

general restrictions on the use of CPNI. However, the fact that Congress did create

2 E.g., CompTel at 8, Air Touch at 10, MFS at 10.

3 Except of course § 222(c)(3)’s application to local exchange carriers and §222(c)’s application to “a
telecommunications carrier that provides telephone exchange service.”
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separate obligations in subsection (e) for LECs with respect to the disclosure of
aggregate customer information and in subsection (c) with respect to list information for
telecommunications carriers that provide telephone exchange service is a clear
indication that no other distinctions were intended.

In addition, there is nothing in the Conference Report that would indicate that
any such additional distinction among carriers should be inferred. In fact, just the
opposite is true. The Senate bill imposed substantial CPNI requirements on the BOCs
only while the House version allowed the Commission to exempt carriers with fewer
than 500,000 access lines. In the bill’s final form, however, Congress determined that
the CPNI requirements should apply to all telecommunications carriers without
exception.

Nor should the Commission conclude that it has a mandate to create distinctions
on its own in enacting rules under § 222. Unlike it did in other sections of TA 96,*
Congress did not direct the Commission to promulgate regulations to implement §222.
In those other provisions of TA 96, there exists some implied Congressional intent that
the FCC exercise a certain amount of discretion in enacting rules. There is no such
implication in this case. Instead, the Commission’s rules must necessarily be limited to
interpreting and clarifying the requirements of the § 222.

Ameritech does not oppose the Commission’s issuance of interpretive or

clarifying rules. Certainly, to the extent that there is any ambiguity in § 222, such rules

4 See, e.g., § 251(d)(1) regarding interconnection, § 254 passim regarding universal service, § 258(a)
regarding PIC verification procedures, § 259(a) regarding infrastructure sharing.
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would be appropriate and helpful. However, there is no reasonable interpretation of
§ 222 that would justify different application of its requirements to different types of
telecommunications carriers. Therefore, the Commission should refuse to do so in its

rules.

B. The FCC’s Current CPNI Rules Should Be Eliminated.

In response to the Commission’s inquiry, several parties urged the Commission
to maintain its old CPNI restrictions on the BOCs and GTE.> However, the legislative
history of § 222 indicates that Congress intended otherwise. First, the Conference
Report clearly states that § 222 addresses both privacy and competitive concerns with
respect to CPNIL so there is no basis for concluding that the FCC’s rules should remain
in place because they address a concern -- competition -- not dealt with by Congress.
Second, as noted above, provisions in prior versions of the legislation that would have
applied the restrictions only to BOCs or large LECs were eliminated, indicating
Congress’s distaste for CPNI rules applicable only to certain carriers. In fact, Congress
used the Commission’s own term -- “customer proprietary network information” -- and
took the trouble to articulate its own definition -- a clear indication that it intended to
supplant the Commission’s old, narrow CPNI rules with a more comprehensive set of
requirements applicable to all carriers.

Moreover, as noted in Ameritech’s comments, there is no longer any reason for
special CPNI rules to be applicable to the BOCs and GTE alone. While CPNI might be
somewhat helpful in marketing CPE, in an environment in which all customers are

knowledgeable about the multitude of sources of CPE, that information might be less

> E.g., Sprintat7, AT&T at4, Archat 12.



useful than other information that can be purchased in the marketplace. The same is
true of enhanced services such as voice mail and “on-line” Internet access services.

In addition, the Commission’s comparably efficient interconnection (“CEI"”) rules
and its regulations prohibiting discriminatory network access still apply to protect
against any alleged “bottleneck” leverage.® Further, the Court of Appeals, in affirming
the elimination of the MF]’s ban on information services, specifically found that, even
assuming that the BOCs have monopolies over local exchange service in their respective
service areas, there is little likelihood that they could use that power to unfairly
disadvantage competitive providers of information services.” Moreover, in that
analysis, the Court did not even consider CPNI as an issue that needed to be addressed.

Thus, any Commission rules interpreting and clarifying § 222 should completely
replace the existing CPNI rules that apply only to the BOCs and GTE.

II. CPNI SHOULD BE PERMITTED TO BE USED IN CONNECTION WITH

NATURAL “ADJUNCTS” TO TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES.

In response to the Commission’s apparent assumption that CPNI may not be

used in connection with information services and CPE,8 several parties have correctly

© While the Commission’s cost allocation rules also apply, Ameritech suggests that the Commission
eliminate those rules for carriers under pure price cap regulation since there is no incentive in that case to
cross-subsidize nonregulated services.

7 U.S. v. Western Electric Co., 993 F.2d 1572 (D.C. Cir. 1993). As noted in CC Docket 95-20, the furious
growth of enhanced services and the involvement of large plavers in that market belies any notion that
the CPNI restrictions are necessary.

8 NPRM at q 26.



noted that such an assumption is neither compelled by the Act nor consistent with
customer expectations.’

Certainly, § 222(c)(1)(B) specifically permits the use of CPNI in connection with
activities which, although not “telecommunications services” themselves, are
reasonably associated with the provision of those services. Moreover, a liberal reading
of this provision would more closely comport with customer expectations. As noted by
several commenters, while customers might reasonably expect a distinction between
telecommunications-related services and other services that a company might offer,
they would be surprised if restrictions were placed on their supplier’s ability to use
telecommunications-related information to provide telecommunications-related
services.

As noted in the comments of Ameritech and others,'? customers are interested in
“one-stop shopping”. While purchasers are certainly accustomed to look to a multitude
of sources for both CPE and enhanced services, in fact, their expectations are that no
unreasonable restrictions be placed on their chosen telecommunications carrier’s ability
to efficiently provide them with those products and services. In the new fully-
competitive telecommunications world envisioned by TA 96, it would be anomalous
and a disservice to customers if artificial limitations were placed on a local exchange
carrier’s ability to provide its customers with inside wire services, a paging company’s
ability to provide its customers with the pagers themselves, a cellular provider’s ability

to provide voice mail services, or a provider of caller ID service to also provide the

9 E.g., NYNEX at 12, Cincinnati Bell at 6, U S West at 15

10 E.¢., Cincinnati Bell at 6, USTA at 4, SBC at 8.
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necessary caller ID display unit. The Commission should decline to adopt such
restrictions that are not compelled by the Act, and, instead, should interpret

§ 222(c)(1)(B) as permitting the use of CPNI in connection with products and services
reasonably related to the provision of telecommunications services.

1.  THE COMMISSION’S RULES SHOULD NOT UNDULY COMPLICATE THE

OBTAINING OF CUSTOMER “APPROVAL” FOR USE OF CPNI.

Use of CPNI for other than relevant telecommunications services and related
products and services requires customer “approval” under the Act. As noted by several
parties, the fact that the Act, via § 222(c)(2), provides for an affirmative writing in the
case of a customer request for disclosure of CPNI to a third party, reasonably implies
that the approval of CPNI required for use by a carrier or its affiliate need be neither in
writing nor “affirmative.”"!

As several parties have noted in their comments, such approval might
reasonably be implied under certain circumstances.'? If the customer is notified of his
or her right to preclude the use of CPNI for non-related purposes and does not exercise
that right, the customer can be said to have approved of the use of the CPNI. Moreover,
such implied consent is logical in general terms. Most customers reasonably expect that
a business will use information about customer purchases to provide customers with
information about other products and services that the business may offer. There is no
reason why the telecommunications business should be any different in the customer’s

mind.

1 E.g., AT&T at 13, Cincinnati Bell at 15, GTE at 7.

12 E¢., AT&T at 13, USTA at 5, GTE at 5-6.



Moreover, as pointed out by AT&T,"® the Commission’s existing CPNI rules
adopt an implied consent approach. Unless they affirmatively indicate otherwise,
customers are presumed to consent to the use of their CPNI for both CPE and enhanced
services purposes.!* Moreover, the Commission’s rules require only that multiline
business customers be notified of their rights. And, as AT&T pointed out,!® the
Commission specifically rejected a prior authorization rule as being against customer’s
interest. Specifically, the Commission found that such a rule would deny mass market
consumers the benefit of one-stop shopping and integrated marketing because “a large
majority of mass market customers are likely to have their CPNI restricted through
inaction.”

The rule advocated by the Consumer Federation of America (“CFA”), in this
light, is consumer-unfriendly. CFA would have the Commission require affirmative
consent for any use of CPNI and rule that an oral authorization is good for only a single
transaction, and specify that a written authorization is also valid for only a single
transaction if no time period is articulated. Such a severe rule would significantly limit
all carriers’ ability to notify their customers of new products and services in ways that
are convenient and helpful to those customers. As noted above, the Commission has
already found that it would not be appropriate that such restrictions result from

customer inaction.

13 AT&T at 12.
14 With the exception of business customers with more than 20 lines -- for enhanced services purposes.

15 AT&T at 15.



Rather, the proposals of AT&T and GTE have substantial merit -- that is,
approval should be regarded as having been provided by the customer to the carrier for
all uses of CPNI based “on the customer’s informed participation in the customer-
carrier relationship.” Following notification of CPNI rights and absent customer
direction to the contrary, a customer’s CPNI should be permitted to be used for the
marketing of any products and services offered by affiliated operations.'¢ In this way,
customers who feel strongly about restricting the use of their CPNI can easily do so.l”

With respect to how often such notification should take place, Ameritech
suggests that it be one time only. For those customers who care about restricting the
use of their CPNI, such notice will be sufficient. An annual notification requirement
will only serve to annoy and confuse customers -- especially those customers having
multiple carriers -- local, long distance, cellular, paging, etc. For existing customers, the

notification can be made fairly quickly after the Commission adopts its rules. New

16 However, Ameritech questions whether “implied consent” would be appropriate in any case
involving the transfer of CPNI to unaffiliated third parties. Specifically, AT&T has requested that the
Commission interpret § 222 as not prohibiting the transfer of CPNI from an incumbent LEC to a
competing local exchange carrier that wins a customer without written authorization. Ameritech believes
that, in such a situation, it would not be inappropriate for the incumbent LEC to require some form of
customer approval for the transfer of historical CPNI, beyond the simple fact that that customer has
changed service to another carrier. The fact that a customer has switched service to another carrier does
not necessarily mean that the customer wants all of his or her prior CPNI batch-dumped to the new
carrier. Ameritech would not object to a Commission rule specifying that an incumbent LEC may, if
requested by a C-LEC, turn over to the C-LEC CPNI of a customer changing from the ILEC to the C-LEC
if the C-LEC obtains customer approval before requesting the transfer of the CPNI and provides the ILEC
with assurances that such approval has been obtained.

17 If the Commission nonetheless requires some form of “affirmative” approval, it should not specify the
manner in which the customer be notified of his or her rights or the form in which approval must be
obtained. Notification would be inherent in any valid affirmative customer approval process.
Unnecessarily detailed rules should not require carriers to go back and re-obtain approvals from
customers who have already given their consent in connection with a reasonable process. That would be
unnecessarily irritating to customers and wasteful of the time and resources of the carriers and their
customers.



customers could be notified with the confirming material they receive from their
carriers. Periodic notifications are unnecessary and should not be required.
IV.  THE COMMISSION NEED NOT PROMULGATE ELABORATE RULES ON

AGGREGATE CUSTOMER INFORMATION.

The Act makes it clear that any carrier can use aggregate customer information
for any purpose. The statute also provides that LECs'8 that use aggregate customer
information for purposes other than those for which individual CPNI could be used
must provide that aggregate information to others upon reasonable request. The rule is
clear on its face and, there is no reason for the Commission to elaborate beyond the
specific wording of the statute.

There is no duty to disclose aggregate customer information if that information is
used for a purpose for which individual CPNI could be used. Thus, the American
Public Communications Council (“APCC”) is off the mark when it argues that LEC
payphone traffic information must be made available to other parties -- including
independent public payphone providers (“IPPs”} Without conceding that the
information is aggregate customer information, Ameritech would note that there is
certainly no obligation to disclose this data to others if it is only used in connection with
the provision of payphone service.

Nor should the Commission require LECs to notify others when aggregate CPNI
is used for another purpose. There is no requirement in the Act that such notification be
given. Moreover, notification would give LEC competitors notice of LEC marketing

plans. Clearly, the statute requires only that, if anv unaffiliated party thinks that certain

18 All LECs, not just I-LECs.
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specific aggregate CPNI might be useful and requests the data, then that information
must be available if the LEC has chosen to use the information other than for purposes

described in § 222(c)(1).

V. CONCLUSION.

The language of § 222 dictates that the Commission should not make any
distinction between different types of carriers in adopting rules interpreting the statute.
It also evidences a Congressional intent that the Commission’s old, narrowly-focused
CPNI rules be eliminated.

The Commission should recognize customer expectation and facilitate customer
convenience by clarifying that CPNI may be used in connection with products and
services that are naturally related to telecommunications services. In that regard, the
Commission should also find that customer approval required for use of CPNI can
reasonably be implied from a customer’s failure, after reasonable notification, to

exercise his or her right to restrict the use of that information.
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Finally, the Commission should not require carrier notification of use of
aggregate customer information. Rather, the statute only requires that a carrier supply
the information to others on reasonable request if the carrier has ever chosen to use the

information for purposes other than those specified in § 222(c)(1).

Respectfully submitted,

D AT L

Michael S. Pabian

Counsel for Ameritech

Room 4H82

2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025
(847) 248-6044

Dated: June 26, 1996

-12 -



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Deborah L. Simmons, do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing,
Reply Comments of Ameritech, has been served on the parties listed on the
attached service list, via first class mail, postage prepaid, on this 26th day of
June 1996.

— -
By: A v e ) E /;’,(,V
Deborah L. Simmons




Theodore Case Whitehouse
Michael F. Finn
Attorneys for

ASSOCIATION of DIRECTORY PUBLISHERS

Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Randolph ]. May

Bonding Yee

Attorneys for

COMPUSERVE INCORPORATED
Sutherland, Asbill & Brennan

1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.-W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-2404

Charles H. Helein

Attorney for

AMERICA’S CARRIER’S
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION
Helein & Associates, P.C.

8180 Greensboro Drive

Suite 700

McLean, VA. 22102

Pamela Riley

AIRTOUCH COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
One California Street

San Francisco, CA. 94111

Albert H. Kramer

Robert F. Aldrich

Attorneys for

AMERICAN PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS
COUNCIL

Dickstein, Shapiro & Morin, L.L.P.

2101 L Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Glenn S. Rabin

Federal Regulatory Counsel

ALLTEL CORPORATION SERVICES, INC.
655 15th Street, N.-W.

Suite 200

Washington, D.C. 20005

Danny E. Adams

Steven A. Augustino

Attorneys for

ALARM INDUSTRY COMMUNICATIONS
COMMITTEE

Kelley Drye & Warren, LLP

1200 Nineteenth Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

David A. Gross

Kathleen Q. Abernathy

AIRTOUCH COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1818 N Street, N.W.

Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20036

Mark C. Rosenblum
Leonard J. Cali

Judy Sello

Attorneys for

AT&T CORPORATION
Room 3244]1

295 North Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ. 07920

Carl W. Northrop
Christine M. Crowe
Attorneys for
ARCH COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, INC.
Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker
1299 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
10th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20004-2400



Lawrence W. Katz

Attorney for

BELL ATLANTIC TELEPHONE COMPANIES
1320 North Court House Road

Eighth Floor

Arlington, VA. 22201

Peter Arth, Jr.

Edward W. O'Neill

Mary Mack Adu

Attorneys for the PEOPLE of the STATE of
CALIFORNIA and the PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION of the STATE of CALIFORNIA
505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA. 94102

Ann P. Morton, Esq.
Attorney for

CABLE & WIRELESS
8219 Leesburg Pike
Vienna, VA. 22182

Genevieve Morelli

Vice President and General Counsel

THE COMPETITIVE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION
1140 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Suite 220

Washington, D.C. 20036

J. Christopher Dance

Vice President, Legal Affairs

Kerry Tassopoulos

Director of Government Affairs

EXCEL TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
9330 LBJ Freeway

Suite 1220

Dallas, TX. 75243

William B Barfield

M. Robert Sutherland

A. Kirven Gilbert II1

Attorneys for

BELLSOUTH CORPORATION
Suite 1700

1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA. 30309-3610

Thomas E. Taylor

Jack B. Harrison

Attorneys for

CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
Frost & Jacobs

2500 PNC Center

201 East Fifth Street

Cincinnati, OH. 45202

Bradley Stillman, Esq.

Counsel for

CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICA
1424 16th Street, N.W.

Suite 604

Washington, D.C. 20036

Danny Adams

Steven A. Augustino

Attorneys for

THE COMPETITIVE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION
Kelley Drye & Warren LLP

1200 Nineteenth Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036

Thomas K. Crowe

Counsel for

EXCEL TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
Law Offices of Thomas K. Crowe, P.C.
2300 M Street, N.W.

Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20037



Michael J. Shortley, II1 Richard McKenna

Attorney for Attorney for

FRONTIER CORPORATION GTE SERVICE CORPORATION

180 South Clinton Avenue 600 Hidden Ridge

Rochester, NY. 14646 [rving, TX. 75015

David J. Gudino Joseph P. Markoski

Attorney for Marc Berejka

GTE SERVICE CORPORATION Attorneys for

1850 M Street, N.-W. THE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

Suite 1200 ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

Washington, D.C. 20036 1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
P. O. Box 407

Washington, D.C. 20044

Cindy Z. Schonhaut Albert H. Kramer

Vice President, Government Affairs Robert F. Aldrich

INTELCOM GROUP (U.S.A)), INC. Attorneys for

9605 East Maroon Circle INTELCOM GROUP (US.A)), INC.
Englewood, CO. 80112 Dickstein, Shapiro & Morin, L.L.P.

2101 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

David N. Porter

Catherine R. Sloan Vice President, Government Affairs
Richard L. Fruchterman Andrew D. Lipman

Richard S. Whitt Mark Sievers

Attorneys for Attorneys for

WORLDCOM, INC. MFS COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY, INC.
1120 Connecticut Avenue, N\W. 3000 K Street, N.-W.

Suite 400 Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20036 Washington, D.C. 20007

Frank W. Krogh Anthony J. Genovesi

Donald J. Elardo NEW YORK STATE ASSEMBLYMAN
MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORP. Legislative Office Building

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, NN-W. Room 456

Washington, D.C. 20006 Albany, NY. 12248-0001



Philip F. McClelland

Assistant Consumer Advocate

Irwin A. Popowsky, Consumer Advocate
PENNSYLVANIA OFFICE OF CONSUMER
ADVOCATE

1425 Strawberry Square

Harrisburg, PA. 17120

Saul Fisher

Thomas J. Farrelly

Attorneys for

NYNEX TELEPHONE COMPANIES
1095 Avenue of the Americas

New York, NY. 10036

Margaret E. Garber

Attorney for

PACIFIC TELESIS GROUP

1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.-W.
Washington, D.C. 20004

Dennis C. Brown

Attorney for

SMALL BUSINESS IN
TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Brown and Schwaninger
1835 K Street, N.-W.

Suite 650

Washington, D.C. 20006

James D. Ellis
Robert M. Lynch
David F. Brown

Attorneys for SBC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

175 E. Houston, Room 1254
San Antonio, TX. 78205

Paul Rodgers, General Counsel

Charles D. Gray, Assistant General Counsel
James Bradford Ramsey

Deputy Assistant General Counsel
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
REGULATORY UTILITY COMMISSIONERS
1201 Constitution Avenue, Suite 1102
Washington, D.C. 20044

Lucille M. Mates

Sarah R. Thomas

Patricia L. C. Mahoney
Attorneys for

PACIFIC TELESIS GROUP
140 New Montgomery Street
Room 1522A

San Francisco, CA. 94105

Mark J. Golden

Vice President of Industry Affairs
PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS
INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION

500 Montgomery Street

Suite 700

Alexandria, VA. 22314-1561

Judith St. Ledger-Roty

Lee A. Rau

Attorneys for

PAGING NETWORK, INC.
Reed, Smith, Shaw & McClay
1301 K Street, N.-W.

Suite 1100-East Tower
Washington, D.C. 20005

Durward D. Dupre

Michael . Zpevak

Robert J. Gryzmala

Attorneys for

SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE CO.
One Bell Center

Room 3520

St. Louis, MO. 63101



Craig T. Smith

SPRINT CORPORATION
P.O.Box 11315

Kansas City, MO. 64112

Pat Wood, ITI, Chairman

Robert W. Gee, Commissioner

Judy Walsh, Commissioner

PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS
7800 Shoal Creek Boulevard

Austin, TX.. 78757-1098

Teresa Marrero

Senior Regulatory Counsel

TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP,
INC.

One Teleport Drive

Suite 300

Staten Island, NY. 10310

Mary McDermott

Linda Kent

Charles D. Cosson

Keith Townsend

UNITED STATES TELEPHONE ASSOC.
1401 H Street, N.W.

Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20005

Albert Halprin

Joel Bernstein

Attorneys for

YELLOW PAGES PUBLISHERS ASSOC.
Halprin, Temple, Goodman & Sugrue
1100 New York Avenue, N.W.

Suite 650E

Washington, D.C. 20005

Jay C. Keithley

Leon M. Kestenbaum
Norina T. Moy

SPRINT CORPORATION
1850 M Street, N.-W.

Suite 1110

Washington, D.C. 20036

Charles C. Hunter
TELECOMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS
ASSOCIATION

Hunter & Mow, P.C.

1620 I Street, N.W.

Suite 701

Washington, D.C. 20006

Kathryn Marie Krause
Attorney for

U.S. WEST, INC.

Suite 700

1020 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Jonathan E. Canis

Attorney for

VIRGIN ISLANDS TELEPHONE CORP.
Reed, Smith, Shaw & McClay

1301 K Street, N.W.

Suite 1100 - East Tower

Washington, D.C. 20005



