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OFFjCE Of SECRETARY
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Federal- State Joint \oard
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CC Docket No. 96-45

DOCKET FILE COpy
ORIGINAL

MOTION TO ACCEPT LATE-FILED PLEADING

The attach'd Further Comments of the Virgin Islands

Telephone Corporatic ("Vitelco"), which are being filed

simultaneously herew th, were not submitted by the filing

deadline of August~; 1996. Vitelco was unable to file its

Further Comments in l timely manner because key personnel were

unavailable to reviev and complete the Comments. These

personnel were out ( the office on an emergency basis,

restoring service ou ages that were caused by Hurricane Bertha,

which struck the VirJin Islands in July

Vitelco ha; acted as promptly as possible, and is

submitting its Furtt ~r Comments within two business days of the

scheduled filing dat'. By this prompt action, Vitelco has

attempted to minimi2 ~ any inconvenience to the Joint Board
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members or Commissic Staff associated with the late filing.

Moreover, because t:b Commission has not authorized replies to

the Further Comments no party will be prejudiced by a grant of

this motion. Furthe , because the matters under consideration

in the instant proce ~ding are of critical importance to

telecommunications C ,Triers and their customers, Vitelco

believes that the pu )lic interest would be served by compiling

the fullest and most comprehensive public record possible.

For the reisons discussed above, Vitelco respectfully

requests that the Ccnmission grant thls Motion to Accept Late-

Filed Pleading.

Respectfully submitted,

(/~2£
, Jonathan E. Canis

c~/ REED SM I TH SHAW & MCCLAY
1301 K Street, N.W.
Suite 1100 - East Tower
Wash_ngton, D.C. 20005
(202 414-9200

Counsel for the Virgin Islands
Telephone Corporation

August 6, 1996
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SUMMARY

SUMMARY OF AJSWERS TO UNIVERSAL SERVICE QUESTIONS

1. It is not
affordablE
only becau
local loor
Common Lir
would neec
affordable

lppropriate to assume that current rates are
Vitelco's rates are barely affordable

;e of interstate ~ontributions to the basic
via the Universal Service Fund and Carrier

In thelr absence Vitelco's local rates
to double or riple making them no longer

2. Each of tt~se factors should be considered in
determinir J affordability but in the Virgin Islands
telephone ~xpenditures as percentage of income and
cost ofLi ring are most import:ant. Virgin Islands
disposablF income is only 60 percent of the U.S.
average I '" li le its cost f i \ring is among the highest
in the U.,(

3. A specific
any "pro:>
determinat
the cost (
benchmark
absolutel)
to the thJ

benchmark rate has the problem inherent in
/" by not considering things vital to the
on of affordability, like income levels and
living. This means that the same

-ate could be affordable to one person,
unaffordable to the next person and cheap

-d person.

4.

5.

If a carr] ~r cannot provide universal service then
that carrj ~r must be denied universal service support?
Receiving lniversal service support carries with it
"carrier c last resort" obligations. Providing
universal 3ervice support to a carrier that cannot
provide ur iversal service gives an unfair competitive
advantage 0 that carrier.

Local loor 3 do not fully represent the costs of
providing .he core services Significant other costs
are centr~ office switching costs, transport costs,
informatic 1 services costs and billing costs.



6. The servic
discounts
services a
discounts
students.

~s and functionalitles eligible for
;hould only include commercially available
; defined by the Act. The benefits of such
o the extent possible should accrue to the

7.

12.

22.

26.

Inside wir ng is a very competitive and unregulated
service wh ch should not be eligible for universal
service su )port. The market should be relied on to
keep price affordable.

Discounts ;hould be directed to the administrative
level clos~st to the intended beneficiaries - the
students. This means distributing funds directly to
schools 01 libraries to purchase telecommunications
services.

separate fInding mechanisms and accounting procedures
should be ~stablished for Core services, schools,
libraries ind rural health care providers.

No modific itions are required to the current High Cost
Fund to cc nply with the Telecommunications Act of
1996.

27. Incorporat
service tE
of income
Fund.

Lng an affordability standard - universal
ecommunication expenditures as a percentage
~an improve the tarqeting of the High Cost

28.

31.

32.

A competit Lve carrier, which meets all carrier of last
resort obI Lgations, should be entitled to high cost
funds basEl on its own book costs, capped at an amount
no greate1 than the book costs of the incumbent
exchange irrier.

Rural comr 'inies are defined in the Communications Act
- Section 1 (47) .

Rural comr 'inies should not be required to transition
to either i system of proxy costs or a system of
competiti\ ~ bidding. Proxies should not be used for
determinir J universal servic:::e support. If another
carrier If to receive support, it should be based on
its own cc 3tS.
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33. Proxy mode
universal
examples w
actual cos

s should not be
:,ervice support.
lere proxy costs
s relied upon,

~sed for determining
This is one of many

should be overridden and

34.

35-40.

42-44.

46-48.

41.

Lifeline a ld Linkup are needed to ensure that low
income CUE omers in insular areas have affordable
telecommur cations servi=e.

Using prox es to quantify the amount of support
needed fOl high cost areas is a
bad idea I ~cause proxies wi 11 not accurately
reflect tl costs of high cost areas &
like the T S. Virgin Islands. The present system
which is w )rking well uses actual costs which are more
accurate r lan proxies.

Support fc insular areas, Alaska and all other
eligible c -eas should be based on actual costs.

45.

46.

The model
document.

If a proxy
data must
adopted

md its algorithms must be a public

model is adopted tnen publicly available
)e used to develop it or it should not be

69. Vitelco's ~arrier Common Line based on fully
distributE} costs is $6.1. The company does not know
if any pal of this amount should be considered a
subsidy

70.

71 .

InterstatE
continue
cost for E

Lifeline c

imposi tior
revenues

Telecommunications service providers should
) pay for a portion (25 percent) of the loop
Tery interstate minute used.

ld Linkup should be funded through
of a surcharge on interstate retail
tall telecommuni'=at::ions service providers.

72. All telecc nmunications service providers should
contributE to the administration of the fund even if
the contr ~ution is de minimis.

-iii-



FEDERAl COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Federal-State Joint soard
on Universal ServicE

CC Docket No. 96-45

FURTHER COMMENTS (F THE VIRGIN ISLANDS TELEPHONE CORPORATION

The Virgir Islands Telephone Corporation ("Vitelco"),

by its undersigned ( mnsel and pursuant to the Commission's

Public Notice,l here 'y respectfully submits its Further Comments

on a number of quest ons posed by the Common Carrier Bureau.

Definition Issues

1. Is it appropriat~ to assume that current rates for services
included within the iefinition of universal service are
affordable I despite lariations amongs~ompanies and service
areas?

It is not ippropriate to assume that current rates for

basic universal sep, Lces are affordable without examining a

1
Common Carrier '3ureau Seeks Further Comment on Specific
Questions in VI iversal Service Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, CT Jocket No. 96-45, DA 96-1078, released July
3, 1996.



company's existing r ,tes and their relationship to the income

level of the subscri ler base, their serving area etc.

Universal ;ervice rates in ~.s. Virgin Islands are

barely affordable or y because of interstate contributions to

the basic local loor via the universa Service Fund and Carrier

Common Line. In the r absence rates n the Virgin Islands must

double or triple r) longer being affordable and jeopardizing

universal service If the territory.

2. To what extent s10uld non-rate factors, such as
subscribership level telephone expenditures as a percentage of
income, cost of livi 19, or local calling area size be considered
in determining the a'=fordability and reasonable comparability of
rates?

Each of tt ~se factors should be considered in

determining affordal ,lity. The importance of telephone

expenditures as a pE -centage of income and cost of living as a

determinant of affol lability are obvious in the U.S. Virgin

Islands. In the Vir Jin Islands disposable income is only 60

percent of the US a\ ~rage and approxima~ely 25 percent of the

population receives ~elfare assistance. Cost of living in the

Virgin Islands is an )ng the highest under the American Flag.
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3. When makinq the 'affordability" determination required by
Section 254(1) of th~ Act, what are the advantages and
disadvantages of usi Ig a specific national benchmark rate for
core services in a-L':oxy model'?

Vitelco ha ; stated in previc)lls comments on this

subject that using roxies to quantify the amount of support

needed for high cost areas is a bad idea because a proxy will

not accurately reflE :t the costs of many high cost areas. An

accurate proxy in tt ~ Virgin Islands must account for the cost

implications of deva;tating hurricanes, mountainous topography,

intense sunlight, a Inique island service area and many other

factors.

A specific benchmark rate has the problem inherent In

any "proxy" by not ~onsidering things vital to the

determination of aff lrdability, like income levels and the cost

of living. This mear 3 that the same benchmark rate could be

affordable to one pErson, absolutely unaffordable to the next

person and cheap to he third person.

4. What are the eff~cts on competition if a carrier is denied
universal service suoport because it is technically infeasible
for that carrier to orovide one or .mOKe of the core services?

If a carr]~r cannot provide universal service then

that carrier must bE denied universal service support.

Receiving universal 3ervice support carries with it "carrier of

last resort" obligat Lons, Providing universal service support
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to a carrier that ca lnot provide universal service gives an

unfair competitive a Ivantage to that :'alTiero

50 A number of comm;nters proposed various services to be
included on the list of supported services, including access to
directory assistance emergency assistance, and advanced
services, although tle delivery of these services may require a
local loop, do loop. ~osts accurately represent the actual cost
pf providing core se:vices? To the extent that loop costs do
not fully represent _he costs associated with including a
service in the defiLLtion of core services, identify and
quantify other costE. to be considered_:_

Local 100I 3 do not fully represent the costs of

providing the core ~ ;rviceso Significant other costs are

central office switc ling costs, transport costs, information

services costs and 1 tIling costs.

Schools, Libraries, Health Care Providers

Due to tin ~ constraints the result of dealing with the

serious service ram: Cications of three recent hurricanes,

Vitelco has not yet iddressed many of the issues raised by

questions 6 through !5.
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h Should the servi :es or functionalities eligible for
discounts be specifi :ally limited and identified, or should the
discount apply to al available services?

A fund fOl schools and librarles separate from the

high-cost or univer811 services fund should be established. The

services and functic lalities eligible for discounts should only

include commercially available telecommunications services as

defined by the Act. The benefits of such discounts should

accrue primarily to he students.

7. Does Section 254 (h) contemplate that inside wirinq or other
internal connections to classrooms may be eligible for universal
service support of t31ecommunications services provided to
schools and librariE3? If so, what is the estimated cost of the
inside wiring and ot~er internal connections?

Inside W1J Lng is a very competitive and unregulated

service which shoulc not be eligible Ear universal service

support because the narket will serve to keep prices affordable.

12. Should discounts be directed to ~he states ln the form of
block grants?

Funds ShOl ld be directed to the administrative level

closest to the inteJ ded beneficiaries the students. This

means distributing llnds directly to schools or libraries to

purchase telecommun cations services, rather than implementing a

pure discount plan. The objective should be to maximize the

benefit to the studr nts.
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22. Should separate funding mechanisms be established for
schools and librarie; and for rural health care providers?

The Act pI Jvides schools and libraries, rural health

care facilities and 'ore universal services with different

requirements. Thus, 3eparate funding mechanisms and accounting

procedures should bE established for Core services, schools,

libraries and rural ~ealth care providers.

High Cost Fund

Due to tire constraints the result of dealing with the

serious ramificatior s of three recent hurricanes, Vitelco has

not yet addressed t 1 e issues raised by questions 29 and 30.

26. If the existinc high-cost support mechanism remains in
place (on either a lermanent or temporary basis), what
modifications, if ary, are required to comply with the
Telecommunications lCt of 1996?

No modifi, ations are required to the current High Cost

Fund to comply with :.he Telecommunications Act of 1996. The USF

is an explicit prog am which meets the requirements of the Act.

27. If the high-colt support system is kept in place for rural
areas, how should i be modified to target the fund better and
consistently with te Telecommunicatlons Act of 1996?

- 6~



Incorporat ng an affordability standard - universal

service telecommunic ltion expenditures as a percentage of income

can improve the targ>ting of the High Cost Fund.

28. What are the pc:ential advantages and disadvantages of
basing the payments ~o competitive carriers on the book costs of
the incumbent local_ ~xchange carrier operating in the same
service area?

A competit Lve carrier, which meets all carrier of last

resort obligations, 3hould be entitled to high cost funds based

on its own book cost 3 and not on the book costs of the incumbent

local exchange carr 2r. The high cost funds for the CLEC

should be capped at no more than the book costs of the ILEC.

This will encourage new entrants to serve all customers and not

merely cream skim t e high volume customers.

31. If a bifurcate,
(instead of proxy c,
should rural compan

plan that would allow the use of book costs
sts) were used for rural companies, how
es be defined?

Rural comlanies are defined in the Communications Act

- Section 3(47).
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32. If such a bifur :ated approach is used, should those
carriers initially a _lowed to use book costs eventually
transition to a prOXl system or a system of competitive bidding?
If these companies a:e transitioned from book costs, how long
should the transitio 1 be? What would_be the basis for high-cost
assistance to compet=tors under a bifurcated approach, both
initially and during a transition per;~Q~:i?

Rural comr'l.nies should not be required to transition

to either a system ( proxy costs or a3ystem of competitive

bidding to determinE support. Proxies ~re poor indicators of

the cost of providil J universa 1 servi ,:::e and should not be used

for determining SUP! ~rt. If another carrier is permitted to

receive support ln ne rural area it should be based on its own

costs of providing he core universal services.

33. If a proxy mocel is used, should carriers serving areas
with subscription below a certain level continue to receive
assistance at level, currently produced under the HCF and DEM
weighting subsidies

This is 0 e of many examples of where a proxy should

be overridden. The carrier would then receive assistance based

on its "actual", no proxy costs. This is the correct method of

calculating a compa y's support in the first place.

Proxy Models

Most of V telco's responses Ln this section will

reference - the fol .owing "general remarks" rather than

addressing each qUE 3tion on proxy modeLs separately.
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Vitelco ha l stated in preVlOUS comments on universal

service that using !=oxies to quantify the amount of support

needed for high cost areas is a bad ijea because a proxy will

not accurately reflE 't the costs of many high cost areas. An

accurate proxy for t le Virgin Islands must account for the cost

implications of devCi3tating hurricanes, mountainous topography,

intense sunlight, a lnique island service area and many other

factors.

The proxy nodels are very complex -- indeed, they are

more complex than dE veloping the actual costs themselves. Since

actual costs are mOl c accurate than proxy costs, it makes little

sense to develop ve y complex systems for proxy costs when

systems are already established to produce actual costs.

34. What, if any, l,rograms (in addition to those aimed at high
cost areas) are neeued to ensure that insular areas have
affordable telecommlnications service?

Lifeline nd Linkup are needed to ensure that low

income customers in insular areas have affordable

telecommunications ervice.
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35. US West has staed that an industry task force "could
develop a final mode process utilizing consensus model
assumptions and inpu data, II US West comments at 10. Comment on
US West's statement, discussing potential legal issues and
practical considerat ons in light of the requirement under the
1996 Act that the Ccn.mission take final action in this
proceeding within.sic months of the JQint's Board's recommended
decision.

See General Rerrlrks.

36. What proposals, if any, have been considered by interested
parties to harmonizE .the differences among the various proxy
cost proposals? What results have been achieved?

See General Rer~rks.

37. How does a pro>y model determine costs for providing only
the defined univers~l service core services?

See General ReT arks.

38.
the
of

How should a p:oxy model evolve to account for
definition of Cl re services or in the technical

various types of facilities?

changes in
capabilities

See General Rearks.

39. Should a proxy model account for the cost of access to
advanced telecommuncations and information services, as
referenced in secti In 254(b) of the Act? If so, how should this
occur?

See General Relarks.
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40. If a proxy mode is used, what, if any, measures are
necessary to assure hat urban rates and rates in rural,
insular, and high-COot areas are reasonably comparable, as
required in Section 54 (b) (3) of the 1996 Act.

See General Rerr Irks.

41. How should supp)rt be calculated for those areas (e.g.,
insular areas and Aliska) that are not included under the proxy
model?

Support f( r insular areas, Alaska and all other

eligible areas shou~ i be determined based on actual costs. See

General Remarks.

42. Will support c~lculated using a proxy model provide
sufficient incentivE to support infrastructure development and
maintain quality selvice?

See General Rer arks.

43. Should there bf recourse for companies whose book costs are
substantially above ~he costs projected for them under a proxy
model? If so, unde. what conditions (for example, at what cost
levels above the prtxy amount) should carriers be granted a
waiver allowing alt,'rnative treatment? What standards should be
used when consideri ~g such requests.

See General Re larks.

44. How can a proxl model be modified to accommodate
technological neutrllity?

See General RElarks.
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45. Is it appropria_e for a proxy model adopted by the
Commission in this p~oceeding to be subject to proprietary
restrictions, or mus such a model be_.. a public document?

While the ndividual company Lnput may be proprietary,

the model and all of its algorithms and assumptions must be a

public document.

46. Should a proxy nodel be adopted if it is based on
proprietary data th~t may not be available for public review?

See General Rerarks.

If a pro~ model is adopted then publicly available

data must be used tl develop it or it should not be adopted.

47. If it is deten.ined that proprietary data should not be
employed in the pro:y model, are there adequate data publicly
available on curren: book costs to develop a proxy model? If so,
identify the source s) of such data.

See General Re' larks.

48. Should the mat:riality and potential importance of
proprietary informaion be considered in evaluating the various
models?

See General Re~rks.
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Competitive Bidding

Due to tirr constraints the result of dealing with the

serious ramificatior of three recent ~lrricanes, Vitelco has

not yet addressed tt > issues raised by questions 49 through 55.

Benchmark Cost Model (BCM)

Questions ~6 through 63 are based on the Benchmark

Cost Model - which s a proxy model. Vitelco has not analyzed

this proxy model. urthermore, Benchmark costs have not even

been developed for he Virgin Islands.

Vitelco h. s consistently rejected the use of proxy

costs such as the B nchmark Cost Model for establishing

universal service c sts and support. Actual costs instead

should be used.

section.

Se general remarks in the Proxy Models

Cost Pro~y Model Proposed by Pacific Telesis

Vitelco t is not evaluated the cost proxy model

proposed by Pacific Telesis and therefore will not respond to

questions 64 throucl 68. Vitelco has i:onsistently rejected the

use of proxy costs for establishing universal service costs and

support. Actual CC3tS instead should oe used. See general

remarks in the Pro>y Models section.
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SLC!CCLC

69. If a portion of the CCL charge represents a subsidy to
support universal se~vicer what is the total amount of the
subsidy? Please pre/ide supporting evidence to substantiate
such estimates. SupJorting evidence should indicate the cost
methodology used to ~stimate the magnitude of the subsidy (e.g.,
long-run incremental, short-run incremental, fully-distributed).

carrier Cc nmon Line for the Virgin Islands Telephone

Corporation is as fc Llows based on 1995 fully distributed costs:

Total int( rstate common line revenue requirement
$8.5 mill In

Subscribe line charges
2.4 milli n

Carrier cmmon line revenue requirement (NECA Pool)
6.1 milli n

The compa y does not know if any part of this amount
should be considered a subsidy.

70. If a portion c: the CCL charge represents a contribution to
the recovery of 100) costs, please identify and discuss
alternatives to the.CCL charge for recovery of those costs from
all interstate tele:ommunications service providers (e.g., bulk
billing, flat rate/)er-line charge).

One altel lative to recovering the CCL charge from

interexchange carr ~rs is the often mentioned rebalancing of

rates by eliminatil ~ over a period of years the CCL charge with

an offsetting incrf ase to the Subscriber Line Charge. Vitelco

does not favor thi; approach because it would increase its core
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rate for universal E ~rvice about $10 per month.

jeopardize universa- service.

This would

Vitelco bf iieves that all interstate telecom-

munications service providers should continue to pay for a

portion (25 percent of loop costs for every interstate minute

used.

Low-Income Customers

71. Should the new universal service fund provide support for
the Lifeline and LiLkup programs, in order to make those
subsidies technolog_cally and competitively neutral? If so,
should the amount 0 the lifeline. subsidy still be tied, as it
lS now, to the amoult of the subscriber line charge?

The Life] ne and Linkup programs should be funded

through the imposit lon of a surcharge on interstate retail

revenues of all teJ =ocommunications service providers in order to

make those subsidiE 3 technologically and competitively neutral.

Administration of Universal Service Support

72. Section 254(d of the 1996 Act provides that the Commission
may exempt carrier~ from contributing to the support of
~niversal service f their contribution would be "de minimis."
The conference rep' rt indicates that "[t]he conferees intend
that this authorit. would only be used in cases where the
administrative cos of collecting contributions from a carrier
9r carriers would 'xceed the contribution that carrier would
,:;>therwise have to take under the formula for contributions
selected by the COlmission." What levels of administrative
costs should be eKJected per carrier under the various methods
that have been pro losed for fundigg._is. g., gross revenues,
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revenues net of paym~nts to other carriers, retail revenues,
etc.) ?

Each and every ~arrier should be required to contribute to

the fund even if thE contribution is "de minimis." All

telecommunications, lrriers must contribute at least $100 to the

TRS fund to cover a( ministrative costs. The same practice could

be extended to the niversal Service Fund.

For the r asons discussed abcve, Vitelco respectfully

requests that the J int Board and the Commission adopt Universal

Service rules and p licies in conformance with the discussion

contained herein.

Respectfully submitted,

R~D SMITH SHAW & MCCLAY
1301 K Street, N.W.
Suice 1100 - East Tower
Wasnington, D.C. 20005
1202:) 414-9200

Counsel for the Virgin Islands
Telephone Corporation

August 6, 1996

-16-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Jonathan E. 'anis, hereby certify that the foregoing

"Further Comments ot the Virgin Islands Telephone Company" was

sent, this 6th day ~ August 1996, by U.S. first class mail,

postage prepaid, to =he following:

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
~ederal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N W. - Room 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong, Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. - Room 844
Washington, D C. 20554

The Honorable Susan Ness, Commissioner
Federal Communicat:cons Commission
1919 M Street, N.W - Room 832
Washington, D.C. 20554

The Honorable Julia Johnson, Commissioner
Florida Public Service Commission
Capital Circle Office Center
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

The Honorable Kenneth McClure, Vice Chairman
Missouri Publis Service Comission
301 W. High Street, Suite 530
Jefferson City, MO 65102

The Honorable Sharon L. Nelson, Chairman
Washington Utilities and

Transportation Commission
P.O. Box 47250
Olympia, WA 98 ~)04 -7250



he Honorable Laska Schoenfelder,
Commissioner

Duth Dakota Public Utilities Commission
)0 E. Capital Avenue
ierre, SD 57501

artha S. Hogerty
ublic Counsel for
.0. Box 7800

arry S. Truman Bui
efferson City, MO

the State of Missouri

ding, Room 250
6:;,102

leborah Dupont, Federal Staff Chair
'ederal Communicat ic)n:::; Commission
000 L Street, ~.w. Suite 257
~ashington D,~. 20036

Jaul E. Pederson, State Staff Chair
~issouri Publi Service Commission
).0. Box 360

fruman State Office Building
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Eileen Benner
Idaho Public Uti-ities Commission
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, ID 83720 0074

Charles Bolle
South Dakota PubliC' Utilities Commission
State Capi tal, 5:)0 E. Capital Avenue
Pierre, SD 5750] S070

Lorraine Kenyon
Alaska Public Utilities Commission
1016 West Sixth Avenue, Suite 400

Anchorage AK 99501

Debra M. Kriete
Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission
P.O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

OJ
L .•



r ark Long
Lorida Public Service Commission
540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
erald Gunter Building
allahassee, FL ~2399-0850

amuel Loudenslager
xkansas Public' Sendee Commission
.0. Box 400
ittle Rock, AR 72)03 -0400

;andra Makeeff
owa Utilities Board
lucas State Office Building
)es Moines, IA 5Cl319

~hilip F. McClelland
?ennsylvania Office of Consumer Affairs
L425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Michael A. McRae
J.C. Office of the People's Counsel
1133 15th Street N.W. - Suite 500
Washington. D ~. 20005

Rafi Mohammed
Federal Communications Commission
2000 L Street. N.W , Suite 812
Washington, D~ 20036

Terry Monroe
New York Public Service Commission
Three Empire Plaza
Albany, NY 12223

Mark Nadel
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 542
Washington, DC 20554


