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1 December 11, 2014 Complaint “Complaint”, December 16, 2014 FCC Rules for the Chelmowski v AT&T “Rules”,
January 16, 2015 AT&T Answer “Answer”, January 26, 2015 Chelmowski Reply “Reply”,
2 Communications Act of 1934 TITLE I SEC. 1. "Federal Communications Commission", which shall be constituted
as hereinafter provided, and which shall execute and enforce the provisions of this Act.
Legal and Constitutional Functions of Federal Communications Commission 47 CFR § 0.111
Serve as the primary Commission entity responsible for enforcement of the Communications Act and other
communications statutes, the Commission's rules... Resolve complaints, including complaints filed under section
208 of the Communications Act, regarding acts or omissions of common carriers… The Consumer and
Governmental Affairs Bureau has primary responsibility for informally resolving individual informal complaints
from consumers against common carriers (wireline, wireless and international) and against other wireless
licensees, and informal consumer complaints involving access to telecommunications services…
3 Id.
4 Chief Justice Ginsburg ruled in Sprint Communications Co. v. F.C.C., 76 F.3d 1221, 1226 (D.C. Cir 1996) (“In order
to establish fraudulent concealment . . . the plaintiff must show that the defendant took ‘some misleading,
deceptive or otherwise contrived action’ to conceal information material to the plaintiff’s claim.”) (quoting Hobson
v. Wilson, 737 F.2d 1, 34 (D.C. Cir. 1984))… “Silence does toll the statute of limitations, however, if defendant has
an affirmative duty to disclose the relevant information to the plaintiff. See Smith v. Nixon, 606 F.2d 1183, 1190
(D.C.Cir.1979); see also Rutledge v. Boston Woven Hose & Rubber Co., 576 F.2d 248, 250 (9th Cir.1978).”)
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5 47 CFR § 0.111
6 TRW Inc. v. Andrews, 534 U.S. 19, 37 (2001) (Scalia, J., concurring) (“The injury discovery rule . . . [is a] historical
exception for suits based on fraud . . . .” (emphasis added)); Holmberg v. Ambrecht, 327 U.S. 392, 397 (1946)
(“[W]here a plaintiff has been injured by fraud . . . the bar of the statute does not begin to run until the fraud is
discovered . . . .” (emphasis added) (internal quotation marks omitted))
7 Why did AT&T April 11, 2011 NOIC from AT&T Manager FCC Appeals Bureau, Margaret Trammell conceal all the
2011 March and April 2011 porting rejections in AT&T January 16, 2015 Answer (AT&T intentional waited past
2013, to disclose these March and April 2011 porting rejections which were also intentionally concealed in AT&T
September 22, 2011 NOIC letter without an author). AT&T Answer exhibit proves that FCC had knowledge of the
2011 porting rejections and found no reason to proceed in its legal duty under 47 CFR 0.111 because AT&T
deceitful (implying the reason why AT&T could not port the phone number was because Chelmowski would not
return calls, this is an outright lie to the FCC, too see AT&T Answer paragraph 9 and 23) and fraudulent
concealment letter. AT&T refused its legal obligation to provide copies of 47 CFR 1.717 NOIC responses, in the
fraudulent concealment scheme.
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8 Chief Justice Ginsburg ruled in Sprint Communications Co. v. F.C.C., 76 F.3d 1221, 1226 (D.C. Cir 1996) (“In order
to establish fraudulent concealment . . . the plaintiff must show that the defendant took ‘some misleading,
deceptive or otherwise contrived action’ to conceal information material to the plaintiff’s claim.”) (quoting Hobson
v. Wilson, 737 F.2d 1, 34 (D.C. Cir. 1984))… “Silence does toll the statute of limitations, however, if defendant has
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an affirmative duty to disclose the relevant information to the plaintiff. See Smith v. Nixon, 606 F.2d 1183, 1190
(D.C.Cir.1979); see also Rutledge v. Boston Woven Hose & Rubber Co., 576 F.2d 248, 250 (9th Cir.1978).”)
9 Id.
10 47 CFR § 0.111
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11 Reply Paragraph 24
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12 TRW Inc. v. Andrews, 534 U.S. 19, 37 (2001) (Scalia, J., concurring) (“The injury discovery rule . . . [is a] historical
exception for suits based on fraud . . . .” (emphasis added)); Holmberg v. Ambrecht, 327 U.S. 392, 397 (1946)
(“[W]here a plaintiff has been injured by fraud . . . the bar of the statute does not begin to run until the fraud is
discovered . . . .” (emphasis added) (internal quotation marks omitted)).”
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13 Afadavit dated January 26, 2015, Chelmowski never filed the August 2011 informal complaint
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14 Chief Justice Ginsburg ruled in Sprint Communications Co. v. F.C.C., 76 F.3d 1221, 1226 (D.C. Cir 1996) (“In order
to establish fraudulent concealment . . . the plaintiff must show that the defendant took ‘some misleading,
deceptive or otherwise contrived action’ to conceal information material to the plaintiff’s claim.”) (quoting Hobson
v. Wilson, 737 F.2d 1, 34 (D.C. Cir. 1984))… “Silence does toll the statute of limitations, however, if defendant has
an affirmative duty to disclose the relevant information to the plaintiff. See Smith v. Nixon, 606 F.2d 1183, 1190
(D.C.Cir.1979); see also Rutledge v. Boston Woven Hose & Rubber Co., 576 F.2d 248, 250 (9th Cir.1978).”)
15 All exhibits especially Complaint EX 0022 to EX 0041
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16 TRW Inc. v. Andrews, 534 U.S. 19, 37 (2001) (Scalia, J., concurring) (“The injury discovery rule . . . [is a] historical
exception for suits based on fraud . . . .” (emphasis added)); Holmberg v. Ambrecht, 327 U.S. 392, 397 (1946)
(“[W]here a plaintiff has been injured by fraud . . . the bar of the statute does not begin to run until the fraud is
discovered . . . .” (emphasis added) (internal quotation marks omitted)).”



12

17 Only thing produced on the porting was hearsay of hearsay, which what AT&T produced is all AT&T would
produce in this Formal complaint. Despite AT&T having documents required by law under FC Answer 47 CFR 1.724.
18 Communications Act of 1934 TITLE I SEC. 1. "Federal Communications Commission", which shall be constituted
as hereinafter provided, and which shall execute and enforce the provisions of this Act.
Legal and Constitutional Functions of Federal Communications Commission 47 CFR § 0.111
Serve as the primary Commission entity responsible for enforcement of the Communications Act and other
communications statutes, the Commission's rules... Resolve complaints, including complaints filed under section
208 of the Communications Act, regarding acts or omissions of common carriers… The Consumer and
Governmental Affairs Bureau has primary responsibility for informally resolving individual informal complaints
from consumers against common carriers (wireline, wireless and international) and against other wireless
licensees, and informal consumer complaints involving access to telecommunications services…
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19 Chief Justice Ginsburg ruled in Sprint Communications Co. v. F.C.C., 76 F.3d 1221, 1226 (D.C. Cir 1996) (“In order
to establish fraudulent concealment . . . the plaintiff must show that the defendant took ‘some misleading,
deceptive or otherwise contrived action’ to conceal information material to the plaintiff’s claim.”) (quoting Hobson
v. Wilson, 737 F.2d 1, 34 (D.C. Cir. 1984))… “Silence does toll the statute of limitations, however, if defendant has
an affirmative duty to disclose the relevant information to the plaintiff. See Smith v. Nixon, 606 F.2d 1183, 1190
(D.C.Cir.1979); see also Rutledge v. Boston Woven Hose & Rubber Co., 576 F.2d 248, 250 (9th Cir.1978).”); Chief
Justice Ginsburg ruled in Sprint Communications Co. v. F.C.C., 76 F.3d 1221, 1226 (D.C. Cir 1996) (“In order to
establish fraudulent concealment . . . the plaintiff must show that the defendant took ‘some misleading, deceptive
or otherwise contrived action’ to conceal information material to the plaintiff’s claim.”) (Quoting Hobson v. Wilson,
737 F.2d 1, 34 (D.C. Cir. 1984))… “Silence does toll the statute of limitations, however, if defendant has an
affirmative duty to disclose the relevant information to the plaintiff. See Smith v. Nixon, 606 F.2d 1183, 1190
(D.C.Cir.1979); see also Rutledge v. Boston Woven Hose & Rubber Co., 576 F.2d 248, 250 (9th Cir.1978).”);
TRW Inc. v. Andrews, 534 U.S. 19, 37 (2001) (Scalia, J., concurring) (“The injury discovery rule . . . [is a] historical
exception for suits based on fraud . . . .” (emphasis added)); Holmberg v. Ambrecht, 327 U.S. 392, 397 (1946)
(“[W]here a plaintiff has been injured by fraud . . . the bar of the statute does not begin to run until the fraud is
discovered . . . .” (emphasis added) (internal quotation marks omitted));
Under fraudulent concealment, the running of the statute of limitations is tolled when a defendant engages in
some misleading, deceptive or otherwise contrived action or scheme, in the course of committing the wrong, that
is designed to mask the existence of a cause of action. Riddell v. Riddell Washington Corp., 866 F.2d 1480, 1491
(D.C. Cir. 1989).;
William J. Davis, Inc. v. Young, 412 A.2d 1187, 1191 92 (D.C.1980) (“[Defendant] must have done something of an
affirmative nature designed to prevent discovery of the cause of action.... [A]ny statement, word or act which
tends to suppress the truth raises the suppression to that level”).;
Cited by both parties in the Complainant and Answer: FCC case, Valenti v. AT&T, 12 FCC Rcd 2611. 2621 22 (1997)
at ¶ 24 (Without proof of “fraud or deceit having been practiced by the defendants upon complainant to prevent
him from becoming aware of the facts which are the basis of [his] claim[s], there can be no tolling of the statute of
limitations.)”. Emphasis FCC statute of limitations should be tolled with “fraud or deceit having been practiced by
the defendants upon complainant to prevent him from becoming aware of the facts which are the basis of [his]
claim[s]”;
Operator Communications, Inc v Contel of the South, File no. EB 05 MD 0009, “indeed the Commission [FCC] has
identified only one circumstance that warrants equitable tolling of Section 415 p fraudulent concealment by the
defendant of the facts giving rise to the claim.”
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20 Communications Act of 1934 TITLE I SEC. 1. "Federal Communications Commission", which shall be constituted
as hereinafter provided, and which shall execute and enforce the provisions of this Act.
Legal and Constitutional Functions of Federal Communications Commission 47 CFR § 0.111
Serve as the primary Commission entity responsible for enforcement of the Communications Act and other
communications statutes, the Commission's rules... Resolve complaints, including complaints filed under section
208 of the Communications Act, regarding acts or omissions of common carriers… The Consumer and
Governmental Affairs Bureau has primary responsibility for informally resolving individual informal complaints
from consumers against common carriers (wireline, wireless and international) and against other wireless
licensees, and informal consumer complaints involving access to telecommunications services…
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