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SUMMARY

SBC supports the absolution rule, which is a reasonable and practical method of

implementing Section 258 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (FTA 96).  The

absolution rule effectively implements the legislative intent that the slamming carrier not

receive any money as the result of its illegal slam.

It is the position of SBC that there is no problem with the authorized carrier

making the slamming determination.  Since the rules spell out very clearly what is

required for authorization and verification, making the slamming determination is simply

a matter of requesting the proof of verification and examining that proof to see whether it

complies with the rules.  There is very little room for bias in favor of the customer to be

applied to that process.  The Third Party Administrator (TPA) proposal proposes to

conduct the very same type of investigation that will be done by authorized carriers.

SBC opposes any requirement that LECs establish an automated order process for

carrier freezes.  Carrier freezes are for the protection of customers and any requirement

that LECs accept carrier orders for freezes will destroy the efficacy of the freeze

program.

Clarification is needed as to how the slamming carrier is to receive notice of the

alleged slam under the order.  This one problem must be fixed, so that the rules can be

allowed to go into effect and slamming can be stopped.
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Comes now SBC Communications, Inc. 1 ("SBC") to file this, its response to the

Petitions for Reconsideration in the above-referenced docket.  SBC filed its own Petition

for Reconsideration and Clarification in this docket on March 18, 1999.  However, the

only point SBC raised for reconsideration was the provision in §64.1180(e)(1) that

requires the authorized carrier to place the charges of the alleged slamming carrier on the

customer’s bill when the authorized carrier determines no slam occurred.

                                                       
1 SBC Communications Inc. is the parent company of various subsidiaries, including
telecommunications carriers.  These subsidiaries include Southwestern Bell Telephone
Company (“SWBT”), Pacific Bell, Nevada Bell, and The Southern New England
Telephone Company ("SNET").  The abbreviation “SBC” shall be used herein to include
each of these subsidiaries as appropriate in the context.
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It is the position of SBC and apparently the position of the majority of the

industry2 that the exonerated carrier should re-bill and collect its own charges when a

determination is made that no slam occurred.  Otherwise, SBC supports the Federal

Communications Commission's (Commission's or FCC's) Slamming Rules, although

SBC did also ask for clarification of some portions of the Order that require interpretation

or where there appears to be a difference between the requirements adopted in the rules

and the requirements of the Order.  SBC, as authorized carrier, began verifying carrier

change orders in compliance with the Order on April 27, 1999.  However, it is apparent

that some other carriers are not complying with those requirements.  It is also apparent

that there is little risk associated with ignoring the verification rules until the liability

rules also become effective.  SBC developed and implemented methods and procedures

for complying with the slamming rules in preparation of the effective date of May 17,

1999, but had to revise those procedures to recognize the court stay granted on that same

date.  Set forth below are the comments of SBC on the issues raised in the various

Petitions for Review on an issue by issue basis, rather than a separate response for each

Petition for Review.

I. ABSOLUTION RULE

SBC supports the Commission's Rule set forth in Part 64, Subpart K, §64.1100(d)

implementing §258 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("FTA96").  Section

258 requires that slamming carriers must send any money collected as a result of a slam

to the authorized carrier and that the authorized carrier must refund any difference

between what the customer would have paid absent the slam to the customer.  Thus, the

                                                       
2 Local Exchange Companies (LECs) generally do not want to be required to bill charges
they may not even understand on behalf of carriers with whom they may not have any
billing agreement.  Interexchange Carriers (IXCs) also seek to have the Commission
make the exonerated carrier responsible for billing its own charges as a part of their Third
Party Administrator proposal (TPA) set forth on Page 26 of the Joint Petition for Waiver
filed on March 30, 1999 in this docket, which the Joint Petitioners have represented to be
supported by the entire IXC industry.
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slamming carrier gives up all funds collected as a result of its illegal action, the customer

is made whole, and the authorized carrier receives some revenue to help offset the cost of

providing the customer refund and the additional handling necessary to restore the

customer to its service.  The rule written by the Commission implements Section §258

exactly as written in situations where the customer has paid the slamming carrier for

services provided after the slam.  Section 258 specifically provides that a carrier that

violates the verification rules and collects charges for local or long distance service will

be liable to the authorized carrier in an amount equal to the charges paid, "in accordance

with such procedures as the Commission may prescribe." Numerous parties, including

Sprint Corporation (Sprint), AT&T Corp. (AT&T), GTE Service Corporation and its

affiliated domestic companies (GTE), and Frontier Corporation (Frontier) seek

reconsideration of the FCC's rules that provide for a thirty day absolution period.  If the

slammed customer has not paid any of the slamming charges, that customer will not be

liable for any charges for the first 30 days after the carrier change occurs.3

Section 258 does not detail how slams are to be handled in situations where the

customer has not yet paid any money to the slamming carrier.  Thus, the FCC had to

address that situation in order to have a workable rule.  The rule that the FCC has written

is a reasonable and practical extension of the statutory intent reflected in Section 258 that

the slamming carrier not be allowed to keep any of its ill-gotten gains.  The customer is

simply exonerated from any obligation to pay for calls made within the first thirty days

after the slam occurs.  True, the slammed carrier does not recover the revenue it would

have received had the slam not occurred, but neither did it incur any cost for those calls,

since those calls were carried by the slamming carrier.  Further, the authorized carrier did

not incur the administrative cost of re-rating the calls carried by the slamming carrier in

order to bill the customer at the same rates the customer would have been billed absent

                                                       
3 §64.1180(b).
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the slam.  Finally, in all likelihood, a slam where no charges have been paid is less likely

to have continued for any extended period of time.  Given all of those considerations, the

most practical solution to effectuating the legislative intent of taking the profit out of

slamming, while keeping the customer whole, was to do exactly as the Commission did

and exonerate the customer from any liability for the slamming charges.

Alternatively, the Commission could have directed the slamming carrier to

forward its bills to the authorized carrier and the authorized carrier could bill and collect

its own rates for the calls made over the slamming carrier's service, if it chose to do so.

Such rule would also have been consistent with the statutory objective of taking the profit

out of slamming.  However, in most instances, where the customer calls its LEC or

authorized carrier to question charges from a new carrier before paying the first bill,

those charges will not be high enough to make it worth the trouble to re-rate and re-bill

the charges. Customers who have been slammed normally call their authorized carrier or

their executing carrier immediately upon discovering the carrier change, whether that

discovery is made as the result of a customer notification program or as the result of

receiving a bill from the slamming carrier.  There is little incentive for fraud if the

customer is immediately returned to its authorized carrier upon discovering the slam.4

True, the customer does not have to pay for calls carried by the slamming carrier,

but the statute very clearly intends that the slamming carrier will not receive any

compensation for its slamming service.  So, while the Commission could probably have

required the same re-rating process in situations where the customer has not paid the bill

that it requires in situations where the customer has paid the bill, such rule would not

have satisfied the majority of the carriers that are complaining of the absolution rule

                                                       
4 Of course, there is always the risk of actual customer fraud, but that would require a
customer to initiate a carrier change in such a manner as to be able to claim to have been
slammed.  Otherwise, verification evidence will be sufficient to rebut any false slamming
allegation and the thirty-day absolution period will not apply.
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because those same carriers are also seeking to avoid the re-rating process where charges

have been paid.

As proof of that fact, SBC would point out that AT&T and Sprint are both Joint

Petitioners in the Third Party Administrator (TPA) proposal filed by MCI.5  In that

proposal, the Joint Petitioners seek a waiver of the Commission's slamming rules

requiring, among other things, a re-rating of the slamming carrier's charges to provide a

precise refund to the slammed customer.  The Joint Petitioners propose that the

authorized carrier simply provide a refund to the slammed customer in the amount of

50% of the money paid by the customer to the slamming carrier in order to avoid the cost

of re-rating the slamming carrier's charges.  Unless the slamming carrier's rates are more

than double those of the authorized carrier, the authorized carrier is going to be providing

a refund that exceeds the amount required by the statute in situations where the customer

has paid the charges, but that does not allow the slammed carrier to recover all of its

revenue foregone because of the slam.  So, while these Interexchange Carriers (IXCs) are

here complaining of the lack of a remedy to make the authorized carrier whole, those

very same carriers are also proposing to replace the Commission's rule that accomplishes

that purpose with a substitute procedure that does not make the authorized carrier whole

in order to avoid the burden of re-rating calls carried by another carrier.

II. SLAMMING DETERMINATION

AT&T and Sprint both oppose the requirement in §64.1170(a) and §64.1180(c)(d)

and (e) of the Slamming Rules that the authorized carrier make a determination as to

whether a slam has occurred.  AT&T argues that the slamming determination will have

an economic impact on the authorized carrier that is investigating the slam, so that the

                                                       
5 Joint Petition for Waiver filed by AT&T Corporation, Sprint Corporation, MCI
Worldcom, Inc., and Competitive Telecommunications Association in CC Docket 94-129
on March 30,1999.
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authorized carrier cannot serve as an unbiased fact finder.6  Such allegation ignores the

fact that in most instances, the investigation need only consist of sending a demand letter

to the alleged slamming carrier.  Unless the alleged slamming carrier submits some proof

of verification in accordance with the FCC’s requirements, no further investigation will

ever be needed.  Even if the carrier submits proof that the carrier change was not only

authorized, but also verified pursuant to the FCC's rules, then the authorized carrier will

only have to examine that evidence and determine whether the verification does indeed

conform to the FCC's rules.  In some cases, it will be necessary to call the customer as

part of the investigation.7  It would be foolhardy for any authorized carrier to just

summarily reject evidence that a carrier change was verified in accordance with the

Commission's rules because the Commission specifically states in Paragraph 42 of the

Slamming Order that if either the subscriber or the carrier making the claim (the alleged

slamming carrier) believes that the determination is wrong, it has the option of filing a

section 208 complaint.  If an authorized carrier made a decision that could not be justified

on the basis of the evidence submitted by the alleged slamming carrier, that authorized

carrier could incur liability for any damages suffered by the alleged slamming carrier as a

result of that decision.  Thus, while the procedure of having the authorized carrier make

the slamming determination may not appear to be completely unbiased, in reality the

threat of liability for a wrong decision should provide a strong deterrent to any decision

that a slam occurred unless the evidence supports that decision.

AT&T claims that the crediting process outlined in the rules is burdensome and

that the administrative systems required for this mechanism to function do not now exist.

AT&T conveniently ignores the fact that §258 of the statute specifies that the slamming

                                                       
6 AT&T Corporation’s Petition for Partial Reconsideration or in the Alternative, for
Clarification, pp 6-7.
7 This is the exact same procedure outlined in the TPA ad there is very little, if any,
opportunity for bias in favor of the customer to sway the final slamming determination.
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carrier will be liable to the authorized carrier in the amount of any money collected from

the subscriber as a result of the slam.  In addition, the legislative history for that section

indicates that it was intended that the authorized carrier make the subscriber whole.8  All

the FCC has done is propound rules to implement the statute in accordance with the

legislative intent.

It is true that actually re-rating the slamming carrier's bill to apply the authorized

carrier's charges for the exact same calls, especially where specialized calling plans are

involved, is an expensive and time consuming process.  However, in the Joint Petition9

(AT&T is one of the Joint Petitioners) the proposal is made that the authorized carriers

merely refund one-half of the amount paid and totally avoid the re-rating requirement.

So long as the customer does not pay more than it otherwise would have paid, absent the

slam, the rules have been satisfied without any time-consuming re-rating of the bill.

Thus, if the procedure of refunding half the amount paid, (as proposed by AT&T and the

other Joint Petitioners), is used, then there will be no need for the establishment of any

administrative systems required to re-rate bills.  The refund to the customer could direct

the customer to call, if the customer believed the refund to be less than the amount

required to place the customer in the same position it would have been absent the slam,

and the adjustment would be given further review.  Carriers can, therefore, comply with

the rules as written without the establishment of any new electronic interfaces or

administrative systems to re-rate bills and issue refunds.

III. ADMINISTRATION OF CARRIER CHANGES AND FREEZES

AT&T argues that LECs should be required to accept carrier freeze requests from

IXCs with proper verification.  Such proposal is impractical and not in the best interest of

                                                       
8 See H.R. Rep. No. 458, 104th Cong., 2d Sess. at CR 136 (1996).
9 Joint Petition for Waiver filed by AT&T Corporation, Sprint Corporation, MCI
Worldcom, Inc., and Competitive Telecommunications Association in CC Docket 94-129
on March 30,1999.
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subscribers.  The PIC freeze rules require that certain disclosures be made to subscribers

as a part of any PIC freeze solicitation.  If IXCs were to be permitted to take orders from

customers to implement a PIC freeze on customer lines, those IXCs would have to

explain to the customer what services could be subject to the freeze, when the freeze

would become effective, how the freeze could be lifted, and the LEC charges, if any,

associated with the freeze.10  Further, the IXC would have to be prepared to make such

disclosures for each and every LEC that offers freezes.  Since only a facilities-based LEC

can implement and administer a freeze, it is more reasonable that those carriers provide

the disclosures directly to subscribers about how PIC freezes and answer any questions

subscribers have about those disclosures.

Further, as has been the case with verification requirements for carrier change

orders, some carriers would ignore the verification requirements for PIC freezes unless

there were substantial penalties for violations and a likelihood that the violations would

be discovered quickly.  With carrier change orders, it is likely that such failure is going to

be discovered and the carrier change refuted as a slam.  With freeze requests submitted

electronically, along with a valid carrier change order, it could very well be months or

years before the customer would ever discover that a freeze had been placed on its

account without proper authorization.  The customer would not be likely to discover the

unauthorized freeze until it next attempted to change carriers.  By that time, the customer

might not even remember whether it had or had not authorized a freeze along with the

carrier change.  While unauthorized freezes do not create the havoc that unauthorized

carrier change orders cause, customers who realize that someone made a change to their

telephone service without their authorization will still resent that action and, in the

absence of proof as to how the change occurred will blame their LEC.

                                                       
10 Rule 64.1190(d) recognizes that there may be LEC charges for freezes.
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It was also suggested that carrier changes and freezes should be verified together

and that the Commission should order LECs to establish some automated method of

accepting requests for lifting freezes and for implementing freezes.  However, freezes are

not inextricably intertwined with a carrier change order such that a freeze must be

implemented in order for the change order to be worked properly.  Therefore, if an LOA

is the verification method being used, the requirement for two separate documents with

two separate signatures sends a clear signal to the customer that the customer is

authorizing two separate transactions in regard to its service.  Combining the two separate

functions in a single letter of agency seems to suggest that the two are co-dependent, that

the freeze is somehow needed to complete the carrier change or vice versa.  Thus, the

Commission's "separate authorization" requirement seems a reasonable subscriber

protection requirement.

SBC does not oppose multiple verifications being handled on a single third party

verification call, so long as each verification is handled separately.  However, SBC does

object to being required to take orders for implementation of freezes from other carriers

for all of the reasons discussed above.  Likewise, SBC even more strenuously objects to

being required to implement some sort of automated carrier freeze lifting system.

Allowing carriers to transmit change orders to lift freezes completely destroys the

protective effect of a freeze.  Freezes are placed on a customer’s line to prevent

unauthorized carrier changes being submitted to change the customer’s carrier without

authorization.  Carriers that ignore the rules and submit unauthorized change orders

would also submit unauthorized orders to lift freezes.  If LECs are ordered to accept PIC

freeze orders from carriers, it will destroy the whole PIC freeze concept.  There would be

no reason for LECs to continue PIC freeze programs that could so easily be rendered

ineffective by unscrupulous carriers.

SBC also objects to such a request because establishment of any automated

system involves substantial cost.  IXCs are very quick to suggest that ILECs establish
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systems to handle tasks that will benefit their business plan, but are very reluctant to take

on even minimal switch programming activity, such as would be required for “un-

PICing” a customer, for example, on their own networks.  Sprint even argues in its

Petition for Reconsideration in this docket that the LECs should have modified their

internal systems to readily identify that a customer’s preferred carrier is a switchless

reseller, instead of the reseller’s underlying facilities-based carrier,11 again looking to the

LEC to modify its systems to solve industry problems.  The IXC assumption is always

that the LECs should incur the cost to fix industry problems, without any regard to the

costs and operating burdens thereby placed on the LEC industry.

SBC further objects to the requirement for an automated system because there

would be no way for SBC representatives to positively verify that the subscriber initiated

the request that the freeze be lifted, rather than a carrier with a slamming agenda

initiating that request.  The primary purpose of the slamming rules is to eliminate

slamming.  Properly authorized freezes play an important role in the achievement of that

purpose.  The integrity of this safeguard must not be jeopardized by removing the

consumer from the process.  The establishment of an automated system to lift freezes

would defeat the purpose of PIC freezes.

Likewise, AT&T's request that LECs be required to provide automated access to

freeze information and provide IXCs with lists of frozen accounts would involve

additional cost to those LECs, without any commensurate benefit to subscribers or to the

LECs.  With the establishment of the three-way calls, the Commission has provided a

simple means of determining whether a freeze exists and getting it lifted, if it exists, on a

single call.  Any requirement that LECs provide a list of customers with freezes simply

provides a blueprint for those carriers that make slamming a part of their business plan,

so that they can engage in slamming in a much more efficient manner.

                                                       
11 Sprint Petition for Reconsideration, p 2.
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IV. VERIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

AT&T seeks clarification that a single check can serve the LOA for preferred

carrier changes for multiple services.  AT&T suggests that a statement of the separate

services covered should be adequate to identify each service being switched.  SBC does

not oppose the clarification that a single check can provide the incentive for a customer to

change more than one service.  The fact that a check is being used as the LOA, however,

should not excuse the carrier issuing the check from the obligation to make disclosures

required for a valid LOA.  For example, the mere notation at the top of a check that

"Signing, cashing, and/or depositing of this check will switch to AT&T your long

distance and your local toll service," is not adequate under the rules.  Such language

standing alone does not explain to the subscriber that "only one telecommunications

carrier may be designated as the subscriber's interstate or interLATA preferred

interexchange carrier for any one telephone number," as required in §64.1160(e)(4), nor

does that language warn the subscriber that a charge may be applied to the customer's

account for the change of carrier, as required by §64.1160(e)(5).  All of those disclosures

must be included on the check/LOA in type of sufficient size as to be readable.  Carriers

that choose to use checks as incentives should not be allowed to bootstrap a limited

exception to the "sole purpose" requirement into a blanket exemption from the other

requirements of §64.1160(e).

AT&T seeks clarification that LECs must verify IXC orders received directly

from customers where the customer requests the LEC as its IXC.  Such clarification is not

reasonable.  Third party verification and/or the collection and retention of LOAs is a

costly process.  That process is justified where there is a serious problem that must be

resolved, such as the existing slamming problem.  There is no demonstrated problem

resulting from customers calling a LEC to order service.  For that reason, there is no

justification at this point for a legal requirement for verification when the customer calls a

LEC for new service.  The imposition of the additional cost of verifying those directly-
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communicated customer choices, with the resulting costs being eventually passed on to

telephone service consumers in some form or another, is unreasonable unless and until an

actual need for such verification has been established.  Such overkill brings to mind the

old axiom, "if it ain't broke, don't fix it."  There has been no indication that the LEC

customer service ordering process is broken; there is, therefore, no justification for an

expensive "fix" for that non-existent problem.

V. NOTICE

SBC does believe that clarification is needed as to how the slamming carrier is to

receive notice of the alleged slam.  However, there is really only a need for clarification

in the situation where the customer has not yet paid any charges.  In the situation where

the customer has paid slamming charges, the rules provide for the authorized carrier to

make demand upon the slamming carrier for proof of authorization or the money paid,

together with removal of all additional charges from the subscriber's bill.  All that is

needed in that scenario is a clarification that, if the subscriber first reports the slam to a

carrier other than the authorized carrier, the other carrier should direct the customer to

call its authorized carrier.

In the scenario where the customer has not yet paid any charges, however, there is

no provision in the rules for the slamming carrier to get notice of the alleged slam.  In

such situations, the rules should also be clarified to require that the first carrier called by

the customer should direct the customer to its authorized carrier, so that the authorized

carrier can again provide notice to the alleged slamming carrier.

VI. CONCLUSION

The only way to stop slamming is to take the profit out of slamming.  Congress

recognized that the Commission would have to draft its Rules to implement the Act.  The

various TPA proposals are simply ploys to circumvent deterrents to slamming until a

waiver is granted to shield the IXCs from the business uncertainty of slamming liability
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under the rules.  Until those rules are allowed to go into effect, slamming will continue to

be a profitable business.  SBC continues to support the FCC’s Order and recommends

that the notice problem be cured in the Order on Reconsideration, so that the slamming

rules can be allowed to take effect as soon as possible.

Respectfully Submitted,

SBC COMMUNICATIONS INC.

By:/s/ Barbara R. Hunt                       
Alfred G. Richter, Jr.
Roger K. Toppins
Barbara R. Hunt
One Bell Plaza, Room 3026
Dallas, Texas  75202
214-464-5170

Attorneys for SBC Communications Inc.
and its Subsidiaries

June 23, 1999
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COLUMBUS OH  43215 3793

DANA FRIX
C JOEL VAN OVER
SWIDLER & BERLIN
COUNSEL FOR EXCEL COMMUNICATIONS INC
3000 K STREET  NW    STE 300
WASHINGTON  DC   20007

PHILLIP F MCCLELLAND
IRWIN A POPOWSKY
1425 STRAWBERRY SQUARE
HARRISBURG PA  17120

ROBERT P GRUBER
ANNTOINETTE R WILKE
VICKIE L MOIR
NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION
P O BOX 29520
RALEIGH  NC  27626 0520

ROBERT TONGREN
EVELYN R ROBINSON
OHIO CONSUMERS COUNSEL
77 SOUTH HIGH STREET  15TH FLOOR
COLUMBUS OH   43221 4568

CATHERINE R SLOAN
RICHARD L FRUCHTERMAN III
RICHARD S WHITT
WORLDCOM
1120 CONNECTICUT AVE NW
SUITE 400
WASHINGTON  DC   20036

VIRGINIA STATE CORPORATION
COMMISSION
P O BOX 1197
RICHMOND VA   23218



WILLIAM F MAHER JR
HALP;RIN TEMPLE GOODMAN & MAHER
555 12TH STREET   NW
SUITE 950 NORTH
WASHINGTON DC  20004

CYNTHIA B MILLER
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION STATE OF
FLORIDA
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BLVD
TALLAHASSEE FL  32399 0850

TIMOTHY S CAREY    ANN KUTTER
KEVIN M BRONNER   DOUGLAS W ELFNER
STEPHEN A BERGER
STATE CONSUMER PROTECTION BOARD
5 EMPIRE STATE PLAZA
SUITE 2101
ALBANY  NY  12223 1556

CHRISTOPHER J WILSON
DAVID MEIER
CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
201 E FOURTH STREET
ROOM 102 620
P O BOX 2301
CINCINNATI OH  45201 2301

LASKA SCHONFELDER
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION
STATE CAPITOL
500 EAST CAPITOL STREET
PIERRE  SD  57501

PETER ARTH JR       LIONEL B WILSON
MARY MACK ADU        HELEN M MICKIEWICZ
COUNSEL FOR PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA
505 VAN NESS AVE
SAN FRANCISCO  CA   94102

KATHRYN MARIE KRAUSE
DAN L POOLE
U S WEST INC
1020 19TH STREET    STE 700
WASHINGTON  DC   20036

DOUGLAS W KINKOPH
8180 GREENSBORO DR   #800
MCCLEAN VA    22102



JOHN T SCOTT III
CROWELL & MORING LLP
BELL ATLANTIC MOBILE INC
1001 PENNSYLVANIA AVE  NW
WASHINGTON  DC   20004

PAUL W KENEFICK
RACHEL ROTHSTEIN
JOHNATHAN SESSION
REGULATORY COUNSEL
CABLE AND WIRELESS INC
8219 LEESBURG PIKE
VIENNA VA  22182

KAREN FINSTAD HAMMEL
MONTANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
1701 PROSPECT AVE
HELENA MT  59620 2601

SUZI RAY MCCLELLAN
KRISTEN DOYLE
TEXAS OFFICE OF PUBLIC UTILITY COUNSEL
1701 N CONGRESS AVENUE STE 9-180
P O BOX 12397
AUSTIN TX  78711 2397

DAVID A GROSS
KATHLEEN ABERNATHY
AIRTOUCH COMMUNICATIONS
1818 N STREET
SUITE 800
WASHINGTON DC  20036

BRYAN G MOORHOUSE
SUSAN STEVENS MILLER
MARYLAND PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
6 ST PAUL STREET
BALTIMORE MARYLAND  21202

LARRY D BARNES
IXC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1122 S CAPITAL OF TEXAS
HWY #100
AUSTIN  TX  78746 6426

MARY MCDERMOTT
LINDA KENT
KEITH TOWNSEND
U S TELEPHONE ASSN
1401 H ST   NW     STE 600
WASHINGTON DC  20005



WENDY S BLUEMLING
227 CHURCH ST
NEW HEAVEN CT  06510

BRET SLOCUM
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION OF TEXAS
1701 N CONGRESS AVE
AUSTIN  TX  78711 3326

M ROBERT SUTHERLAND
RICHARD M SBARATTA
HELEN A SHOCKEY
REBECCA M LOUGH
BELLSUTH CORPORATION
SUITE 1700
1155 PEACHTREE ST   NE
ATLANTA GA  30309 3610

IAN D VOLNER\
HEATHER L MCDOWELL
VENABLE BAETJER HOWARD & CIVILETTI
1201 NEW YORK AVE  NW    STE 1000
WASHINGTON  DC   20005

CHARLES H HELEIN
ROGENA HARRIS
HELEIN & ASSOCIATES
8180 GREENSBORO DR
SUITE 700
MCLEAN VA  22102

PETER M BLUHM
VERMONT PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD
DRAWER 20
MONTPELIER VT 05620 2701

GARY L PHILLIPS
COUNSEL FOR AMERITECH
1401 H STREET  NW  STE 1020
WASHINGTON DC  20005

DAVID R POE
YVONNE M COVIELLO
LEBOEUF LAMB GREENE & MACRAE
1875 CONNECTICUT AVE  NW
STE 1200
WASHINGTON  DC  20009



JAMES G PACHUTSKI
STEPHEN E BOZZO
MICHAEL E GLOVER
BELL ATLANTIC TELEPHONE COMPANIES
1320 NORTH COURT HOUSE ROAD
8TH FLOOR
ARLINGTON VA  22201

THE LAW OFFICES OF
MACHAEL R GARDNER
1150 CONNECTICUT AVE NW
STE 710
WASHINGTON DC  20036

KEVIN C GALLABHER
360 COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
8725 W HIGGINS ROAD
CHICAGO IL 60631

LAWRENCE G MALONE
NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
SERVICE
ALBANY NY 12223

CAROL ANN BISCHOFF
ROBERT MCDOWELL
THE COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ASSN
1900 M ST  NW
STE 800
WASHINGTON  DC  20036

LINDA F GOLODNER
SUSAN GRANT
VICE PRESIDENT PUBLIC POLICY NATIONAL
CONSUMERS LEAGUE
1701 K ST  NW
STE 1200
WASHINGTON  DC  20006

DOW LOHNES & ALBERTSON PLLC
LORETTA J GARCIA
LEONARD J KENNEDY
1200 NEW HAMP[SHIRE AVE  NW
SUITE 800
WASHINGTON DC  20036 6802

JUDY BOLEY
FCC
THE PORTALS
445 12TH ST   SW
8TH FLOOR
WASHINGTON DC  20554



TIMOTHY FAIN
OMB DESK OFFICER
10236 NEOB
725 17TH ST   NW
WASHINGTON DC  20503

JOSEPH R GUERRA
RUDOLPH M KAMMERER
SIDLEY & AUSTIN
1722 EYE STREET  NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

CHAIRMAN WILLIAM E KENNARD
FCC
THE PORTALS
445 12TH STREET  SW
ROOM 8B 201
WASHINGTON DC  20554

HAROLD FURCHTGOTT ROTH
FCC
THE PORTALS 445 12TH STREET  SW
ROOM 8A 302
WASHINGTON DC  20554

GLORIA TRISTANI
FCC
THE PORTALS
445 12TH STREET  SW
ROOM 8C 302
WASHINGTON DC  20554

MICHAEL POWELL
FCC
THE PORTALS
445 12TH STREET  SW
ROOM 8A 204
WASHINGTON DC  20554

COMMISSIONER NESS
FCC
THE PORTALS
445 12TH STREET  SW
ROOM 8B 115
WASHINGTON DC  20554

LAWRENCE W KATZ
1320 NORTH COURT HOUSE ROAD
8TH FLOOR
ARLINGTON VIRGINIA 22201
ATTORNEY FOR THE BELL ATLANTIC
TELEPHONE COMPANIES



KIMBERLY PARKER
COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
FCC
THE PORTALS
445 12TH STREET SW
ROOM 5C345
WASHINGTON DC  20554

MICHAEL DONAHUE
PAMELA ARLUK
MARCY GREEN
SWIDLER BERLIN SHEREFF FRIEDMAN  LLP
3000 K STREET  NW    SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC  20007

COUNSEL FOR RCN TELECOM SVC INC
COUNSEL FOR CORECOMM LTD
COUNSEL FOR EXCEL TELECOM

JAMES M SMITH
EXCEL TELECOMMUNICATIONS INC
1133 CONNECTICUT AVE  NW
SUITE 750
WASHINGTON DC  20036

BARRY PINELES
REGULATORY COUNSEL
GST TELECOM INC
4001 MAIN STREET
VANCOUVER WA   98663

KENNETH T BURCHETT
8050 S W WARM SPRINGS
TUALATIN OREGON 97062

GVNW CONSULTING INC

ANITA CHENG
COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
FCC
2025 M STREET   NW
ROOM 6334
WASHINGTON DC  20554

DOROTHY ATTWOOD
FCC
THE PORTALS
445 12TH STREET  SW
ROOM 5C345
WASHINGTON DC  20554

GLENN REYNOLDS
FCC
2025 M STREET  NW
ROOM 6202
WASHINGTON DC  20554



ALEXANDER P STARR
FCC
2025 M STREET  NW
ROOM 6010
WASHINGTON DC  20554

THOMAS E TAYLOR
CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
201 EAST FOURTH STREET
6TH FLOOR
CINCINNATI OH  45202

J CHRISTOPHER DANCE
ROBBIN JOHNSON
EXCEL COMMUNICATIONS INC
8750 NORTH CENTRAL EXPRESSWAY
DALLAS, TX  75231

RICHARD MCKENNA
JOHN F RAPOSA
GTE TELEPHONE OPERATIONS
600 HIDDEN RIDGE HQE03J27
P O BOX 152092
IRVING TX  75015 2092

JULIA JOHNSON
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
2540 SHUMARD OAK BLVD
GERALD GUNTER BUILDING
TALLAHASSEE  FL  32399

JOSEPH KAHL
RCN TELECOM SERVICES INC
105 CARNEGIE CENTER
PRINCETON NJ 08540

JEAN L KIDDOO   MICHAEL DONAHUE
MARCY GREENE
SWIDLER & BERLIN CHARTERED
COUNSEL FOR RCN TELECOM SVC INC
3000 K STREET  NW
SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC  20007

PAT WOOD III
JUDY WALSH
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSON OF TEXAS
1701 N CONGRESS AVE
7TH FLOOR
AUSTIN TX 78711



PAUL B JONES
JANIS STAHLHUT
DONALD F SHEPHEARD
TIME WARNER COMM HOLDINGS INC
290 HARBOR DRIVE
STAMFORD CT 06902

TIMOTHY R GRAHAM     JOSEPH M SANDRI JR
ROBERT G BERGER         RUSSELL C MERBETH
WINSTAR COMMUNICATIONS INC
1146 19TH STREET  NW
SUITE 200
WASHINGTON DC 20036

MEDIAONE GROUP INC
SUSAN M EID
TINA S PYLE
RICHARD A KARRE
1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW
SUITE 610
WASHINGTON DC 20006

LAWRENCE STRICKLING
COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
FCC
445 12TH STREET  SW
5TH FLOOR
WASHINGTON DC  20554

KEVIN MARTIN
FCC
THE PORTALS 8 A302
445 12TH STREET  SW
WASHINGTON DC 20554

LINDA KINNEY
FCC
THE PORTALS 8 B115
445 12TH STREET  SW
WASHINGTON DC 20554

PAUL GALLANT
FCC
THE PORTALS 8 C302
445 12TH STREET  SW
WASHINGTON DC 20554

RICHARD BLUMENTHAL
C/O NIEL FISHMAN
110 SHERMAN STREET
HARTFORD CT 06105



YOG VERMA
COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
FCC
445 12TH STREET SW
WASHINGTON DC 20554

TOM POWER
FCC
THE PORTALS 8 B201
445 12TH STREET SW
WASHINGTON DC  20554

KYLE DIXON
FCC
THE PORTALS
445 12TH STREET SW
WASHINGTON DC  20554

SARAH REZNEK
NATIONAL ASSN OF STATE ATTORNEYS
GENERAL
750 FIRST STREET  NE
SUITE 1100
WASHINGTON DC 20002

JIM VEILLEUX
VOICELOG LLC
9509 HANOVER SOUTH TRAIL
CHARLOTTE NC
28210

NEIL S ENDE
STEVEN D HITCHCOCK
TECHNOLOGY LAW GROUP LLC
5335 WISCONSIN AVE NW
SUITE 440
WASHINGTON DC 20015

GENEVIEVE MORELLI
JANE KUNKA
QUEST COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
4250 NORTH FAIRFAX DRIVE
ARLINGTON VA 22203

DOUGLAS BRENT WORLDCOM INC
SUITE 700
9300 SHELBYVILLE ROAD
LOUISVILLE KENTUCKY 40222



DOUGLAS KINKIPH
LCI INTERNATIONAL CORP
SUITE 800
8180 GREENSBORO DRIVE
MCLEAN VA 22102

BRIAN SULMONETTI
WORLDCOM INC
SUITE 400
1515 S FEDERAL HIGHWAY
BOCA RATON FL 33432

CHARLES COSSON
AIRTOUCH COMMUNICATIONS
ONE CALIFORNIA ST
29TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111

JIM SPURLOCK
AT&T ROOM 520 SOUTH
1120 20TH ST  NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

ALOYSIUS T LAWN IV
TEL-SAVE COM INC
6805 ROUTE 202
NEW HOPE PA 18938

RICHARDM FIRESTONE
PAUL S FEIRA
NICHOLAS I PORRITT
ARNOLD & PORTER
555 12TH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20004 1202

STEVEN P GOLDMAN
TELTRUST
6322 SOUTH 3000 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY UTAH 84121

GRANT WOOD
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF ARIZONA
1275 WEST WASHINGTON
PHOENIX AZ 85007



WINSTON BRYANT
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF ARKANSAS
200 TOWER BUILDING
323 CENTER STREET
LITTLE ROCK AR 72201 2610

DONALD E LUNGREN
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
1515 K STREET
SUITE 511
P O BOX 944255
SACRAMENTO CA 94244 2550

WENDY C CHOW
MICHAEL ALTSCHUL
RANDALL S COLEMAN
CELLULAR TELECOM INDUSTRY ANNS
1250 CONNECTICUT AVE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

GENEVIEVE MORELLI
THE COMPTEL ASSN
1900 M STREET NW
SUITE 800
WASHINGTON DC 20036

M JANE BRADY
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF DELEWARE
CARVEL STATE OFFICE BLDG
820 N FRENCH STREET
WILMINGTON DE 19801

ELIZABETH A NOEL
SANDRA MATTAVOUS FRYE
JULIE E RONES
OFFICE OF THE PEOPLE’S COUNSEL
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
1133 15TH ST  NW    SUITE 500
WASHINGTON DC  20005

ROBERT A BUTTERWORTH
GENERAL ATTORNEY
STATE OF FLORIDA
THE CAPITOL
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399 1050

AL LANCE
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF IDAHO
210 STATEHOUSE
BOISE ID 83720 1000



JAMES E RYAN
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF ILLINOIS
500 S SECOND STREET
SPRINGFIELD IL 62706

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION
160 NO LASALLE ST
SUITE C 800
CHICAGO IL 60601

JEFFREY A MODISETT
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF INDIANA
219 STATE HOUSE
INDIANAPOLIS IN 46204

THOMAS J MILLER
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF OIWA
HOOVER BUILDING
2ND FLOOR
DES MOINES IA 50319

CARLA J STOVALL
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF KANSAS
KANSAS JUDICIAL CENTER
2ND FLOOR
TOPEKA KS  66612 1597

J JOSEPH CURRAN JR
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF MARYLAND
200 ST PAUL PLACE
BALTIMORE MD 21202 2021

FRANK J KELLEY
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF MICHIGAN
LAW BUILDING
P O BOX 30212
LANSING MI 48909

HUBERT H HUMPHREY III
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF MINNESOTA
102 STATE CAPITOL
ST PAUL MN 55155



FRANKI SUE DEL PAPA
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF NEVADA
CAPITOL COMPLEX
CARSON CITY NV 89710

TOM UDALL
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF NEW MEXICO
P O DRAWER 1508
SANTA FE NM 87504 1508

DENNIS C VACCO
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE CAPITOL OF NEW YORK STATE
ALBANY NY  12224 0341

MICHAEL F EASLEY
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
P O BOX 629
RALEIGH NC  27602 0629

BETTY D MONTGOMERY
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF OHIO
30 EAST  BROAD STREET 17TH FLOOR
COLUMBUS OH  43266 0410

BETTY MONTGOMERY
DUANE LUCKEY
JOHNLANDER JACKSON FORBES
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO
180 EAST BROAD STREET
COLUMBUS OH  43215 3793

LENORA BURDINE
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION
P O BOX 52000 2000
OKLAHOMA CITY OK  73152

BRUCE M BOTELHO
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF ALASKA
P O BOX 110300
JUNEAU ALASKA  99811 0300



CHARLES D GRAY
BRAD RAMSEY
NARUC
1100 PENNSYLVANIA AVE  NW
SUITE 503
P O BOX 684
WASHINGTON  DC  20044

BRYAN RACHLIN
GENERAL COUNSEL
TELCO COMMUNICATIONS GROUP INC
4219 LAFAYETTE CENTER DRIVE
CHANTILLY VA 20151

RONALD BINZ
DEBRA BERLYN
COMPETITION POLICY INSTITUTE
1156 15TH ST  NW
SUITE 520
WASHINGTON  DC   20005

JOHN KNOX WALKUP
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF TENNESSEE
500 CHARLOTTE AVE
NASHVILLE TN 37243 0497

LYNN GREER
SARA KYLE
MELVIN MALINE
TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
460 JAMES ROBERTSON PKWY
NASHVILLE TN  37219 0902

WILLIAM H SORRELL
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF VERMONT
109 STATE STREET
MONTPELIER VT  05609 1001

CHRISTINE O GREGOIRE
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF WASHINGTON
125 WASHINGTON ST  SE
P O BOX 40100
OLYMPIA WA  98504 0100

DARRELL V MCGRAW JR
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
ROOM 26 EAST WING
STATE CAPITOL
CHARLESTON WV  25305 0220



WALTER N MCGEE
WORKING ASSETS
701 MONTGOMERY ST
4TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA  94111

L MARIE GUILLORY
JILL CANFIELD
2626 PENNSYLVANIA AVE  NW
WASHINGTON DC 20037

NATIONAL TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE ASSN

RURAL LECS
DAVID COSSON
MARCI E GREENSTEIN
KRASKIN LESSE & COSSON LLP
2120 L STREET  NW
SUITE 520
WASHINGTON DC  20037

NANCY ADLER
TECHNOLOGIES MANAGEMENT INC
P O BOX 200
WINTER PARK  FL  32790

WILLIAM J BALCERSKI
NYNEX TELEPHONE COMPANIES
1095 AVENUE OF THE AMERICAS
NEW YORK  NY   10036

JOE MILLER
MCDEWITT & MILLER LLP
537 W BANNOCK
SUITE 215
BOISE ID  83702

ERNEST G JOHNSON
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
P O BOX 25000 2000
OKLAHOMA CITY OK  73152

KEN MCELDOWNEY
CONSUMER ACTION
116 NEW MONTGOMERY
SUITE 223
SAN FRANCISCO  CA   94105



LARRY A PECK
AMERITECH OPERATING COMPANIES
2000 WEEST AMERITECH CENTER DRIVE
ROOM 4H86
HOFFMAN ESTATES IL  60196 1025

ERNEST D PREATE JR
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
STRAWBERRY SQUARE
14TH FLOOR
HARRISBURG PA  17120

REBECCA L REED
HERTZ TECHNOLOGIES INC
5601 NORTHWEST EXPRESSWAY
OKLAHOMA CITY OK  73131

PAUL RODGERS
NATIONAL ASSN OF REGULATORY
1201 CONSTITUTION AVE
SUITE 1102
P O BOX 684
WASHINGTON DC  20044

ELIZABETH H ROSS
BIRCH HORTON BITTNER & CHEROT
1155 CONNECTICUT AVENUE  NW
SUITE 1200
WASHINGTON DC  20036

MAUREEN A SCOTT
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMM
COMMON WEALTH & NORTH STREETS
P O BOX 3265
HARRISBURG PA  17105 3265

GARY A TOMLIN
ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
P O BOX 991
MONTGOMERY AL  35101 0991

MICHAEL J TRAVIESO
MARYLAND PEOPLE’S COUNSEL
6 ST PAUL STREET
SUITE 2102
BALTIMORE MARYLAND  21202



KATHY BROWN
FCC
THE PORTALS
445 12TH STREET  SW
8TH FLOOR
WASHINGTON DC  20554

JOHN P FINEDORE
MICHAEL R VOLGE
U S GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
441 G STREET  NW
MAIL STOP 2723
WASHINGTON DC  20548

H GILBERT MILLER
MITRETEK SYSTEMS
7525 COLSHIRE DRIVE
MCLEAN VA  22101

MICHAEL DORRIAN
LOCKHEED MARTIN
1200 K STREET  NW
WASHINGTON DC  20005

JAMES TIERNEY
RD#1 305 MAIN STREET
LISBON FALLS  ME  04252

JOHN WINDHAUSEN
ALTS
888 17TH STREET  NW
WASHINGTON DC  20006

NEIL FISHMAN
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
55 ELM STREET
HARTFORD  CT  06106

JOAN SMITH
OREGON PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
550 CAPITOL STREET NE
SALEM OR  97310



BOB ROWE
MONTANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
1701 PROSPECT AVENUE
P O BOX 202601
HELENE MT  59620

LAW OFFICES O SUSAN BAHR PC
P O BOX 86089
MONTGOMERY VILLAGE ME  20886 6089


