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MOTION TO ACCEPT LATE-FILED REPLY

SBC Communications Inc. (SBC) respectfully requests permission to file, two

days late, the attached Reply to the Comments on the Petitions for Reconsideration in the

above-referenced docket.

The attorney for SBC erroneously believed that the due date for the filing was no

earlier than July 7, 1999, based upon the date calculated by Telcordia and published on

the cover sheet of the Federal Register. The error was discovered on July 7 and the Reply

was prepared for filing by 8:15 p.m. on that date, but the only computer available to

counsel failed to access the FCC electronic filing system, with an error message that the

configuration was faulty. For that reason, this Motion and the attached Reply are being

filed as soon thereafter as possible. Since there is no schedule for responsive pleadings to

this Reply, no party should be harmed by this document being filed late.
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sac apologizes for any inconvenience to the Commission, and respectfully

requests that the Commission accept the attached materials one day late.

Respectfully Submitted,

sac COMMUNICAnONS INC.

By: £.vt.t--<'vlA -t.41/t.J
- )Alfred G. Richter,hr.

Roger K. Toppins
Barbara R. Hunt
One Bell Plaza, Room 3026
Dallas, Texas 75202
214-464-5170

Attorneys for sac Communications Inc.
and its Subsidiaries

July 8, 1999
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BEFORE THE

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of )
)

Implementation of the Subscriber Carrier )
Selection Changes Provisions of the )
Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

)
Policies and Rules Concerning )
Unauthorized Changes of Consumers )
Long Distance Carriers

CC Docket No. 94-129
FCC 98-334

REPLY OF SBC COMMUNICATIONS INC.
TO COMMENTS ON PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

Numerous parties filed Comments on the Petitions for Reconsideration in this

docket. SBC Communications Inc. (SBC) replies to the Comments filed by MCI

Worldcom, Inc. (MCI), AT&T Corp. (AT&T), Qwest Communications Corporation

(Qwest), Sprint Corporation (Sprint) and the Telecommunications Resellers Association

(Resellers). This Reply is organized by issue, rather than responding separately to each

set of comments.

I. Alleged Difficulty of Implementing the Slamming Rules

Numerous parties describe the slamming rules as too difficult to implement. l

SBC disagrees with that position. It is true that the rules require significant changes and

the preparation of new methods and procedures. However, SBC had procedures in place

I See MCI Worldcom's Comments on Petitions for Reconsideration (MCl's Comments),
pages 2, 5-8; AT&T Corp. Comments on Reconsideration Petitions (AT&T Comments)
pages 2,5;Opposition and Comments of Cable and Wireless USA, Inc.(Cable and
Wireless Comments) pages 5-10; Comments of Qwest Communications Corporation,
(Qwest Comments) pages 7-9; and Opposition ofSprint Corporation (Sprint Comments)
page 9;
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and was in compliance with the Slamming Rules for the brief period of time that the rules

were in effect on May 17, before notice of the stay was received. SBC does agree that

reconsideration by the Commission on the issue of requiring the authorized carrier to re-

bill the charges of the alleged slamming carrier would greatly alleviate a very

problematic and burdensome aspect of the rules. It appears that the whole industry is in

agreement as to how that one issue should be resolved? The alleged slamming carrier

that is exonerated by the determination that no slam occurred should be allowed to re-bill

its own charges. In addition, SBC asked for clarification of a number of additional

issues. However, the fact that one aspect of the rules should be reconsidered or that some

clarification is needed is no justification for invalidating the entire set of rules.

SBC also disagrees with the conclusion of Sprint that SBC's request for

clarification of several issues "clearly shows that the Commission's liability scheme is

flawed and should be scrapped. ,,3 None of those issues prevent SBC from complying

with the rules. However, clarification would be helpful and would certainly simplify the

process. For example, pending clarification, SBC has left its PIC "switchback" option in

place and still offers carriers who do not subscribe to that option the opportunity to

present evidence of verification in accordance with the rules before charging the second

PIC charge to the alleged slamming carrier. The only clarification point in SBC's Petition

for Reconsideration and for Clarification that could be argued to present an

insurmountable obstacle to implementation of the Commission's slamming rules is the

notice problem. MCI raises this issue in footnote 9 of MCl's Comments on page 5 and

AT&T raises the same issue on page 6 of AT&T's Comments. MCI specifically notes

that "resolving the many issues raised in the petitions for reconsideration filed in the

instant proceeding does not warrant a lift of the stay of the Commission's rules. ,,4

2 For example, see MCI Comments, page 7, footnote 12.

3 Sprint Comments, page 9.
4 Mel Comments, page 4, footnote 8.
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However, the court that issued the stay directed the parties to "file motions to govern

further proceedings within 30 days of the Commission's disposition of the pending

petitions for reconsideration of the Commission's Second Report and Order." It is not

clear what action MCI thinks would warrant a lift of the stay. It is very clear, however,

that if the Petition for Reconsideration issues are not addressed in some fashion and

particularly if the notice problem is not fixed, MCI and its supporters will be able to

argue to the court that the rules should not be allowed to go into effect because the

Commission has not yet considered and acted on those Petitions.

Qwest complains that the Commission provided no guidelines for making the

slamming determination.5 The Commission did provide very clear guidelines on

authorization and verification and it is those guidelines that provide the litmus test for the

slamming determination. In most cases, the slamming determination will consist of

making a request to the slamming carrier for proof of verification in accordance with

those rules. If the slamming carrier fails to provide any such proof, the slamming

determination is automatic, with no independent judgment required. Where evidence of

verification is produced, the fact finder must compare that evidence to the rules to

determine compliance. Some judgment might be required where evidence is produced as

to whether particular forms of verification are in full compliance with the rules.

However, those situations where there is any real controversy should be resolved by

appeals to the Commission. Once the Commission has looked at the more prevalent

forms of verification and made some rulings, those rulings will serve as guidelines for the

future. It would be impossible for the Commission to create guidelines to cover every

possible type of verification form a carrier might choose to use.

5 Qwest Comments, page 7.
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Finally, there will be a very small percentage of cases where the verification on its

face appears to comply with the rules, but the customer is very insistent that the change

was not authorized. In those few cases, where both sides appear to have legitimate

arguments, judgment will be required to weigh the customer's explanation of why the

verification evidence is not valid against the carrier's insistence that it is valid. If an

industry organization, such as a third party administrator, is exercising that judgment, the

natural tendency would be to rule in favor of the carrier, especially if that carrier is a

member of the Third Party Administrator arrangement (TPA). If an authorized carrier is

exercising that judgment, the natural tendency would be for that carrier to rule in favor of

its customer. It is clear that Congress intended the Commission to establish rules that

tend to favor customers as opposed to carriers in those few cases where it is necessary to

exercise some judgment.

AT&T joins Sprint and Excel, as well as MCI, in arguing that the authorized

carrier is, in AT&T's words, "inherently incapable of rendering an impartial

determination of the merits of a slamming complaint. ,,6 On the other hand, those carriers

apparently perceive no possibility for bias on the part of an industry funded organization

that is managed by a board of industry members the slamming determination as between

their member and an end user customer. The slamming controversy is not a dispute

between the two competitors, the dispute is between an industry member and an end user

customer. Far better for any bias to operate in favor of the end user customer in those

few cases where there is room for exercise of any judgment on the part of the entity

making the slamming determination, than for any bias to operate in favor of the alleged

slamming carrier. Carriers are more likely to have the motivation to appeal in order to

resolve the ambiguity for future cases, than are end users. Qwest makes the false

argument that the authorized carrier is rewarded for making a determination that a slam

6 AT&T Comments, page 5.
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occurred.? However, the customer stays with its chosen carrier, no matter what the

outcome is of the slamming determination and there is no other reward to the authorized

carrier if no payment has been made to the alleged slamming carrier. There would be

additional burden under the rules, if the Commission does not reconsider the requirement

that the authorized carrier re-bill the exonerated carrier's charges. Where the customer

has paid, there is financial compensation to the authorized carrier in the form of recovery

of the amounts paid by the customer to the slamming carrier, but the risk to the carrier of

making an erroneous slamming determination in a case where there was credible

evidence to the contrary would far outweigh the potential "reward."

II. Billing Practices

SBC did not take the position that the LEC's current billing practices violate the

Commission's rules as adopted, as stated by Qwest,8 but SBC did say that the practice of

immediately crediting alleged slamming charges where the customer has already paid the

bill appears to be inconsistent with the slamming rules which require the slamming

carrier to pay over those funds to the authorized carrier. Where the customer has not paid

the bill, that practice is entirely consistent with the slamming rules. Although Qwest also

seeks to have the Commission rule that LECs are prohibited from crediting slamming

charges for the first thirty days after a slam, neither Qwest, nor any of the other carriers

making such request have proposed re-negotiation of the billing agreements to resolve

these problems.

MCI alleges that its TPA "suspension" model benefits consumers.9 It would be

surprising if consumers and consumer advocate groups agree that it is in the customer's

best interests for alleged slamming carriers to hold their money for six to seven weeks

? Qwest Comments, page 10.

8Qwest Comments, page 10.

9 MCI Comments, page 6.

5
SBC Communications Inc.

July 8, 1999



after the customer has been slammed. MCI also has the audacity to argue that such

change in LEC billing practices is "a significant and material benefit that makes funding

and supporting the TPA possible from a business perspective. ,,10 While it is certainly true

that any such unilateral change in the LEC billing practice would have a significant and

material benefit for the IXCs, that significant and material benefit would come directly

out of the pockets of the LECs that would be left holding the bag on charges billed, but

suspended, for six or seven weeks. The cost of the cash flow problem that is created by

slamming carriers should be borne by the carriers creating the slamming problem; that is

far more likely to be the alleged slamming carriers than it is to be the ILECs acting as

billing agents who have not even been accused of any wrongdoing. MCI also argues that

LEC billing contracts are contracts of adhesion,II despite the fact that in many areas, the

only billing being sent to the LECs is casual billing, not PICed billing. It is ludicrous to

continue to argue "contract of adhesion" when a carrier has not only the option, but a

current practice, of issuing its own bills.

III. PIC Change and PIC Freeze Issues

MCI and AT&T argue that ILECs should simultaneously lift freezes and take PIC

change orders on the three way calls described in paragraph 129 of the Slamming Order

as calls that ILECs are required to make available "to lift a freeze." Despite MCl's

accusations,12 all of the SBC companies have made such calls available since April 27,

1999 when the verification and PIC freeze rules went into effect. However, SBC

companies will not accept PIC change orders on those calls. MCI describes an example

where MCI Worldcom verifies a customer change order, it is rejected due to a PIC freeze

and then the carrier tries to lift the freeze and change the PIC on a three-way call.I3

IO ld.

11 MCI Comments, page 8.

12 MCI Comments, page 12.

13 Id. at page 13.
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AT&T analogizes to the situation where the customer calls the ILEC directly to change

its Plc. 14 In fact, there is very little likelihood that a carrier would ever go to the expense

of verifying a PIC change, if the carrier could just submit the changes on three way calls

to the ILEC. There would be no record of the carrier's involvement in that PIC change,

since it would be unnecessary for the carrier to submit a paper or electronic carrier

change. Where there is no record of the carrier's involvement, there is no risk of

slamming liability, even after the liability rules are in effect. The only carrier that would

be at risk in that situation, if the customer alleged a slam, is the executing carrier because

there would be no record of any other carrier's involvement in the slam. The carrier

change would, for all intents and purposes, be indistinguishable from other changes

where the customer called the executing carrier and requested the change. Such change

would dramatically reduce the cost ofverification for interexchange carriers (to zero), but

would even more dramatically increase the cost and potential liability to ILECs of the

three way calls. The volume of three way calls would skyrocket and the holding time on

those calls would also be increased. There is simply no justification for such

modification of the three way calls for lifting PIC freezes to include PIC changes.

MCI also argues that PIC changes should be reduced to cost, based upon MCl's

"belief' that PIC change charges are well above COSt.1 5 MCI does not argue that the TPA

it proposes should operate on a "cost" basis; it recommends that the TPA proposal be put

out for bid and a vendor selection made on the basis of the response to the bids. No

vendor is going to made a bid based on just recovering its cost, nor should MCI expect

ILECs to accept work assigned by MCI with compensation limited to cost. MCI then

argues that "a neutrally-administered third party PIC process should result in cost-based

rates, since the vendor will have every incentive to submit a bid based on cost and

provide service in an efficient manner." No matter how "efficient" a TPA is, it cannot

14 AT&T Comments, page 9, footnote 11.

15 MCI Comments, page 23-24.
7
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physically change the PIC that resides on a facility-based LEC's switch; only the facility

based LEC can make that change. So anything the TPA does in regard to the PIC change

is in addition to the LEC working the change order. Involving a TPA in the PIC change

process would increase, rather than decrease, the actual cost of making the PIC change.

Cable and Wireless opposes SBC's request for a time limit on LOAs, arguing

inexplicably that if a carrier submitted a carrier change request that was rejected because

there was a freeze on the line, the 30 day period would be exceeded before the carrier

could recontact the customer and resubmit the order. Since freezes can now be lifted

within a 24 to 48 hour period and most carrier change orders for residence and single line

business service are worked within 24 to 48 hours of receipt, that argument is

unconvincing. It would seem to be in the best interests of the carriers to submit customer

change orders in close proximity to the time the customer authorized the change, so as to

minimize the risk that the customer will have forgotten the change and make a slamming

complaint. Such stale orders cause problems for the executing LEC because the targeted

customers may receive multiple LOA checks or other incentives to change their service

within the same timeframe. If a customer signs one such check and two months later

receives another such LOA/check, signs it and then sees that it has been changed to the

first carrier who submitted its change request 45 days after the customer signed the

check, the customer genuinely believe it has been slammed. Thirty days is sufficient time

for carriers to forward carrier change charges to the executing carrier, including the time

necessary to lift a freeze and resubmit the change, ifnecessary.

MCI argues that an executing carrier should be prohibited from using information

gained from the CARE system for marketing purposes. SBC companies must send the

CARE transaction information to its retail side of the house, just as it sends the CARE

transaction to interexchange carriers. All carriers must be able to determine when they

have lost a customer in order to stop billing that customer for services. The same type of

information is made available to CLECs via a "Disconnect Report." In both cases, the
8
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disconnect designation indicates whether the disconnect was because of a change of

carrier or a disconnect for other reasons.

SBC's retail operations do not have access to the information on a "real-time"

basis; they are provided access to the very same information at the very same time that it

becomes available to other carriers. Neither the CARE transaction, nor the CLEC

Disconnect Report identifies the carrier involved in the change, but only that the change

transferred the customer to another carrier. The same information is routinely made

available to all carriers that resell SBC services when the carrier loses a customer to a

competitor in order that the carrier will know when to cease billing connection fees and

any other fees to its customer. While that information, which must be provided to

carriers so that they will know who their customers are (and conversely which customers

are no longer their customers) necessarily bears some relationship to the carrier change

request, it is not the carrier change request information. It does not disclose the details on

the carrier change request and is not transmitted to the carriers (or SBC retail operations)

until the change has already been completed. The ruling sought by MCI would single out

executing carriers and deny to those executing carriers the ability to use standard industry

information for any marketing purpose, when that very same information is available to

all other carriers and is routinely used by all other carriers for marketing purposes. Such

request is patently unreasonable.

The Commission's ruling in Paragraphs 106 and 107 of the Slamming Order that

the information submitted on the carrier change order is 222(b) information was

reasonably limited to information that an ILEC obtains only because it is providing a

wholesale service to the carrier submitting the carrier change order. The information that

goes to the retail side of the house on the CARE transaction or via the CLEC disconnect

report is information that the retail side of the house receives only because it was the

provider of retail services to the end user customer. It is the same information submitted

to any other provider of retail services to that particular customer by SBC's wholesale
9
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operations. Thus, it is not correctly characterized as 222(b) information and there should

be no more restrictions on the use of that retail billing information than is placed on other

carners' use of that same retail billing information.

AT&T proposed that the slamming rules apply to the initial selection of carriers

by customers, in the same manner as for a change of carriers. Such requirement would

unnecessarily add cost to fix a problem that does not exist. No one has demonstrated any

problem with the selection of carriers by customers when they call a local exchange

carrier for new service. AT&Ts proposal should be rejected.

Respectfully Submitted,

SBC COMJvfiJ'NICATIONS INC.

BY:-i~~W<--.[' !/<k!/L-f'
red G. Richter, J~.

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

July 8, 1999
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Certificate of Service

I, Katie Turner, hereby certify that the foregoing "Reply of SBC Communications
Inc. to Comments on Petitions for Reconsideration" in CC Docket No. 94-129 has been
served on July 8, 1999 to the Parties ofRecord.
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Katie Turner

July 8, 1999
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GVNW CONSULTING INC

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

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

MICHAEL DONAHUE
PAMELAARLUK
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

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

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

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



ALEXANDER PSTARR
FCC
2025 M STREET NW
ROOM 6010
WASHINGTON DC 20554

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

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

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

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

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

RICHARD MCKENNA
JOHN F RAPOSA
GTE TELEPHONE OPERATIONS
600 HIDDEN RIDGE HQE03J27
POBOX 152092
IRVING TX 750152092

JOSEPHKAHL
RCN TELECOM SERVICES INC
105 CARNEGIE CENTER
PRINCETON NJ 08540

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

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
SUSANM EID
TINA SPYLE
RICHARD A KARRE
1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW
SUITE 610
WASHINGTON DC 20006

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

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

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

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

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

LINDA KINNEY
FCC
THE PORTALS 8 BII5
445 12TH STREET SW
WASHINGTON DC 20554

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

TOM POWER
FCC
THE PORTALS 8 B201
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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

MJANEBRADY
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF DELEWARE
CARVEL STATE OFFICE BLDG
820 N FRENCH STREET
WILMINGTON DE 19801

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

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

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

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

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

ALLANCE
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF IDAHO
210 STATEHOUSE
BOISE ID 83720 1000



JAMESERYAN
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF ILLINOIS
500 S SECOND STREET
SPRINGFIELD IL 62706

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

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

FRANK J KELLEY
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF MICHIGAN
LAW BUILDING
POBOX 30212
LANSING MI 48909

FRANKl SUE DEL PAPA
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF NEVADA
CAPITOL COMPLEX
CARSON CITY NY 89710

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

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

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

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

TOM UDALL
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF NEW MEXICO
PO DRAWER 1508
SANTA FE NM 875041508



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

BETTY D MONTGOMERY
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF OHIO
30 EAST BROAD STREET 17TH FLOOR
COLUMBUS OH 432660410

LENORA BURDINE
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION
POBOX 52000 2000
OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73152

CHARLES D GRAY
BRAD RAMSEY
NARUC
11 00 PENNSYLVANIA AVE NW
SUITE 503
POBOX 684
WASHINGTON DC 20044

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

----_.-.._--

MICHAEL F EASLEY
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
POBOX629
RALEIGH NC 27602 0629

BETTY MONTGOMERY
DUANE LUCKEY
JOHNLANDER JACKSON FORBES
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO
180 EAST BROAD STREET
COLUMBUS OH 432153793

BRUCE M BOTELHO
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF ALASKA
POBOX 110300
JUNEAU ALASKA 99811 0300

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

JOHN KNOX WALKUP
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF TENNESSEE
500 CHARLOTTE AVE
NASHVILLE TN 372430497



LYNN GREER
SARA KYLE
MELVIN MALINE
TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
460 JAMES ROBERTSON PKWY
NASHVILLE TN 372190902

CHRISTINE 0 GREGOIRE
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF WASHINGTON
125 WASHINGTON ST SE
P o BOX 40100
OLYMPIA WA 985040100

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

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

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

WILLIAM H SORRELL
ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF VERMONT
109 STATE STREET
MONTPELIER VT 056091001

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

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

NATIONAL TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE ASSN

NANCY ADLER
TECHNOLOGIES MANAGEMENT INC
POBOX200
WINTER PARK FL 32790

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



ERNEST G JOHNSON
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
POBOX 25000 2000
OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73152

LARRY A PECK
AMERITECH OPERATING COMPANIES
2000 WEEST AMERITECH CENTER DRIVE
ROOM4H86
HOFFMAN ESTATES IL 60196 1025

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

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

GARY A TOMLIN
ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
POBOX 991
MONTGOMERY AL 35101 0991

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

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

PAUL RODGERS
NATIONAL ASSN OF REGULATORY
1201 CONSTITUTION AVE
SUITE 1102
POBOX684
WASHINGTON DC 20044

MAUREEN A SCOTT
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMM
COMMON WEALTH & NORTH STREETS
POBOX 3265
HARRISBURG PA 171053265

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



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

H GILBERT MILLER
MITRETEK SYSTEMS
7525 COLSHIRE DRIVE
MCLEAN VA 22101

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

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

BOB ROWE
MONTANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
1701 PROSPECT AVENUE
POBOX 202601
HELENE MT 59620

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

MICHAEL DORRIAN
LOCKHEED MARTIN
1200 K STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20005

JOHN WINDHAUSEN
ALTS
888 17TH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

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

LAW OFFICES 0 SUSAN BARR PC
POBOX 86089
MONTGOMERY VILLAGE ME 208866089



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

KAREN FINSTAD HAMMEL
MONTANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
1701 PROSPECT AVE
HELENA MT 596202601

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

LARRY D BARNES
IXC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
1122 S CAPITAL OF TEXAS
HWY#100
AUSTIN TX 787466426

WENDY S BLUEMLING
227 CHURCH ST
NEW HEAVEN CT 06510

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

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

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

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

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


