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SUMMARY

SBC Communications Inc. strongly endorses the adoption of a comprehensive
national standard for purposes of number resource optimization. Although certain state
commissions continue to argue that numbering practices and policies should be set on a
state-by-state or even an NPA-by-NPA basis, this piecemeal implementation would
jeopardize telecommunications services throughout the country. In setting this national
policy, SBC and other commenters agree the Commission must focus on the cause of
rapid area code exhaust — the increase in competition in the local exchange market and the
currently inefficient assignment of numbering resources.

As Sprint proposed in its Comments, SBC urges the Commission to immediately
adopt measures which will address the needs of the public and preserve the integrity of the
North American Numbering Plan. These measures are as follows: (1) Direct the North
American Numbering Plan Administration (NANPA) to begin the reclamation of unused
NXXs and provide a report to statensmissions; (2) Order all code holders providing
service in the top 100 metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) to implement a national
standard for a thousand block number assignment process developed by the North
American Numbering Committee (NANC); (3) Grant waivers permitting states relief from
the mandatory 10-digit dialing requirement in association with overlays; (4) Order all
service providers to demonstrate need to NANPA as a condition to obtaining initial and
growth codes; (5) Adopt a cost-efficient random and for-cause audit program; (6) Adopt
mandatory reporting of the current Central Office Code Utilization Survey and require the
reporting of supportive data on a semi-annual basis and; (7) Deny all requests for number
pooling “trials,” focusing instead on deploying a national thousand block pooling standard
within 12-15 months. In relation to long-term measures, SBC continues to urge the
Commission to adopt a focused implementation of thousand block number pooling for the

top 100 MSAs in relation to all LNP-capable carriers which fail to meet a reasonable
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utilization threshold. The Commission should also encourage the adoption of overlays in
all NPAs within the top 100 MSAs, concurrent with the temporary waiver of mandatory
10-digit dialing.

On the issue of cost recovery, SBC urges the Commission to adopt a cost recovery
mechanism in advance of any required implementation of number resource optimization
measures. There is no question that these measure will require significant expenditures.
Therefore, it is only fair for carriers to receive guidance in advance of these costs as to
which costs will be recoverable and to what extent.

As demonstrated in these Reply Comments, the Commission should maintain its
position with regard to Technology Specific Overlays. Although endorsed by certain state
commissions, there is no evidence that this drastic and costly approach will have any
impact on area code exhaust. To the contrary, it would be likely to accelerate area code
depletion. Moreover, it would adversely impact the wireless industry, and its customers,
in an unlawful, discriminatory manner.

Nor should the Commission adopt Unassigned Number Pooling (UNP). MCI's
recommendation of a phased-in UNP will result in multiple carriers being required to serve
as number administrators, in contravention of the Commission’s dictates. Moreover, it is
not supportable that in all instances, these carridisparform these functions in an
“impartial” fashion as such relates to their competitors. Other problems associated with
UNP include the adverse impact on the local number portability architecture, the resulting
inability of carriers to predict theliXX and thousand block needs, the increase in the
number of contaminated thousand blocks and the likelihood of disputes among carriers
relating to the numbers available for assignment.

Similarly, individual number pooling (ITN) should not be implemented at this time.
The administrative architecture needed to support ITN has not been defined and cannot be

implemented within three years as proposed by certain state commissions.
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! Approximately, 64 parties fled Comments in response to the Commission’s
Numbering Resource Optimizatiohotice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No.
99-102 (released June 2, 1999) (“Notice”). When referencing these Comments, SBC shall
identify the commenting party by utilizing a short form of the party’'s name and or the
initials of the party. The Comments of the Public Utility Commission of Texas shall be
referenced as “PUCT Comments, p. _.” and the Comments of the California Public
Utilities Commission and People of the State of California shall be referenced as the
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order for such a standard to be effective, it must address the core cause of area code
depletion. The situation accelerating area code exhaust is the increased demand for
numbering resources resulting from competition in the local service market and the
assignment of these scarce resources where need has not been demonstrated.

While a national standard is necessary for an efficient number conservation policy,
certain commenters, primarily state commissions, continue to insist that numbering policy,
practices and procedures should be set on a state-by-state or even NPA-by-NPA basis.
SBC and other commenters oppose this apprdachs the Commission itself has
recognized, piecemeal implementation cannot take place without *“jeopardizing
telecommunications services throughout the couritry.”

A national approach to numbering administration that addresses the needs of
customers and the state commissions with an overarching comprehensive optimization
plan will protect the integrity of the North American Numbering Plan (NANP). In this
regard, Sprint proposes that the Commission take six steps in the immediate future, in
order to enable numbering reform to begin while additional and more permanent measures
are being considered. SBC supports Sprint's recommendation that then@ission
should promptly adopt some number conservation measures to speed
meaningful reform. Therefore, SBC supports then@ission’s adoption of the following
immediate measures:

1. Direct the North American Numbering Plan Administration (NANPA) to immediately

begin the process of reclaiming unu®&xiXs consistent with its Guidelines. It should
then report to the states and the NANC the results of the reclamation process.

? California PUC Comments, p. 33; PUCT Comments, p. 25.

* See, e.gAT&T Comments, pp. 4-9; Voicestream Wireless Comments, pp. 5-7;
Ameritech Comments, p. 4.

* Memorandum Opinion And Order and Order on Reconsiderdtioine Matter
Of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996,CC Docket No. 96-98, 13 FCC Rcd 19009 (1998).

® Sprint Comments, p. 7.
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. Order all code holders providing services in the Top 100 metropolitan statistical areas
(MSAS) to implement a national standard for Thousand Block Management (TBM) to
avoid the unnecessarily contamination of thousand blocks. The TBM procedures
should be developed by the North American Numbering Council (NANC) within three
months of the final Order in this proceeding and implemented within two months of
development.

. Liberally grant waivers to states requesting relief from the mandatory 10-digit dialing
requirement associated with the implementation of overlays. This action would
facilitate the introduction of timely, efficient area code relief in many jurisdictions with
minimal customer disruption.

Immediately order all service providers to comply with code request requirements, in
relation to both initial and growth codes, to ensure all codes assigned by the NANPA
are based on demonstrated need.

. Adopt a cost-effective random and for-cause audit program consistent the
recommendation of NANC at its August 1999 meeting.

. Adopt mandatory reporting of the current Central Office Code Utilization Survey
(COCUS) and require the industry to report support data on a semi-annual basis
beginning in the year 2000. Compliance with this reporting requirement should be a
pre-condition to the granting of numbering resources within an NPA.

. Deny all requests to implement number pooling “trials” and focus on the measures
needed to promptly deploy a national thousand block pooling standard, as described
below, within 12-15 months of the final Order released in this proceeding.

In relation to long-term measures, SBC continues to urge the Commission to

adopt a limited, focused implementation of thousand-block number pooling for the top

100 MSAs in relation to all LNP-capable carriers which fail to meet a reasonably

established utilization threshold. Further, the Commission should commit to the adoption

of a national 10-digit dialing plan in the top 100 MSAs by a specified date. Finally, the

Commission should actively encourage the states to adopt NPA overlays in cases where

area codes are exhausting and the conditions described below as for number pooling are

not met.
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Uniform Administrative Procedures Should be Adopted.

The commenters universally agree that there is a need for the adoption of new
uniform administrative procedures applicable to all service providémsaddition, several
companies and state commissions propose the adoption of a national standard of number
definitions for purposes of reporting and auditingVhile SBC agrees there should be a
uniform national standard for defining numbering categories, the lack of this standard is
not the fundamental problem causing rapid area code exhaust. Rather the problem is the
existing system of allocating large blocks of telephone numbers to multiple service
providers on a geographic basis.

Several parties urge the Commission to adopt a policy of limiting reserved
numbers to only 45 days or not allowing reserved numbers®atfahere was a shortage
of telephone numbers, there might be legitimate reason to adopt one of these proposals.
However, such is not the case. To adopt a proposal that fails to address the core reasons
for NPA exhaust would serve no purpose and would disadvantage many businesses and
governmental agencies. SBC believes there should not be any limitation on the length of
time numbers can be reserved, if the reservation is in accordance with a legally enforceable
written agreement and the result of a valid customer request. In the alternative, SBC
supports the adoption of the timenitations included in the Number Resource
Optimization Working Group of NANC (NRO) report on number reservafions.

The Commission should allow the industry, through the leadership of the Industry

Numbering Committee (INC) and the NANC, to continue to develop appropriate

® See e.g, Winstar Comments, p. 47; State Outline Comments, p. 1; BellSouth
Comments, p.12; ALTS Comments, p. 4.

’ See, e.g.California PUC Comments, p. 11 and State Outline Attachment, p. 1;
VoiceStream Wireless Corp. Comments, p. 10; Airtouch Comments, p. 14; Bell Atlantic
Comments, p. 4.

® See, e.g.PUCT Comments, p. 6; California PUC Comments, Attached State
Outline, p. 2.

® The Number Resource Optimization Working Group Report on Telephone
Number Reservations, Report to the North American Numbering Council, As Modified by
the North American Numbering Council, dated August 24, 1999.
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numbering definitions? Additionally, the industry must be permitted to phase-in any
revised policy on number definitions to provide sufficient time for customer notification
and education as well as to implement the required changes to operational support

systems.

Il. More Efficient Number Assignment Procedures Should Be Adopted.

A. In Developing Numbering Assignment Procedures, the Commission
Should Not Focus On Ensuring the Growth of Number Assignments
Parallels the Growth in Telephone Lines.

A major focus of the industry’s efforts regarding number optimization has been on
improving the process for the assignment of NXXs within NPAs in order to lengthen the
life of the NPAs. Toward this end, the goal of the Commission in this proceeding is to
address the underlying drivers of area code exhaust, not to ensure that the growth in
number assignments more closely parallels the growth in telephone lines, as Cox
suggests’

Number assignments within NPAs have never mirrored the growth in telephone
lines. Given this fact, neither the state commissions nor this Commission has felt it
necessary in the past to develop number assignment methodologies directed toward this
objective.

While certain inefficiencies related to the number assignment system have played a
limited role in area code exhaust, the major catalyst causing this problem is the
proliferation of new entrants and the associated demand for numbering resources.

SBC agrees that in a competitive marketplace, more efficient number assignment

procedures are needed. The Commission must focus on improving the assignment of the

° The Industry Numbering Committee (INC) has completed its revisions to the
number category definitions. In addition, the NRO presented its report on telephone
number reservations at the August 1999 NANC meeting.

' Cox Communications Comments, p. 3.
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NPA numbering resource and must adopt cost-effective measures to ensure that the use of

existing and future NPAs are maximized.

B. Mandatory Procedures Must Be Adopted for the Assignment of Initial
and Growth Codes.

Commenters generally agree that service providers should include as part of their
initial code requests a “months-to-exhaust” (MTE) forecast and the proper state or federal
certification’? Several commenters, including state commissions, urge the Commission to
adopt a more stringent process to ensure that initial codes are properly jtistified.
Although some commentéfs oppose these measures for allegedly having a
disproportionate impact on new entrants, the Commission must adopt a process that
requires service providers to support their numbering requests.

In opposing increased certification requirements for initial codes, ALTS claims that
this requirement is exclusively targeted toward competitive local exchange carriers
(CLECs)”® ALTS would have the Commission believe that simply because a service
provider requests an initial code, it must have a justified need. Yet, as Sprint’s experience
in Massachusetts demonstrates, some CLECs have been hoarding a sizable supply of
numbers, without any demonstrable n&€edn its Comments, SBC contends that codes
should be actually placed “in service” not just “activated” in the LER@hus, carriers
should be required to provide NANPA with interconnection information data, as well as

the MTE and certification information, before numbering resources are allocated. Several

12 See e.g., PUCT Comments, p. 7; North Carolina Utilities Commission
Comments, p. 5; New York PUC Comments, p. 5; New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
Comm%nts, p. 2; California PUC Comments, State Outline Attachment, p. 3.

Id.

“ RCN Telecom Comments, p. 3; ALTS Comments, p. 7.

> ALTS Comments, p. 7.

'® Sprint Comments, p. 2, footnote 5.

7 SBC Comments, p. 44.
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state commissions endorse this approach to ensure that numbering resources are actually
being used and not being stockpitéd.

In insisting that a “readiness test” is necessary to promote the appropriate and
timely use of limited numbering resources, SBC is not advocating that carriers should be
denied resources legitimately needed in order for them to compete. However, there must
be more than just a “promise” that these assigned telephone numbers will actually be put
into service in a timely fashion. Six months following the assignment of the NXX codes

offers sufficient time for these codes to be activated into service.

C. A Need Must be Demonstrated Before the Assignment of Growth
Codes.

SBC and certain commenters advocate that growth codes should be allocated to
carriers only after the submittal of MTE data. In order to receive subsequent assignments,
carriers must meet a reasonably established utilization threshold with limited exceptions
permitted in specific circumstancEs.Several companies oppose adoption of a utilization
threshold showing for growth codes because they allegall itestrict their ability to
obtain numbering resourcés.

SBC agrees that the strict enforcement of utilization thresholds to obtain growth
codes might unduly impact service providers under certain circumstances. For these
reasons, SBC recommends limited exceptions for certain situations, including cases
involving specific customer requests or state regulatory requirements which necessitate the

allocation of additional number resources.

18 See e.g., California PUC Comments, State Outline Attachment, p. 3; PUCT
Comments, p. 7.

19 SBC Comments, pp. 45-49; Liberty Telecom LLC Comments, p. 4; California
PUC Comments, State Outline Attachment, pp. 4-5.

? RCN Comments, p. 6; AT&T Comments, p. 15; GTE Comments, p. 18; Bell
Atlantic Comments, p. 9; Choice One and GST Comments, p. 5.
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SBC proposed a utilization threshold of 70%, phased in over a three-year period to
allow carriers ample time to increase their utilizabnSome state commissions suggest
that the threshold should be 80% or higher before number resources can be &flocated.
SBC strongly opposes this proposal. An 80% threshold is unreasonably high, particularly
in a thousand-block number pooling environment. Moreover, an 80% threshold will not
allow carriers to adequately meet customer demand while waiting for numbering resources
to be allocated and will result in carriers submitting exceptions more frequently than
envisioned® A utilization threshold that gradually increases to 70% strikes the proper
balance between meeting the needs of the carriers and improving number optimization.

Additionally there should be no differences in the percent fill rates among carrier
segments as suggested by some commefitesss certain commenters correctly note,
disparate treatment between industry segments would be anti-competitive and
discriminatory. Moreover, this approach would serve no optimization purpose.

In calculating the utilization percentage, certain state commissions have supported
the exclusion of reserved numbers, numbers allocated to resellers and numbers in dealer
numbering pools from utilization calculatiofis. SBC strongly disagrees with these
commenters. Numbers in these categories are not available for assignment and, therefore,
should be included in the utilization calculation. For example, reserved numbers are
numbers set aside at a customer’s request and with the customer’s knowledge. These
numbers are also subject to porting requirements and are not available for assignment to

other customers. In a pooling environment, these numbers must be considered in

1 SBC Comments, pp. 46-47.

2 Ohio PSC Comments, p. 17; California PUC Comments, State Outline
Attachment, p. 4.

28 The January 27, 1999 INC Thousand-block Pooling Administrative Guidelines
permits carriers to have an inventory of 9 months of numbering resources. Using
unreasonably high fill rates for demonstrating need while allowing a 9-month inventory of
numbering resources is unreasonable.

24 Winstar Comments, p. 58; ALTS Comments, p. 12.

?® California PUC Comments, State Outline Attachment, p. 5.
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determining contamination of thousand blocks because the customers which have reserved
the numbers can, and likely will, request their activation. For these reasons, reserved
numbers should be properly included in utilization.

Numbers assigned to resellers are also unavailable for assignment and should be
categorized as such. Resellers initiate requests for numbers to provide service to their
customers. If a reseller requests an entire thousand-block from a service provider, the
service provider has no alternative but to fulfill the request. These numbers are no longer
available for assignment by the code holder and should be treated as such. It is
unreasonable on this basis for a service provider to report that the thousand-block is not
being utilized and fail a utilization threshold test. The numbers are assigned and
unavailable for future assignment.

In relation to numbers assigned to dealer pools, in the wireless environment,
oftentimes a service provider allocates to its dealers assigned numbers to be utilized on
behalf of the service provider in activating customer service. In some cases, these
numbers are pre-programmed into customer handsets. To avoid duplicate number
assignments, the numbers provided to dealers are considered assigned numbers and are
unavailable for assignment elsewhere. As such, numbers in dealer pools must included in
the utilization calculation.

In the cases of reserved numbers and numbers assigned to resellers, these numbers
must be ported back to the service provider that donated the block to the thousand-block
pool in order to avoid duplicate number assignm&nNumbers in dealer pools are not
available for assignment to any other customer and should be reported as such. Therefore
SBC urges the Commission to continue to permit the inclusion of reserve number, as well
as numbers allocated to resellers and dealer numbering pools as part of the numerator in

calculating utilization.

%6 Wireless dealer pools are not impacted by thousand block pooling until the
wireless industry converts to LNP on November 24, 2002.
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D. The Sale of Telephone Numbers is Not a Viable Means for Number
Assignment.

The Commission’s suggestion that pricing might be any effective method for
efficiently allocating telephone numbers met with opposition from numerous
commenter$! Only two commenters, the Public Utiity Commissions of Ohio and
California, present any rationale for pricing telephone numbers with the objective of
decreasing carrier demand for these resodfcétowever, current demand is likely to be
unaffected unless prices are so high as to influence market entry and distort increased
competition.

It should also be noted that not even the CPUC and the Ohio Commission support
market based pricing for numbérs.Although both present innovative, if ill-conceived,
methods for the ostensible recovery of administrative costs, requiring carriers to pay for
telephone numbers is simply not a viable long term solution for slowing the pace of area
code exhaust. Competitive entry is most likely to occur in densely populated,
metropolitan areas exhibiting high revenue potential and the opportunity to minimize
distance sensitive costs of entry. The rewards of entering these markets are greater than
those achievable in relatively sparsely inhabited areas.

Since numbers are a fundamental component in the provision of competitive
telecommunications service, entrants may be willing to pay a premium in these situations
to avoid refusing service to potential subscribers because of insufficient numbering
resources. If entrants are required to pay prices for numbers that lower the overall

expected rate of return on investment, entry in the market will be deterred, the demand for

" Some commenters cite uncertainty regarding the scope of the Commission’s
authority to implement market based pricing for numbering resources while others raise
concerns regarding the likely effectiveness of using prices to effectively ration numbers. In
addition, some argue that pricing numbers may constitute a barrier to competitive entry.
Regardless of the reason given, most comments oppose the application of prices to
telephone number allocation.

?8 Ohio PUC Comments, pp. 36-40; CPUC Comments, pp. 36-43.

29 CPUC Comments, p. 37; Ohio PUC Comments, p. 37-38.
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numbers may decline, and the pace of area code relief might be effected. But such an
approach is clearly not competitively neutral.

Requiring carriers to pay for telephone numbers alone will not significantly alter
demand patterns. The “top markets” will continuedoeive the greater share of numbers
in comparison to slower growth markets, despite the imposition of pricing. Moreover, if
the price of numbers is to be recovered as a production cost in service prices, retail prices
to end users will rise. For these reasons, the Commission should heed the overwhelming

majority of comments and reject the sale of telephone numbers to carriers.

[ll.  Unused Numbering Resources Should Be Reclaimed.

Although there is some disagreemefenunused codes should be reclaimed from
a service provider, most parties agree that unused numbering resources should be
reclaimed and NANPA should be the sole party authorized to reclaim®the&BC
believes that NANPA currently has the authority to reclaim unused NXX codes, but
supports other parties’ suggestions that modifications to the guidelines are necessary to
strengthen the code reclamation prodéssSBC and other parties also support the
Commission’s proposal that codes be returned to the NANPA within 60 days after the
activation deadliné’

Certain state commissioiisecommend that the Commission delegate authority to
the states to reclaim unused resources. However, to ensure a uniform, national number
administration structure, the NANPA must be the only entity delegated the authority to

administer the numbering guidelines. SBC encourages the states to consult and assist the

3 Missouri PSC Comments, p. 3; North Carolina Comments, p. 9; New York
Comments, p. 8; Liberty Telecom LLC Comments, p. 3; Ameritech Comments, p. 27.

3! California PUC Comments, State Outline Attachment, p. 9; GTE Comments,
p. 31; MediaOne Comments, p. 15.

%2 SBC Comments, p. 65; New Jersey Board of Public Utilities Comments, p. 5;
Connecticut DPUC Comments, p. 6; North Carolina Utilities Commission Comments, p.
10; California PUC Comments, State Outline Attachment, p. 7.

%% Minnesota PSC Comments, p. 9; Missouri PSC Comments, p. 3; Connecticut
DPUC Comments, p. 7.
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NANPA to the extent possible regarding the reclamation of unused resources in

accordance with Section 6.3.3 of the Central Office Code Guidéfines.

V. Random and For-Cause Audits are Warranted.

Most parties agree that a cost-effective audit and enforcement program should be
instituted to ensure that carriers report accurate information to the NANRAdits are
effective to ensure that all carriers comply with the Commission’s guidelines and industry
standards. However, adopting all of the audit types suggested by some of the commenting
parties® would create unnecessary costs with little additional benefit. SBC believes that
random audits alone will encourage carriers to comply with the industry standaeads®
of the ever-present risk of being audited. SBC and several other commenters agree that
random and “for-cause” audits will ensure compliance at a reasonabfé ctise. NANC
at its August 1999 meeting also endorsed this position and found no need for regularly
scheduled audits. Adopting regularly scheduled audits for the entire industry would be
unnecessary and prohibitively expensive. Random and for-cause audits, coupled with the
requirement that all carriers report their utilization and forecast data semi-annually to the
NANPA would undercut the ability to build and carry a large inventory of unneeded NXX
codes or thousand blocks. SBC urges the Commission to adopt procedures limiting audits

on a random and for-cause basis.

** INC Central Office Code Guidelines, INC 95-0407-008.

** See, e.g.Voicestream Wireless Comments, p. 17; Cox Communications
Comments, p. 27; MediaOne Comments, p. 19; Nextel Comments, p. 22.

% PUCT Comments, p. 13; Ohio PSC Comments, p. 22; MediaOne Comments, p.
19; North Carolina Utilities Commission Comments, p. 7; California PUC Comments,
State Outline Attachment, p. 7.

37 SBC Comments, p. 57-58; Bell Atlantic Comments, p. 12; NextLink Comments,
p. 20; USTA Comments, p. 6; GTE Comments, p. 26.
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V. There is a Lack of Support for the Submission of Utilization and Forecast
Data on a Quarterly Basis.

SBC and a majority of the comment&ragree that the semi-annual collection and
submission of utilization and forecast data sufficiently monitors number usage and
provides for expedient action with regard to area code relief. Additionally, for forecasting
and utilization data to be of any value, NANPA, the industry and other affected parties
must have adequate time to review and analyze the data. If the data is reported quarterly
as proposed by the Commission, the analysis of previously submitted data will not be
completed before additional data is produced.

Those commenters who support the collection ibzation and forecast data on a
quarterly basis provide no evidence to suggest that quarterly data is necessary or
appropriate, rather, they suggest that the current process of collecting data on an annual
basis is insufficient? One commentor believes that new entrants enter the market

“quarterly,”°

apparently suggesting this fact supports the need for quarterly data. The

Commission should remember that there is near unanimity among all commenters, that
before any provider is assigned numbering resources, the service provider must have
submitted a forecast to the NANPA. Quarterly data submissions would dramatically add

to industry costs with no discernible benefit. Forecast afizhtion data are critical but

the Commission’s focus should be on enforcing the submittal of quality data, rather than

the frequency of reporting. Therefore, the FCC should adopt the recommendation of the
NANC regarding reporting requirements and structurdhe NANC’s recommendation

represents a sound and cost-effective solution to the current shortcomings of the current

reporting process.

% See, e.gAT&T Comments, p. 18; MCI Comments, p. 40; Bell Atlantic
Comments, p. 10; BellSouth Comments, p. 14.

% New Jersey Commission Comments, p. 3; California PUC Comments, p. 14.

%0 California PUC Comments, p. 14.

*1 Correspondence from Ronald J. Binz, Co-Chairman of NANC to Yog R.
Varma, Deputy Chief of the Common Carrier Bureau, dated June 30, 1999.
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VI. A Restricted Definition of Sequential Number Assignment (SNA) Should Be
Adopted.

In its Comments, SBC supported a concept of SNA with defined charactéfistics.
While Sprint and AT&T oppose the mandatory consecutive assignment of telephone
numbers,;? they support a thousand block number management process which includes
many of the characteristics recommended by SBC. For example, AE&fees with
SBC that arequirementthat code holders must consecutively assign numbers is
inappropriate. The thousand block management/number assignment process (TBM)
proposed by AT&T and Sprint in many ways reflects SBC’s recommendation to set aside
uncontaminated thousand blocks.

SBC supports a requirement that all service providers implement a nationally
defined TBM program in local number portability (LNP) capable switches serving the Top
100 MSAs. TBM, as defined in this context|l e terminated once pooling is deployed
within a MSA. As Sprint recognizes in its Comments once pooling is implemented,

carriers must manage and assign numbers in thousand Blocks.

VII.  The Limited Focused Deployment of Thousand Block Number Pooling
(TBNP) is Justified.

Commenters generally agree that the Commission should adopt some form of
thousand block number pooling (TBNP). SBC and other parties advocate a limited

deployment of TBNP® while some of the state commissidneecommend that TBNP

*2 SBC Comments, p. 86.

3 Sprint Comments, pp. 19-20; AT&T Comments, p. 52.

* AT&T Comments, p. 52.

* Sprint Comments, p. 19.

% SBC Comments, pp. 68-75; GTE Comments, p. 40; AT&T Comments, p. 43;
Ameritech Comments, p. 38; US West Comments, p. 21.

*" California PUC Comments, State Outline Attachment, p. 11.
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should be permitted in any LNP capable rate area at the discretion of th& s8iti.
other commenters advocate giving the state commissions interim authority to implement
TBNP trials?®

SBC appreciates the state commissions’ frustration relating to area code relief and
recognizes their impatience in waiting for national number conservation measures.
However, SBC and other parties urge the Commission to resist granting the states’ interim
TBNP authority, allowing the industry to focus its attention on the timely deployment of
cost-effective national number conservation measires.

Some states appear to be delaying NPA relief decisions in hopes that number
pooling will eliminate any need for additional measurfeszor example, the CPUC noted
in its Comments that recent events bring into question whether states need to implement
relief plans at af® This position concerns SBC and the other industry members. As
Sprint points out in its Commeritsdespite the Commission’s reminder to the states that

number conservation is not a substitute for timely area code relief, state commissions

* The California PUC argues the Commission should order nationwide
deployment of LNP LRN technology in order to provide the infrastructure to support
number conservation. To revisit the schedule for the implementation of LNP at this late
date would not only strain LEC resources, it would also require the reopening of issues
relating to LNP cost recovery, previously resolved by the Commission. Moreover, even if
the California PUC’s proposal were adopted, not every LNP capable switch can support
thousand block number pooling. As SBC stated in its Comments, 1AESS switches cannot
be included in TBNP because Lucent does not plan to develop any software for these
switches which would enable this capability. SBC Comments, pp. 79-80.

*9 New Hampshire Office of Consumer Advocates Comments, p. 1.

* USTA Comments, p. 15; NextLink Comments, p. 10; Sprint Comments, p. 18-
19; US West Comments, p. 16-17.

°1 SBC is compelled to respond to the unfounded allegation levied by the PUCT
that the industry intentionally thwarted its efforts to implement a number pooling trial in
the 817 NPA. Aiter careful review, NANPA found that CLECs had submitted most of the
code requests. NANPA concluded that these code requests were merely a footprint
expansion endeavor by the CLECs. The PUCT fails to prangievidence in support of
its allegations and indeed, there is no evidence of such a “conspiracy.”

°2 California PUC Comments, p. 43.

>3 Sprint Comments, p. 24.
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continue to look for ways to avoid providing this relief. TBNP is a number conservation
measure and is not an acceptable means to avoid dealing with the unpleasant task of

ordering NPA relief measures when they are needed.

VIIl. TBNP “Trials” Are of No Discernable Benefit.

The Commission should deny requests for additional TBNP “trials.” To grant
such requests would jeopardize the national pooling standard, requiring the industry to
unnecessarily expend financial and personnel resources on state pooling trials.
Additionally, SBC submits that the industry and many of its vendors have already begun
negotiating systems requirements and costs for deploying the national number pooling
solution. Current estimates are that the national pooling solution can be implemented
within 12-15 months? Deployment of each pooling trial could require 9-12 months, with
limits on the number of trials that can hgpported by the industry. There is no reason
to believe that such trials are cost effective or of any defensible benefit. Furthermore, until
Efficient Data Representation (EDR) is available, any ordered trials would reduce capacity
within the LNP infrastructure, with possible adverse results. SBC estimates that it can
pool, on a trial basis, only two or three NPAs per region for no longer than a year before
its Signal Transfer Points (STPs) reach their capdiniitations. Additionally, it is not
known whether Lockheed Martin has the resources or capacity to manage several state
trials>® SBC agrees with the commenters that recognize TBNP trials would only frustrate

the industry’s ability to deploy a national TBNP standard. SBC estimates that any attempt

>* SBC Comments, p. 83.

> AT&T estimates it only has the capacity of supporting 8 NPAs associated with
pooling trials nationally. Five of these are already allocated to lllinois, leaving only three
more trials it can support.See Comments of AT&T Corp.In the Matter of the
California Public Utilities Commission’s Petition for Additional Authority to Implement
Number Conservation Measurdsle No. NSD-L-98-136, p. 5.

*® SBC expects that any cost incurred to implement ordered number pooling trials
will be included in industry’s allowable cost recovery.
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to implement state pooling trials, concurrent with deploying the national standard, will

delay the national pooling architecture by as much as an additional 9 months.

IX.  TBNP Should Be Employed on a Limited, Focused and Cost-Effective Basis.

A. TBNP Should Be Considered Only in the Top 100 MSAs Using a
Utilization Threshold

With regard to the national TBNP standard, SBC and other commenters advocate
that TBNP should be deployed only in the largest 100 MSAs, where the demand for
numbering resources is highest and where LNP already ¥xist& the Commission
correctly points out in its Notice, local competition and the current method of allocating
numbering resources are major contributors to the numbering crisis today. This situation
is most prevalent in the top 100 MSAs. Clearly the benefits of TBMPo& more
significant in areas where a substantial number of carriers provide service. Additionally,
allowing state commissions to implement TBNP in NPAs nearing exhaust will not prevent
this exhaust and only will delay the implementation of pooling in NPAs where benefits can
be fully realized. Therefore, SBC urges the Commission to limit TBNP to the top 100
MSAs where NPAs are projected to exhaust no sooner than twenty-four months after the
Commission’s final Order in this proceeding. Moreover, TBNP must be shown to extend
the life of the NPA for at least an additional three to five y&ai§the NPA fails to meet
this criteria, the NANPA must initiate the necessary NPA relief planning process.

Additionally, the Commission should establish a utilization threshold to determine
which carriers should participate in TBRP.Carriers with low utilization are more likely
to require fewer numbers at one time, and therefore might efficiently use numbers in
blocks of one thousand, instead of complete NXX codes. In addition, service providers

with low utilization will have the majority of uncontaminated blocks to be contributed to

>” SBC Comments, p. 75; ALTS Comments, p. 23; US West Comments, p. 20;
USTA Comments, p. 8-9.

*8 GTE suggests that five years should be the threshold. GTE Comments, p. 40.

*9 SBC Comments, pp. 70-74.
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rate center number pools. Conversely, carriers with comparatively high utilization are
more likely to demand a greater number of thousand number blocks to meet their
requirements. Moreover, they will have fewer uncontaminated blocks to contribute to the
rate center number poll establishment. In summary, carriers with high utilization would

supply less, and demand more, from number pooling participation.

B. TBNP Should Be Implemented on a Reasonable Rollout Basis.

SBC and other commentétslso advocate a controlled rollout of TBNP to allow
the industry and Lockheed Martin sufficient time to test the number pooling administration
systems, the operational support systems and the enhancements to the Numbkty Portab
Administration Center (NPAC) system. SBC recommends that the deployment of TBNP
for the first quarter be at a rate of one NPA for each NPAC region and for subsequent
guarters, require no more than two NPAs for each NPAC region. This conversion
schedule would provide for the conversion of 49 NPAs within the first year of adoption
and could potentially extend the lives of NPAs meeting the above pooling requirements.

With regard to the wireless industry’s deployment of TBNP, SBC agrees with
observations made at the July 1999 NANC meétitigt the wireless industry should not
be required to participate in TBNP prior to its implementation of LNP. Moreover, the
deployment of TBNP by the wireless industry prior to this date would provide no
discernable benefits. The complications posed by a deployment of number pooling before
the availability of wireless number portability are so complex as to render the participation
in pooling virtually meaningless at this point. The earliest the wireless industry can

feasibly deploy this measure is early 2003.

% AT&T recommends a single NPA should be tested over a two month period to
ensure for proper testing of the NPAC and other systems. AT&T Comments, p. 44. MCI
also recommends that testing be conducted in an NPA followed by a limited rollout of two
NPAs each month. MCI Comments, p. 13.

®1 SeeNANC Meeting Minutes, dated July 20-21, 1999.
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C. A Contamination Threshold of No More Than 10% Should Be
Adopted.

SBC supports commenters recommending that a 10% threshold contamination
level be adopted by the Commission as a reasonable target, which would neither harm or
unduly benefit any particular industry segm®&nt. The 10% contamination level is
consistent with the INC recommendation and therefore, represents the industry consensus
as to an appropriate and reasonable threshold level. The Commission should not adopt a
block contamination threshold above 10%. To do so would cause an increase in the
number of ported transactions required to port assigned numbers back to the service
providers donating the blocks. This action would unnecessarily strain the capacity
requirements of Signal Transfer Point and Signal Control Points, as well as increase

associated costs. It could also cause potential customer service disruptions.

X. Cost Recovery Principles Must Be Defined in an Expeditious Manner.

TBNP deployment should not occur until the Commission adopts a cost recovery
mechanism which permits carriers to fully recover their costs associated with the
deployment. TBNP and other proposed administrative procedures will be extremely
expensive to implement. AT&T has suggested that the industry begin deployment of these
measures in advance of the adoption of a cost recovery mechanism, claiming that local
number portability was effectively handled in this mea8tr8BC strongly disagrees. The
adoption of clear and unequivocal cost recovery precepts in advance of cost expenditures
is essential, otherwise carriers will again be operating blind, with no guidance as to which

of their costs will be recoverable and to what extent.

Xl.  Overlays and 10-Digit Dialing are Appropriate Measures to Address Area
Code Exhaust.

°2 New York PSC Comments, p. 11; Ameritech Comments, p. 45.
®8 AT&T Comments, p. 54.
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A. Overlays Are Justified in the Top 100 MSAs and in Areas Where
Geographic Splits have Been Ineffective or Predictably Will Be
Ineffective.

Certain commentets have suggested that overlays do notilifare number
optimization. For example, Cox Communications argues that area code relief can have
little or no effect on the efficiency with which numbers are {8edhis conclusion is
incorrect. Overlays provide the most optimal use of the key numbering component of the
NANP-the NPA resource.

SBC recommends in its Comments that overlays be presumed by the Commission
as appropriate in the Top 100 MSAs and in areas where geographic splits have failed, or
predictably will fail, to provide sufficient relief. From a number administration
perspective, overlays are the most efficient and effective NPA relief remedy. In contrast,
by their very nature, NPA splits inefficiently use the NPA resource. A split provides relief
for a lesser period of time than that provided to the same area by an overlay. This is an

irrefutable fact®

B. Mandatory 10-Digit Dialing is Advisable.

SBC supports those commenters favoring the migration to mandatory 10-digit
dialing on a nationwide badis. Milions of customers currently dial 10 digits for local
calls. Moreover, it has been SBC’s experience in the overlays implemented within its
region that customers adapt very quickly to the change from 7-digit to 10-digit dialing.
Both the Colorado Commission and the PUCT in their Comments note that in situations
where mandatory 10-digit dialing and overlays have been implemented, customer
problems were minimal. However, SBC does recognize that state commissions are faced

with protests alleging that 10-digit dialing will pose a major inconvenience for customers.

® See, e.g ALTS Comments, p. 28; Cox Communications Comments, p. 24.

®® Cox Communications Comments, p. 24.

°® SBC Comments, p. 98.

®" See, e.g.Colorado PSC Comments, p. 12; Liberty Telecom Comments, p. 3:
US West Comments, p. 13; BellSouth Comment, p. 17.
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Because of these protests, timely area code relief in some areas has been delayed. For this
reason, SBC encourages the Commission to liberally grant temporary waivers of the

mandatory 10-digit dialing requirement.

C. Technology Specific Overlays Will Not Impact NPA Exhaustion.

Several state commissions recommend that the Commission permit technology
specific overlays (TSOF¥ The Commission should continue to reject these requests,
which are unsupported by any factual evidence. Actual (publicly available) data shows the
wireless industry uses its numbers very efficiently, allowing the industry’s high growth to
be accommodated with relatively few NXX assignments. Therefore, contrary to the
opinions of the TSO proponents, the wireless industry’'s numbering demands are not a
primary cause of NPA exhaust and therefore, technology specific overlays are
unwarranted.

That the wireless industry is not a primary contributor to NPA exhaust is
demonstrated by data comparing the monthly number of NXX assignments made to the
wireless industry on an NPA basis in the two most populous states in the country. The
tables below contain data relating to the NXX assignments made to the entire wireless
industry (cellular, PCS, and paging) over the past 19 months in the states of Texas and
California — two states which arguably are experiencing some of the highest wireless

demand. During this period, the average number of NXXs per month assigned to the

entire wireless industry has been less that 2 NXXs per NPA. On average, none of the

%8 See, e.gColorado PUC Comments, p. 13; North Carolina Utilities Comments,
p. 19; New York Commission Comments, p. 20; Connecticut PUC Comments, pp. 9-10;
California PUC, pp. 46-50.
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NPAs in either of the two states assigned more than 4 NXXs per month to the wireless

industry.
California Wireless NXX Assignments

Year Cellular/PCS | Paging | Total NPAs| NXXs per NPA-Monthly Average
1998 373 220 593 23 2.15

1999 thru July) 231 92 323 27 1.71

Texas Wireless NXX Assignments

Year Cellular/PCS | Paging | Total NPAs| NXXs per NPA-Monthly Average
1998 177 43 220 15 1.22

1999 thru July) 204 45 249 18 1.98

Clearly, the adoption of TSOs will have no discernible impact on delaying area
code exhausts. If, on average, the entire wireless industry is being assigned NXXs at the
rate of less than two per month per NPA, no delay in NPA exhaust will occur since the
two NXXs being “saved” each monthillcertainly be assigned to wireline carriers in that
same month. In fact, a prospective TSO, while doing nothing in the way of delaying NPA
exhaust, will actually worsen the North American Numbering Plan (NANP) exhaust
situation. This is because two NPAs must be assigned at roughly the same time (the TSO
and a relief NPA for the exhausting NPA) instead of just one (relief for the exhausting
NPA). If TSOs are widely deployed, this could cause the NANP to exhaust much sooner
than anticipated.

The other type of TSO, the TSO with the mandatory take-back of all wireless
telephone numbers in the particular NPA, is unreasonably discriminatory to the wireless
industry and its customers, has little impact on delaying NPA exhaust, and also worsens

the NANP exhaust situation. For example, in California and Texas, the average number of
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existing wireless NXXs in each NPA is about 100 NXXs. Assuming a 7%3#aton

rate, approximately 750,000 wireless subscribers (in each area code) would be required to
change their telephone numbers. At an absolute minimum, 12 months would be required
to educate the existing customer base and perform the manual reprogramming. Costs as
high as $50.00 per customer for this re-pragring effort have been cited in other
proceedings, resulting in expenditures of $30-$dilion per NPA for the wireless
industry. The end result would be, on average, the recovery of only 100 NXXs — which
would typically delay NPA exhaust only a matter of several months. In California, where
the monthly state-wide pent-up NXX demand equals a full NPA, the implementation of a
TSO with mandatory take-back would delay NPA exhaust only 2-3 months in most cases.
Additionally, if widely implemented, this type of TSO would also have the effect of
significantly worsening the NANP exhaust situation, since two NPA assignments would be
required (within months of each other) as opposed to only one.

Finally, the Commission must keep in mind that the implementation of either type
of TSO will have the effect of prohibiting the benefits of wireless LNP, currently
scheduled for November 24, 2002. For example, if a TSO were implemented in 2000 or
2001, and the cellular/PCS industry deploys LNP in November 2002, no wireline
customer could move their service to a wireless provider and be able to keep their
telephone number (or vice-versa) because a mandated segregation of wireless numbers and
wireline numbers had been established via the TSO. This means that no wireline numbers
are allowed in the wireless-only NPA and no wireless numbers are allowed in the de-facto
wireline-only NPA. This would negate the entire premise of why LNP would ultimately
be required — to allow all customers to change their service provider and be able to retain
their telephone number.

In conclusion, the Commission need not reconsider their earlier prohibitions on the

implementations of TSOs. They continue to be unreasonably discriminatory, do little or
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nothing to delay NPA exhausts, worsen the NANP exhaust situation, and prohibit the full

benefits of LNP.

Xll. Certain Identified Administrative Guidelines Should Be Codified.

Several commenters agree that the Commission should in some fashion ensure that
industry guidelines are followed not only by members of the industry, but also by state
commission$? At a minimum, the Commission must strongly endorse existing industry
guidelines and instruct state commissions and industry members to comply with these
guidelines. While the Commission itself need not become involved in the day-to-day
operation of numbering administration, it must recognize that industry group guidelines
must be uniformly and consistently applied if the nondiscriminatory and equitable intent of
its national numbering policy is to be achieved. Because the fluid nature of these
guidelines is an essential quality of their effectiveness, not all of these guidelines should be
codified. However, SBC has endorsed above the inclusion of certain of these guidelines
as part of the Commission’s regulations. Among these precepts, SBC encourages the
Commission to adopt mandatory, semi-annual reporting of forecast inatioh data,
uniform number definitions as defined by INC, and a required showing of need prior to the

allocation of initial and growth codes.

X1l Unassigned Number Porting (UNP) Should Not Be Permitted, Even on a
Voluntary Basis.

UNP in any form is clearly number administration. It is for this reason that SBC
and other commentéfsoppose its adoption. UNP if implemented in accordance with

MCI's proposal’ would result in multiple carriers being required to serve as number

% See, e.g.,AT&T Comments, p. 10; Primeco Comments, p. 12; ALTS
Comments, p. 4; MCI Comments, p. 45.

0 Ameritech Comments, p. 47; GTE Comments, p. 39; Bell Atlantic Comments, p.
22; Ohio PUC Comments, p. 31.

2 MCI Comments, p. 19.
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administrators, a consequence contrary to the Commission’s express ptirpiseis it

likely that even MCI would consider these carriers to be “impartial” number administrators
as required by the Commission and the Telecommunications Act, simply by virtue of the
fact that these carriers compete with other service providers in the same market.
Adoption of UNP as MCI envisions would effectively eliminate the consolidation of
number administration activities.

In addition, MCI's recommendation that UNP be implemented on a “phased in”
approach is patently infeasible. MCI acknowledges that Phase | of its implementation
schedule would require manual processes. However, it never explains how a provider can
assign these numbers manually or how administrative issues could be handled. MCI's
objective in proposing this approach is not to conserve numbering resources as claimed
but rather to apparently develop a means by which it can obtain the numbering resources
of its competitors.

There are numerous issues associated with UNP that state commissions and MCI
have not considered in their advocacy. Predictably, UNIPaadversely impact the
underlying LNP architecture. Moreover, since UNP allows for individual telephone
numbers to be transferred from one provider to another, the benefits derived from
Efficient Data Representation (EDR) will be drastically reduéed:he coordination of
UNP with number portability guidelines already img# would also need to be resolved.

UNP will certainly create disputes between carriers relating to which UNP numbers are

2 Report and Orderln the Matter of Administration of the North American
Numbering PlanCC Docket No. 92-237, 11 FCC Rcd 2588 (1995).

® MCI Comments, p. 19.

" The industry developed EDR to alleviate problems caused by porting high
volumes of consecutive ranges of telephone numbers. Under EDR, pooling of thousand
blocks would allow 1,000 consecutive numbers to be compressed into a single record and
stored in the STPs/SCPs. This record storage architecture is designed to increase the
storage capacity of the STPs/SCPs. UNP would require an additional exception record to
be established for each unassigned number ported and undermine the storage efficiencies
inherent in EDR.
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available for assignment. In addition, UNP will dramatically impact a carrier’s ability to
properly forecast its future NXX and thousand block needs. illtalso increase the
number of contaminated thousand blocks which will be unavailable to donate to a rate
center thousand block pool.

While voluntary UNP seems feasible on the surface and is supported by several
commenterg? the issues identified above still pertain. For these reasons, the Commission
should not adopt a UNP policy, even on a voluntary basis, without a complete analysis of

its impact on the industry and its merits as a number conservation measure.

XIV. Individual Number Pooling Should Not Be Adopted.

The industry overwhelmingupports the Camission’s tentative conclusion that
individual telephone number pooling (ITN) should not be implemented at thi$’tiBBC
submits that the architecture to support ITN has not been adequately defined and,
therefore, cannot be implemented within three years as suggested by certain state
commissions! At least one state commission acknowledges the complexity of attempting
to deploy a ITN architecture and suggests thatilittake at least four to five years to
implement’® The commenters which suggest that ITN should be implemented within a
few year$’ do not understand the infrastructure that will be required to allocate individual
unassigned numbers for the entire industry. The STP/SCPs and other network and
software components are not capable of handling the millions of individual records that
will be stored with ITN. Proposing implementation of ITN architecture without fully

knowing its impact on the LRN infrastructure is premature and dangerous.

> MCI Comments, p. 17; Cox Comments, p. 7.

’® Bell Atlantic Comments, p. 32; MCI Comments, p. 16; Airtouch Comments, p.
11; AT&T Comments, p. 40; US West Comments, p. 17-18.

" Sege.g.,Ohio PUC Comments, p. 31.

’® Colorado PUC Comments, p. 4.

® See, e.gCox Comments, p. 13; CPUC Comments, p. 29.
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XV. “D” Digit Expansion is Unwarranted at this Time.

On the issue of “D” digit expansion, there is no support by commenters to open
the “D” digit at this time. Commenters agree that now is not the time to deal with this
issue and the matter merits further stéftlyBased on the record, the Commission should

not pursue “D” digit expansion at this time.

XVI. SWBT as “Industry” NPA Relief Implementation Coordinator.

The PUCT independently raises the issue in its Comments as to the role
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company (SWBT) should play in the future with relation to
code administratio. SWBT on a transition basis is performing code administration
responsibilities within the state of Texas. Serving in this capacity, SWBT in the past
coordinated industry implementation of all ordered relief projects within the state. These
responsibilities included conducting monthly implementation meetings/calls, coordinating
industry customer education plans related to relief projects, filing monthly reports with the
PUCT and industry members concerning details associated with the relief implementation,
and answering media requests. Consistent with the NPA Relief Plan procedure agreed to
with LM-NANPA, SWBT will coordinate the industry implementation project through
completion. SWBT is still operating in this capacity within $i2 NPA in Texas.

However, upon completion of this relief implementation, in October 1999, SWBT
will no longer have any industry code administration responsibilities in P&xaghis
responsibility is then transferred to Lockheed Martin. It appears to be the position of the
Texas PUC that if it fails to receive a satisfactory response from Lockheed Martin it

should be permitted to enlist the services of SWBT. SWBT has no desire to again assume

8 North Carolina Utilities Commission Comments, p. 11; MCI Comments, p. 29-
30; SBC Comments, p. 106; GTE Comments, p. 37; California PUC Comments, p. 25.

8. PUCT Comments, p. 36.

82 Similar implementation coordination work is being performed by SWBT in
conjunction with the 314/636 area codes in Missouri and lifménation of the816 code
in Missouri and the 913 code in Kansas. These projalttsenwcompleted in earl2000.
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the industry coordination role relating to number administration responsibilities.
Therefore it requests the Commission reaffirm that once the number administration
responsibility is transferred to Lockheed Martin, Lockheed Martin is solely responsible for

these activities and the state commission cannot reassign this responsibility to a carrier.
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XVII. Conclusion

On one point most of the commenters overwhelmingly agree — the Commission
must adopt new national procedures to improve number resource optimization and adopt
a cost-effective means to address the high demand for numbering resources. SBC and
other commenters agree that these policies must focus on the root cause of premature
code exhaustion which is the inefficient assignment of numbering resources to multiple
carriers in the same geographic area without any demonstration of need. In addressing
this problem, the Commission should adopt the following principles: (1) requests for initial
and growth codes must be properly supported; (2) service providers must submit forecast
and utilization data to the NANPA on a semi-annual basis; (3) unused numbers should be
reclaimed within 60 days after six-month code activation period has expired; (4) a cost-
effective audit program should be adopted; (5) a limited, focused implementation of
thousand block pooling should be considered for carriers which fail to meet a reasonable
utilization standard; (6) a policy favoring overlays in the top 100 MSAs, with the possible
elimination of the 10-digit dialing requirement, should be adopted and; (7) cost recovery
rules should be established in advance of the implementation of number optimization
measures. In addition, the Commission should maintain its current position on technology

specific overlays and reject the concept of telephone number pricing.
Respectfully submitted,

SBC COMMUNICATIONS INC.

By: /s/ Roger Toppins
Alfred G. Richter Jr.
Roger K. Toppins
Hope Thurrott
One Bell Plaza, Room 3023
Dallas, Texas 75202
214-464-3620

Attorneys for SBC Communications Inc.
August 30, 1999
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SUSAN M. HAFELI

KELLER AND HECKMAN

1001 G STREET, NW, SUITE 500 WEST
WASHINGTON, DC 20001

ALBERT H. KRAMER

ROBERT F. ALDRICH

DICKSTEIN SHAPIRO & MORIN LLP
2101 L STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20037-1526

RODNEY L. JOYCE

J. THOMAS NOLAN

AD HOC COALITION OF CORPORATE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGERS

GINSBURG FELDMAN AND BRESS

1250 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20036

DAVID W. MCGANN

SPECIAL ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

160 NORTH LASALLE STREET, SUITE C-800
CHICAGO, IL 60601

GLEN A. SCHMIEGE
MARK J. BURZYCH

ATTORNEYS FOR MICHIGAN EXCHANGE CARRIERS

ASSOCIATION, INC.

FOSTER SWIFT COLLINS & SMITH PC
313 SOUTH WASHINGTON SQUARE
LANSING, MI 48933

RACHEL J. ROTHSTEIN
ANN P. MORTON

CABLE & WIRELESS, INC.
8219 LEESBURG PIKE
VIENNA, VA 22182

STEPHEN R. ROSEN

THEODORE M. WEITZ

ATTORNEYS FOR LUCENT TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
475 SOUTH STREET

MORRISTOWN, NJ 07962-1976

JAMES N. HORWOOD

SCOTT H. STRAUSS

WENDY S. LADER

ATTORNEYS FOR MUNICIPAL UTILITIES
SPIEGEL & MCDIRARMID

1350 NEW YORK AVE., NW, SUITE 1100
WASHINGTON, DC 20005-4798

AGRIS PAVLOVSKIS, PRESIDENT

MICHIGAN EXCHANGE CARRIERS ASSOC, INC.
1400 MICHIGAN NATIONAL TOWER

LANSING, MI 48901-0025

BELL ATLANTIC NYNEX MOBILE, INC.
JOHN T. SCOTT, Il

CROWELL & MORING

1001 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20004



ARCH COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, INC.
CARL W. NORTHRUP

CHRISTINE M. CROWE

ITS ATTORNEYS

PAUL HASTINGS JANOFSKY & WALKER
1299 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., NW, 16" FLOOR
WASHINGTON, DC 20004

C. J. CAIN, PRESIDENT
UTILEX, INC.
P.O. BOX 991
GREENVILLE, NC 27834

ROBERT A. MAZER
ALBERT SHULDINER
MARY PAPE

COUNSEL FOR LINCOLN TEL. & TELEGRAPH CO.

VINSON & ELKINS
1455 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20004-1008

MARGOT SMILEY HUMPHREY

KOTEEN & NAFTALIN LLP

TDS TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
1150 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW, SUITE 1000
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

GEORGE PETRUTSAS
PAUL J. FELDMAN

ATTORNEYS FOR ROSEVILLE TELEPHONE CO.

FLETCHER HEALD & HILDRETH PLC
1300 NORTH 17 ST., 11" FLOOR
ROSSLYN, VA 22209

R. GLENN RHYNE

MANAGER RESEARCH DEPARTMENT
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

P.O. DRAWER 11649

COLUMBIA, SC 29211

DAVID W. CARPENTER
PETER D. KEISLER

ONE FIRST NATIONAL PLAZA
CHICAGO, IL 60603

RONALD J. BINZ, PRESIDENT
DEBRA BERLYN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
COMPETITION POLICY INSTITUTE

1156 18" STREET, NW

SUITE 310

WASHINGTON, DC 20005

DANA FRIX
DOUGLAS G. BONNER
SWIDLER & BERLIN, CHARTERED

ATTORNEY FOR HYPERION TELECOMMUNICATION INC

3000 K STREET, NW, SUITE 300
WASHINGTON, DC 20007

RICHARD A. FINNIGAN

ATTORNEY FOR WASHINGTON INDEPENDENT
TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION

SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

2405 EVERGREEN PARK DRIVE, SUITE B-1

OLYMPIA, WA 98502



J. CHRISTOPHER DANCE

VICE PRESIDENT LEGAL AFFAIRS

KERRY TASSOPOULOS

DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
EXCEL TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

8750 NORTH CENTRAL EXPRESSWAY, 20 FL.
DALLAS, TX 75231

THOMAS K. CROWE

COUNSEL FOR EXCEL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
LAW OFFICE OF THOMAS K. CROWE PC

2300 M STREET, NW, SUITE 800

WASHINGTON, DC 20037

DON SCHROER, CHAIRMAN

ALASKA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
1016 WEST &' AVENUE, SUITE 400
ANCHORAGE, AL 99501-1963

AMERICAN COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES INC
RILEY M MURPHY

CHARLES KALLENBACK

131 NATIONAL BUSINESS PARKWAY

SUITE 100

ANNAPOLIS JUNCTION MD 20701

AMERICAN COMMUNCIATIONS SERVICES INC
BRAD E MUTSCHELKNAUS

STEVE A AUGUSTINO

MARIEANN ZOCKHOWSKI

DANNY E. ADAMS

JOHN J. HEITMANN

KELLEY DRYE & WARREN

1200 19" STREET NW

SUITE 500

WASHINGTON DC 200036

PAUL J. BERMAN

ALANE C. WEIXEL

COVERINGTON & BURLING
ANCHORAGE TELEPHONE UTILITY
1201 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., NW
P.O. BOX 7566

WASHINGTON, DC 20044-7566

ROBERT C. SCHOONMAKER
VICE PRESIDENT

GVNW, INC./MANAGEMENT
2270 LAMONTANA WAY

P.O. BOX 25969

COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80936

ROBERT C. GLAZIER, DIRECTOR OF UTILITIES
INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION
320 W. WASHINGTON STREET, @OM E306
INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46204

JAMES BALLER

THE BALLER LAW GROUP

1820 JEFFERSON PLACE, NW., SUITE 200
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

PERRY W. WOOFTER
UNITED CALLING NETWORK, INC.
1200 29" STREET, NW

SUITE 200

WASHINGTON, DC 20007



MARK J. PALCHICK
COUNSEL FOR BUCKEYE CABLEVISION INS.
VORYS SATER SEYMOUR AND PEASE

1828 L STREET, Nw, 1t FLOOR
WASHINGTON, DC 20036-5104

BRADLEY C STILLMAN
MARK N COOPER

CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICAN AND
CONSUMERS UNION

1424 16" STREET NW SUITE 604
WASHINGTON DC 20036

JOSEPH W. WAZ, JR.
BETH O’'DONNELL
COMCAST CORPORATION
1500 MARKET STREET
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19102

MFS COMMUNCIATIONS COMPANY INC
DAVID N PORTER

VICE PRESIDENT GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
3000 K STREET NW SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC 20007

SUSAN M EID

RICHARD A KARRE

MEDIAONE GORUP INCE

1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
SUITE 610

WASHINGTON DC 20006

ROBERT A. HART, IV
HART ENGINEERS

P.O. BOX 66436

BATON ROUGE, LA 70896

CITIZENS UTILITIES COMPANY
RICHARD M. TETTELBAUM
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL
1400 16" STREET, NW, SUITE 500
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

TIM RAVEN, PRESIDENT

TEXAS TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
400 WEST 15! STREET, SUITE 1055
AUSTIN, TX 78701-1647

SUSAN STEVENS MILLER

ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL

STATE OF MARYLAND PUBLICE SVCE. COMM.
WILLIAM DONALD SCHAEFER TOWER

6 ST PAUL STREET

BALTIMORE MD 21202-6806

SHIRLEY S JUJIMOTO & CHRISTINE M GILL

MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY

COUNSEL FOR AMERICAN ELECTRIC POWER SERVICE CORPORATION,
BALTIMORE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, COMMONWEALTH EDI®
COMPANY, DUKE POWER COMPANY, ENTERGY SERVICES INC, FLARI
POWER & LIGHT COMPANY, METROPOLITAN EDISON/PENNSYLANIA
ELECTRIC COMPANY, MONTANA POWER COMPANY, NORTHERN STA
POWER COMPANY, OTTER TAIL POWER COMPANY, PACIFIC GAS &
ELECTRIC COMPANY ,WISCONSIN ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY AN |
WISCONSIN PUBLIC SERVICE CORPORATION

1850 K STREET NW SUITE 500
WASHINGTON DC 20006



COMMISSIONER SHELDREW

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA
1150 E WILLIAM STREET

CARSON CITY NV 89701-3109

COMMISSIONER SODERBERG

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA
1150 E WILLIAM STREET

CARSON CITY NV 89701-3109

JEFF PARKER

PUBLIC UTILITEIS COMMISSION OF NEVADA
11250 E WILLIAM STREET

CARSON CITY NV 89701-3109

AL MCCLOUD

NETWORK SERVICES DIVISION
PORTALS I

445 17" STREET SW

SUITE 6A-320

WASHINGTON DC 20554

MOBILEMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS INC
GENE P BELARDI

VICE PRESIDENT

2101 WILSON BOULEVARD SUITE 935
ARLINGTON VA 22201

CHRIS VAN DYCK

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
BUREAU OF CONSUMER PROTECTION
1000 E WILLIAM STREET, SUITE 200
CARSON CITY NV 89701

FRED SCHMIDT

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
BUREAU OF CONSUMER PROTECTION
1000 E WILLIAM STREET SUITE 200
CARSON CITY NV 89701

FCC REFERENCE CENTER
PORTALS I

445 17" STREET NW
SUITE CY-A257
WASHINGTON DC 20554

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF

REGULATORY UTILITY COMMISSIONERS

CHARLES D GRAY

JAMES BRADFORD RAMSAY
POST OFFICE BOX 684

1100 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
SUITE 603

WASHINGTON DC 20044

VARTEC TELECOM INC
TRANSTEL
TELEPHONE EXPRESS

CGI AND COMMUNICGROUP INC OF MISSISSIPPI

ARTER & HADDEN
1801 K STREET NW STE 400K
WASHINGTON DC 20006-1301



PUERTO RICO TELEPHONE COMPANY
JOE D EDGE

RICHARD J ARSENAULT

TINA M PIDGEON

DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH

901 FIFTEENTH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20005

MOSS & BARNETT

RICHARD J JOHNSON
MICHAEL J BRADLEY

4800 NORWEST CENTER

90 SOUTH SEVENTH STREET
MINNEAPOLIS MN 55402-4129

GUAM TELEPHONE AUTHORITY
VERONICA M AHERN

NIXON HARGRAVE DEVANS & DOYLE LLP
ONE THOMAS CIRCLE NW

SUITE 800

WASHINGTON DC 20005

RICHARD E WILEY

R MICHAEL SENKOWSKI
JEFFREY S LINDER
WILEY REIN & FIELDING

ATTORYNEYS FOR GTE SERVICE CORPORATION

1776 K STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

CHARLES C HUNTER
HUNTER & MOW PC

ATTORNEY FOR TELECOMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS

ASSOCIATION
1620 | STREET NW, SUITE 701
WASHINGTON DC 20006

NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER ASSOC. INC.

PERRY’S GOLDSCHEIN — REGULATORY MANAGER

JOANNE SALVATORE BOCHIS
100 SOUTH JEFFERSON ROAD
WHIPPANY NJ 07981

WILLIAM P BARR

SR VICE PRESIDENT — GENERAL COUNSEL
WARD W WUESTE

GAIL L POLIVY

ANDRE J. LACHANCE

GTE SERVICE CORPORATION

1850 M STREET NW

SUITE 1200

WASHINGTON DC 20036

B B KNOWLES

DIRECTOR OF UTILITIES

DAVE BAKER, CHAIRMAN

GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
244 WASHINGTON STREET

ATLANTA GA 30334-5701

DANA FRIX

MARY C ALBERT

ANTONY R PETRILLA

JEAN L. KIDDOO

ELIOT J. GREENWALD
SWIDLER & BERLIN CHTD
3000 K STREET NW SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC 20007

LAURIE PAPPAS

DEPUTY PUBLIC COUNSEL

TEXAS OFFICE OF PUBLIC UTILITY COUNSEL
7800 SHOAL CREEK BLVD SUITE 290E
AUSTIN TX 78757



DANIEL MITCHELL
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL
REGULATED INDUSTRIES DIVISION
PUBLIC PROTECTION BUREAU

200 PORTLAND STEET, 4" FLOOR
BOSTON MA 02114

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE

NEBRASKA RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMM.
P O BOX 94666

LINCOLN NE 68509-1666

ANTONINETTE R WIKE
CHIEF COUNSEL

NORTH CAROLINA PUBLIC STAFF UTILITIES COMMISSION

P O BOX 29520
RALEIGH NC 27626-0520

ROBERT J SACHS

HOWARD B HOMONOFF
CONTINENTAL CABLEVISION INC
LEWIS WHARF PILOT HOUSE
BOSTON MA 02110

FIONA BRANTON
DIRECTOR GOVERNMENT RELATIONS
AND REGULATORY COUNSEL
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY INDUSTRY COUNCIL
1250 EYE STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20005

KEN SOLOMON

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR
TELECOMMUNICATIONS DIVISION
P O DRAWER 1269

SANTE FE NM 87504-1269

MAUREEN HELMER

GENERAL COUNSEL

STATE OF NEW YORK DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVI
THREE EMPIRE STATE PLAZA

ALBANY NY 12223-1350

CHRIS BARRON

TCA INC TELECOMMUNICATIONS CONSULTANTS
3617 BETTY DRIVE SUITE 1

COLORADO SPRINGS CO 80917

DOROTHY CONWAY

FCC

ROOM 234

1919 M STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20554

GURMAN BLASK & FREEDMAN, CHARTERED
ATTORNEYS JEROME K. BLASK

& DANIEL E. SMITH
COUNSEL FOR PRONET, INC.
1400 SIXTEENTH STREET, NW., SUITE 500
WASHINGTON, DC 20036



STEPHEN G OXLEY ADMINISTRATOR

STATE OF WYOMING PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
700 W 2FT STREET

CHEYENNE WY

MADELYN M DEMATTEO

ALFRED J BRUNETTI

MAURA BOLLINGER

SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND TELEPHONE COMPANY
227 CHURCH STREET

NEW HAVEN CT 06506

DONALD J RUSSELL CHIEF
ANTITRUST DIVISION

US DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
555 4" STREET NW

ROOM 8104

WASHINGTON DC 20001

AARON | FLEISCHMAN

RICHARD RUBIN

MITCHELL F BRECHER

STEVEN N TEPLITZ

FLEISCHMAN AND WALSH LLP

ATTORNEYS FOR TIME WARNER COMMUNICATIONS
HOLDINGS INC

1400 SIXTEENTH STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20036

TIMOTHY E WELCH ESQ

HILL AND WELCH

1330 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE NW #113
WASHINGTON DC 20036

GENEVIEVE MORELLI

VP AND GENERAL COUNSEL

COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOC
1140 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW, SUITE 220
WASHINGTON DC 20036

THE NATIONAL CABLE TELEVISION ASSOCIATION
DANIEL L BRENNER

NEAL GOLDBERG

DAVID NICOLL

1724 MASSACHUETTS AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

RICHARD J METZGER
EMILY M WILLIAMS

ASSOCIATION FOR LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
SERVICES

888 17" STREET NW

SUITE 900

WASHINGTON DC 20006

TPAUL B JONES

JANIS A STAHLHUT

DONALD F SHEPHEARD

TIME WARNER TELECOMMUNICATIONS HOLDINGS INC
300 STAMFORD PLACE

STAMFORD CT 06902

LEONARD J KENNEDY

LAURA H PHILLIPS

DAVID L MARTIN

DOW LOHNES & ALBERTSON PLLC
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE NW
SUITE 800

WASHINGTON DC 20036



TIMOTHY FAIN

OMB DESK OFFICER

10236 NEOB 725-17 STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20503

JANICE MYLES

COMMON CARRIER BUREAU

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M STREET, NW, ROM 544
WASHINGTON, DC 20554

ELIZABETH G KISTNER

ASSOCIATION FOR LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
SERVICES

3 SPOEDE RIDGE

ST LOUIS MO 63141

STATE OF FLORIDA

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
CYNTHIA B MILLER

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL
CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER
2540 SHUMARD OAK BLVD
TALLAHASSEE FL 32399-0850

THE OFFICE OF THE OHIO CONSUMERS COUNSEL
ROBERT S TONGREN

DAVID C BERGMANN

THOMAS J OBRIEN

KAREN J HARDIE

77 SOUTH HIGH STREET 1% FLOOR

COLUMBUS OH 43266-0500

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

FEDERAL COMMUNCIATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M STREET NW

ROOM 222

WASHINGTON DC 20554

GLORIA SHAMBLEY

NETWORK SERVICES DIVISION
COMMON CARRIER BUREAU
2000 M STREET, NW, SUITE 210
WASHINGTON, DC 20554

LINDA L OLIVER

COUNSEL FOR TELECOMMUNCIAITONS CARRIERS FOR
COMPETITION

HOGAN & HARTSON LLP

COLUMBIA SQUARE

555 THIRTEENTH STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20004-1109

360° COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
KENVIN C GALLAGHER

SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT

GENERAL COUNSEL AND SECRETARY
8725 WEST HIGGINS ROAD

CHICAGO IL 60631

THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION
CHRISTOPHER C KEMPLEY

DEBORAH R SCOTT

LEGAL DIVISION

1200 WEST WASHINGTON STREET, 15FLOOR
PHOENIX AZ 85007



U S SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
JERE W GLOVER

DAVID W ZESIGER

OFFICE OF ADVOCACY

409 THIRD STREET SUITE 7800
WASHINGTON DC 20416

GENERAL SERVIES ADMINISTRATION
CHIEF REGULATORY LAW OFFICE
CECIL O SIMPSON JR

GENERAL ATTORNEY

18™ & F STREETS NW ROM 4002
WASHINGTON DC 20405

ALLIED ASSOCIATED PARTNERS LP
GELD INFORMATION SYSTEMS

CURTIS T WHITE

MANAGING PARTNER

4201 CONNECTICUT AVE NW, SUITE 402
WASHINGTON DC 20008-1158

KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
AMY E COUGHERTY

ATTORNEY

P O BOX 615

FRANKFORT KY 40602

WINSTON PITTMAN

CHRYSLER MINORITY DEALERS ASSOCIATION
AMERICAN CENTER

27777 FRANKLIN ROAD, SUITE 1105
SOUTHFIELD, Ml 48034

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL
MICHAEL J ETTNER

PERSONAL PROPERTY DIVISION

18™ & F STREETS NW ROM 4002
WASHINGTON DC

OFFICE OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL
U S RMY LITIGATION CENTER

901 N STUART STREET SUITE 713
ARLINGTON BA 22203-1837

GST TELECOM INC

SWIDLER & BERLIN CHTD
ERIC J BRANFMAN

MORTON J POSNER

3000 K STREET NW SUITE 300
WASHINGTON DC 20007

ALLTEL TELEPHONE SERVIES CORPORATION
CAROLYN C HILL

655 15" STREET NW

SUITE 220

WASHINGTON DC 20005

STERN SCHOOL OF BUSINESS
PROFESSOR NICHOLAS ECONOMIDES
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

NEW YORK NY 10012



THE ERICSSON CORPORATION
YOUNG & JATLOW

SUITE 600 2300 N STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

ALLIANCE FOR PUBLIC TECHNOLOGY
DR BARBARA O’'CONNOR
CHAIRWOMAN

MARY GARDINER JONES

POLICY CHAIR

901 18" STREET SUITE 230
WASHINGTON DC 20005

DWIGHT E. ZIMMERMAN
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

ILLINOIS INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOC.

RR 13 24B OAKMONT ROAD
BLOOMINGTON, IL 61704

JOHN CRUMP
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
NATIONAL BAR ASSOCIATION
1225 11" STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20001-4217

CAROL WEINHAUS
PROJECT DIRECTOR
PUBLIC UTILITY RESEARCH CENTER

COLLEGE OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA
MEETING HOUSEOFFICES
121 MOUNT VERNON STREET
BOSTON, MA 02108

DEFENSE INFORMATION SYSTEMS AGENCY
REBECCA S WEEKS LT COL USAF

STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE

CARL WAYNE SMITH, CHIEF REGULATORY
COUNSEL\TELECOMMUNICATIONS DOD

701 S COURTHOUSE ROAD

ARLINGTON BA 22204

RICHARD N KOCH
10 LILAC STREET
SHARON, MA 02067

ANNE P. SCHELLE

VICE PRESIDENT EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
AMERICAN PERSONEL COMMUNICATIONS
ONE DEMOCRACY CENTER

6901 ROCKLEDGE DRIVE,

SUITE 600

BETHESDA, MA 20817

HENRY M. RIVERA

LARRY S. SOLOMON

J. THOMAS NOLAN

GINSBEURG, FELDMAN & BRESS, CHARTERED
ATTORNEYS FOR METRICOM, INC.

1250 CONNECTICUT AVE., NW

WASHINGTON, DC 20036

DANIEL M. WAGGONER

COUNSEL FOR NEXTINK COMM., LLC
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE

2600 CENTURY SQUARE

1501 FOURTH AVENUE

SEATTLE, WA 98101-1688



JAMES U. TROUP
L. CHARLES KELLER
ARTER & HADDEN

ATTORNEYS FOR BAY SPRINGS TELEPHONE CO.

1801 K STREET, NW, SUITE 400K
WASHINGTON, DC 20006-1301

FRED WILLIAMSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.
2921 E. 9% STREET, SUITE 200
TULSA, OK 74137-3300

JOHN G. STRAND, CHAIRMAN

RONALD E. RUSSELL, COMMISSIONER

JOHN L. O'DONNELL, COMMISSIONER

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
STAFF

6545 MERCANTILE WAY

LANSING, MI 48911

ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
MARY NEWMEYER

FEDERAL AFFAIRS ADVISOR

ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
P O BOX 991

MONTGOMERY AL 36101

OMNIPOINT CORPORATION
MARK J TAUBER

MARK J OCONNER

PIPER & MARBURY LLP

1200 19" STREET NW, 7 FLOOR
WASHINGTON DC 20036

COLORADO INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOC.
3236 HIWAN DRIVE
EVERGREEN, CO 80439

GERALD M. ZUCKERMAN

EDWARD B. MYERS

ATTORNEYS FOR COMMUNICATIONS AND
ENERGY DISPUTE RESULUTION ASSOCIATES

INTERNATIONAL SQUARE

1825 | STREET, NW, SUITE 400

WASHINGTON, DC 20006

WESTERN ALLIANCE

CHARLES H KENNEDY
MORRISOWN & FORERSTER LLP
2000 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
SUITE 5500

WASHINGTON DC 20006

ALABAMA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
JOHN GARNER

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

P O BOX 991

MONTGOMERY AL 36101

RURAL TELEPHONE COALITION
NTCA

DAVID COSSON

L MARIE GUILLORY

STEVEN E WATKINS

2626 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20037



RURAL TELEPHONE COALITION
OPASTCO

LISA M ZAINA

KEN JOHNSON

21 DUPONT CIRCLE NW

SUITE 700

WASHINGTON DC 20036

OKLAHOMA COPORATION COMMISSION
ERNEST G JOHNSON

DIRECTOR PUBLIC UTILITY DIVISON

P O BOX 25000-2000

OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73152-2000

TELEFONICA LARGA DISTANCIA DE PUERTO RICO INC

ENCARNITA CATALAN-MARCHAN
MARIA PIZARRO-FIGUEROA
METRO OFFICE PARK

BUILDING NO 8 STREET NO 1
GUAYNABO PR 00922

LCI INTERNATIONAL TELECOM CORPORATION
ROBERT J AAMOTH

JONATHAN E CANIS

WENDY I|. KIRCHICK

JUDITH ST. LEDGER ROTY

PAUL G. MADISON

REED SMITH SHAW & MC CLAY

1301 K STREET NW

SUITE 1100 EAST TOWER

WASHINGTON DC 20005

FRONTIER COPORATION

ROY L MORRIS

DIRECTOR PUBLIC POLICY
1990 M STREET NW SUITE 500
WASHINGTON DC 20036

OKLAHOMA COPORATION COMMISSION
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

JOHN GRAY

P O BOX 25000-2000

OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73152-2000

OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION
MARIBETH D SNAPP

DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL

P O BOX 25000-2000

OKLAHOMA OK 73152-2000

TELEFONICA LARGA DISTANCIA DE PUERTO RICO INC

ALFRED M MAMLET

PHILIP L MALET

COLLEEN A SECHREST
STEPTOE & JOHNSON LLP

1330 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20036

CORPORATION

MICHAEL J SHORTLEY llI

180 SOUTH CLINTON AVENUE
ROCHESTER NY 14646

AMERICA'S CARRIERS TELECOMMUNICATION
ASSOCIATION

CHARLES H HELEIN GENERAL COUNSEL
8180 GREENSBORO DRIVE

SUITE 700

MCLEAN VA 22102



KANSAS CORPORATION COMMISSION
DAVID HEINEMANN
GENERAL COUNSEL

1500 SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

ARROWHEAD ROAD
TOPEKA KS 66604

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
LAWRENCE D CROCKER Il
ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL
450 FIFTH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20001

GREATER WASHINGTON URBAN LEAGUE INC
MAUDINE R COOPER

PRESIDENT & CEO

3501 FOURTEENTH STREET NW
WASHINGTON DC 20010

AMERICAN PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS
ANNE P SCHELLE

VICE PRESIDENT EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
6901 ROCKLEDGE DRIVE SUITE 600
BETHSEDA MD 20817

TRINA M BRAGDON

MAINE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 242 STATE STREET

18 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA ME 04333-0018

LCI INTERNATIONAL TELECOM CORPORATION
LEE M WEINER

DOUGLAS W KINKOPH

8180 GREENSBORO DRIVE

SUITE 800

MC LEAN VA 22102

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATIONS

ALICE ANN WOHLBRUCK

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

444 NORTH CAPITOL STREET NW

SUITE 630

WASHINGTON DC 20001

SPRINT SPECTRUM LP

JONATHAN M CHAMBERS

VICE PRESIDENT OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS
1801 K STREET NW SUITE M-112
WASHINGTON DC 20036

JONATHAN D BLAKE

KURT A WIMMER

DONNA M EPPS

COVINGTON & BURLING

1201 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
P O BOX 7566

WASHINGTON DC 20044-7566

KAREN FINSTAD HAMMEL ESQ

MONTA PUBLIC SERIVCE COMMISSION
1701 PROSPECT AVENUE

P O BOX 202601

HELENA MT 59620-2601



MARY D LUCA

MCI WORLDCOM

1801 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW
WASHINGTON DC 20006

SUSAN M GATELY

SUSAN BALDWIN

ECONOMICS AND TECHNOLOGY INC
ONE WASHINGTON MALL

BOSTON MA 02108-2617

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
THOMAS R GIBBON

CHARLES A ZIELINSKI
ANTHONY M BLACK

BELL BOYD & LLOYD

1615 L STREET NW SUITE 1200
WASHINGTON DC 200036

ANTHONY MARQUEZ ESQ

COLORADO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
1580 LOGAN STREET

OFFICE LEVEL 2

DENVER CO 30203

MICHAEL A RUMP

SENIOR ATTORNEY

KANSAS CITY POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
1201 WALNUT

P O BOX 418679

KANSAS CITY MO 64141-9679

AD HOC TELECOMMUNICATIONS USERS COMMITEE

COLLEEN BOTHBY

LAURA F H MCDONALD

LEVINE BLASZAK BLOCK & BOOTHSBY LLP
2001 L STREET NW

SUITE 900

WASHINGTON DC 20036

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
LAWRENCE ST BLANC

SECRETARY

GAYLE T KELLNER ESQ

P O BOX 91154

BATON ROUGE LA 70821-9154

ALAN R SHARK PRESIDENT
AMERICAN MOBILE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ASSOCIATION INC

1150 18" STREET NW SUITE 250
WASHINGTON DC 20036

RUSSELL D LUKAS
LUKAS MCGOWAN NACE & GUTIERREZ
COUNSEL FOR BEEHIVE TELEPHONE COMPANY
1111 19" STREET NW

TWELFTH FLOOR

WASHINGTON DC 20036

CHARLES H CARRATHERS Il
HUNTON & WILLIAMS

COUNSEL FOR VIRGINIA ELECTRIC & POWER COMPAN

951 EAST BYRD STREET
RICHMOND VA 23219



STEPHEN L GOODMAN

HALPRIN TEMPLE GOODMAN & SUGRUE
COUNSEL FOR NORTHERN TELECOM INC
1100 NEW YORK AVENUE NW

SUITE 650 EAST TOWER

WASHINGTON DC 20005

JOHN M GOODMAN
BELL ATLANTIC

1320 NORTH COURT HOUSE ROAD
8™ FLOOR

ARLINGTON VA 22201

MAUREEN A SCOTT
ASSISTANT COUNSEL

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

P O BOX 3265
HARRISBURG PA 17055-3265

DANIEL L GLOSSON

CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
411 FAYETTEVILLE STREET MALL
RALEIGH NC 27602

WERNER K HARTENBERGER

COX COMMUNICATIONS INC

DOW LOHNES & ALBERTSON

1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE NW
SUITE 800

WASHINGTON DC 20036

LINDA R EVERS
ATTORNEY

OHIO EDISON COMPANY
76 SOUTH MAIN STREET
AKRON OH 444308

J MANNING LEE

VICE PRESIDENT REGULATORY AFFAIRS
SENIOR REGULATORY COUNSEL
TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP INC
ONE TELEPORT DRIVE

SUITE 300

STATEN ISLAND NY 10311

CAMPBELL L AYLING

DEBORAH HARALDSON

THE NYNEX TELEPHONE COMPANIES
111 WESTCHESTER AVENUE

WHITE PLAINS NY 10604

DAVID L MEIER

DIRECTORY LEGISLATIVE & REGULATORY PLANNING
CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE

201 E FOURTH STREET

CINCINNATI OH 45201-2301

JOHN H O'NEILL JR

ROBERT E CONN

SHAW PITTMAN POTTS & TROWBRIDGE

COUNSEL FOR DELMARVA POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
AND PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW MEXICO
2300 N STREET NW

WASHINGTON DC 20037-1128



GREG P MACKAY
PERKINS COIE

COUNSEL FOR PUGET SOUTH POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

411 108" AVENUE NE, SUITE 1800
BELLEVUE WA 98004-5584

STEVEN T. NOURSE

JODI J BAIR

ASSISTANT ATTORNEYS GENERAL
PUBLIC UTILITIES SECTION

180 EAST BROAD STREET
COLUMBUS OH 43215-3793

DAVID L SWANSON

EDISON ELECTRIC INSTITUTE
701 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
WASHINGTON DC 20004

DAVID J HATTON

DIRECTOR-FEDERAL REGULATORY ACCOUNTING
NYNEX GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS

1300 | STREET NW

400 WEST

WASHINGTON DC 20005

JAMES A HIRSCHFIELD
PRESIDENT

SUMMIT COMMUNICATIONS INC
3633 136" PLACE SE

SUITE 107

BELLEVUE WA 98006-1451

JOHN D MCMAHON

MARY L KRAYESKE

CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY OF NEW YORK
4 IRVING PLACE, ROOM 1815S

NEW YORK NY 1003

JEFFREY L SHELDON

SEAN A STOKES

uTC

1140 CONNECTICUT AVENUE NW, SUITE 1140
WASHINGTON DC 20036

FREDERICK M JOYCE
ELAINE D CRITIDES
JOYCE & JACOBS

1019 19" STREET NW
14™ FLOOR PH-2
WASHINGTON DC 20036

DAVID SIEGEL

MAINE INNKEEPERS ASSOCIATION
305 COMMERICAL STREET
PORTLAND ME 04101-4608

W BENNY WON #76385
PUBLIC UTILITY SECTION
TELEVISION ASSOCIATION
ONE EMBARCADERO CENTER
30™ FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111



KATHY L SHOBERT
DIRECTOR FEDERAL AFFAIRS
901 18" STREET NW SUITE 900
GENERAL COMMUNICATIONS INC
WASHINGTON DC 20005

DAVID A LAFURIA

LUKAS MCGOWAN NACE & GUTIERRREZ
COUNSEL FOR NATIONAL TELECOM PCS
1111 NINETEENTH STREET NW

SUITE 1200

WASHINGTON DC 20036

ROBERT J HIX CHAIRMAN

VINCENT MAJKOWSKI COMMISSION
COLORADO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
1580 LOGAN STREET

OFFICE LEVEL 2

DENVER CO 80203

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
P O BOX 3265

HARRISBURG PA 17105-3265

MARTHA S HOGERTY
PUBLIC COUNSEL STATE OF MISSOURI
COUNSEL FOR NASUCA

1133 18" STREET NW SUITE 550
WASHINGTON DC 20005

ROBERT J BRILL

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL

NEW ENGLAND POWER SERVICE CO
25 RESEARCH DRIVE

WESTBORO MA 01582

FROST & JACOBS
THOMAS E TAYLOR
JACK B HARRISON

ATTORNEYS FOR CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE

COMPANY

2500 PNC CENTER

201 EAST FIFTH STREET
CINCINNATI OH 45202

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
1162 COURT STREET NE
SALEM OR 97310

ERIC E BREISACH
CHRISTOPHER C CINNAMON
HOWARD & HOWARD

107 W MICHIGAN AVENUE
SUITE 400

KALAMAZOO MI 49007

WILLIAM H SMITH JR CHIEF

BUREAU OF RATE AND SAFETY EVALUATION
IOWA UTILITIES BOARD

LUCAS STATE OFFICE BUILDING

DES MOINES IA 50319



ALLAN KNIEP

DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL
IOWA UTILITIES BOARD

LUCAS STATE OFFICE BUILDING
DES MOINES IA 50319

RAYMONG G BENDER JR

J G HARRINGTON

PETER A BATACAN

DOW LOHNES & ALBERTSON

ATTORNEYS FOR VANGUARD CELLULAR SYSTEMS INC

1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE NW
SUITE 800
WASHINGTON DC 20036

SUSAN M EID

RICHARD A KARRE

MEDIAONE GROUP INC

1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW, SUITE 610
WASHINGTON DC 20006

BOB PINZLER

SOUTH BAY CITIES

COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

5033 ROCKVALLEY ROAD

RANCHO PALOS VERDES CA 90275

GILBERT J YABLON

SMART DIALING SYSTEMS
21914 DUMETZ ROAD
WOODLAND HILLS CA 91364

DONALD W DOWNES CHAIRPERSON

STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL
TEN FRANKLIN SQUARE

NEW BRITAIN CT 06051

COMAV COPORATION
POINT WEST PLACE
111 SPEEN STREET
FRAMINGHAM MA 01701

CARL K OSHIRO

ATTORNEY FOR SMALL BUSINESS
ALLIANCE FOR FAIR UTILITY REGULATION
100 FIRST STREET

SUITE 2540

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105

DONALD L DEAR, MAYOR
CITY OF GARDENA

1700 WEST 162 STREET
GARDENA CA 90247-3778

RICHARD EYRE
PO BOX 2408
TEMPE AZ 85280-2408



DR H GILBERT MILLER

VICE PRESIDENT

MITRETEK SYSTEMS INC

CENTER FOR TELECOMMUNICATIONS
AND ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY

7525 COLSHIRE DRIVE

MCLEAN VA 22102

MICHAEL D ANTONOVICH

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION
500 WEST TEMPLE STREET

ROOM 869

LOS ANGELES CA 90012

ROBERT H BENNINK JR

ERIN K DUFFY

NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION
430 N SALISBURY STREET

RALEIGH NC 27603

JOHN M INGLISH

UTAH TRANSIT AUTHORITY
3600 SOUTH 700 WEST

PO BOX 30810

SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-0810

KARLYN D STANLEY

ATTORNEY FOR CENTENNIAL CELLULAR CORP
COLE RAYWID & BRAVERMAN LLP

1919 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE NW

SUITE 200

WASHINGTON DC 20006

LARRY A PECK

COUNSEL FOR AMERITECH

2000 WEST AMERITECH CENTER DRIVE
ROOM 4H86

HOFFMAN ESTATES IL 60196-1025

DOUGLAS F CARLSON
PO BOX 12574
BERKELEY CA 94712-3574

MICHAEL A SULLIVAN
15 SPENCER AVENUE
SOMERVILLE MA 02144

RICHARD L JONES
VICE PRESIDENT
INENA

C/O LOVES PARK 9-1-1
540 LOVES PARK DRIVE
LOVES PARK IL 61111

MARK J BURZYCH

ATTORNEY FOR THUMB CELLULAR
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

FOSTER SWIFT COLLINS & SMITH PC

313 SOUTH WASHINGTON SQUARE

LANSING MI 48933-2193



SUSAN W SMITH
DIRECTOR-EXTERNAL AFFAIRS
CENTURYTEL WIRELESS INC
3505 SUMMERHILL ROAD

NO 4 SUMMER PLACE
TEXARKANA TX 75501

PROF BILL NEILL

IN PRO PER PRIVATE CITIZEN
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER
PO BOX 33666

SAN DIEGO CA 92163-3666

KENNETH E HARDMAN

ATTORNEY FOR TRILLIUM CELLULAR CORP
MOIR & HARDMAN

1828 L STREET, NW

SUITE 901

WASHINGTON DC 20036-5104



