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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Application of BellSouth Corporation,
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and
BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. for Provisions
of In-Region, InterLATA Services

In Louisiana

CC Docket No. 98-121

MOTION OF AT&T CORP. FOR EXPEDITED DECISION
ON PENDING PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) hereby moves for expedited decision on its November 12, 1998
petition for reconsideration' of the Commission’s ruling that a Bell Operating Company
(“BOC”) that has been granted section 271 authority may, notwithstanding its continuing
obligations under 47 U.S.C. § 251(g) to provide “equal access” to all long distance carriers,
expressly channel customers to its own long distance service when they call to obtain local
service.” Recent evidence has conclusively confirmed that this ruling, which violates the plain
terms of § 251(g), is causing immediate and irreparable harm to competition and consumers in

the wake of the Commission’s decision to grant Bell Atlantic’s application for section 271

authority in New York .’

! Petition of AT&T Corp. for Reconsideration and/or Clarification, CC Docket 98-121 (filed
Nov. 12, 1998) (“Petition”).

? See Application of BellSouth Corp. et al. For Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Services in
Louisiana, CC Docket 98-121, 1 356-60 (Oct. 13, 1998) (“Order”).

3 See Application by Bell Atlantic New York for Authorization To Provide In-Region, InterLATA
Service in the State of New York, CC Docket No. 99-295 (Dec. 22, 1999) appeal pending sub
nom. AT&T Corp. v. FCC, No. 99-1538 (D.C. Cir.) (“New York Order”).




INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Long distance telephone service customers have for years reaped the enormous benefits
of a vigorously competitive market in which hundreds of suppliers compete for customers on an
equal playing field. This can be traced in large part to longstanding equal access requirements —
embodied in Commission rules, court orders and, most recently, the Communications Act itself —
that have forced the BOCs and other incumbent local exchange carriers (“LECs”) to remain
neutral in all matters of long distance carrier selection.

These equal access requirements are a cornerstone of telecommunications regulation. As
the Commission, Congress, the Department of Justice, and the courts have all recognized, great
harm to competition and consumers occurs whenever a BOC can act on incentives to use its local
market power to tip the scales in favor of particular long distance carriers.* It has required the
constant vigilance of the Commission and others to thwart the BOCs’ myriad attempts to do just
that

Strict enforcement of equal access requirements is particularly important in the context of
inbound customer calls to BOCs. More than four years after the passage of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, the BOCs continue to provide local service to virtually all

customers in their vast service areas. That means that today, just as in 1984 when equal access

* See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. § 272(c) (imposing on all BOCs a general nondiscrimination duty with
respect to any authorized interLATA affiliate); id § 251(g) (providing that equal access
obligations of Modified Final Judgment apply are enforceable as Commission rules until
superseded by regulation), /mplementation of the Non-Accounting Safeguards of Sections 271
and 272, CC Docket No. 96-149, 9 292 (Dec. 24, 1996);, AT&T Corp. v. Ameritech Corp., File
No. E-98-41, 19 5, 53-63 (rel. Oct. 7, 1998) (“Qwest Order”), aff’d, 177 F.3d 1057 (D.C. Cir.
1999); United States v. Western Elec. Co., 698 F. Supp. 348, 368 (D.D.C. 1988) (“The
requirement that equal access be provided to all interexchange carriers is one of the key
components of the [MFJ]”).

> See, e.g., Qwest Order 1 1-16.




requirements were first imposed, a customer that relocates or purchases an additional line at an
existing residence almost always calls the BOC. Because a very large share of all presubscribed
interexchange carrier (“PIC”) designations occur during such calls, a long line of decisions by
the courts and the Commission therefore enforced a bright-line rule that when a BOC receives an
incoming customer call, the BOC representative must show no favoritism toward any long
distance carrier. Among other things, these “non-endorsement” precedents specifically required
the BOC to notify customers that they may choose from among many long distance suppliers and
to offer to read customers a randomly generated list of carriers without endorsing any carrier.®

In the Order, the Commission made a wrong turn, adopting BellSouth’s proposal that it
be allowed, upon receiving long distance authority, to steer customers to BellSouth’s long
distance service.” Fortunately, the erroneous ruling had no immediate effect because the
Commission properly denied BellSouth’s premature applications for long distance authority and
no other BOC was then authorized to provide long distance service. The Order established a
dangerous precedent, however, and AT&T sought reconsideration, demonstrating that the

Commission’s ruling cannot be reconciled with the requirements of § 251(g) and would seriously

S See, e.g., United States v. Western Elec. Co., 578 F. Supp. 668, 677 (D.D.C. 1983) (where
customer has not designated an interexchange carrier, the BOC may “refer the caller to a
recorded announcement advising him of the availability of interexchange carriers, or it may
otherwise assist him in locating such a carrier, provided that no favoritism is shown to any
particular carrier’) (emphasis added); Investigation of Access and Divestiture Related Tariffs,
CC Docket No. 83-1145, 101 F.C.C.2d 935, 940 (1985) (LECs must “devise procedures to
ensure that the names of IXCs are provided in random order”), /nvestigation of Access and
Divestiture Tariffs, CC Docket No. 83-1145, 101 F.C.C.2d 911, App. B, 17 (1985) (“The LECs
must devise a method to give IXCs an equal opportunity to appear first on the Equal Access
Ballot”); see also Qwest Order | 54-58; Petition at 9-11 (citing additional cases).

7 See Order 9 356-58. See also Application of BellSouth Corp. et al. To Provide In-Region,
InterLATA Services in South Carolina, CC Docket No. 97-208, 1Y236-39 (Dec. 24, 1997)
(“South Carolina Order™).




undermine competition in any state in which a BOC was granted long distance authority. See
Petition at 9-15.

AT&T’s Petition was filed more than eighteen months ago. In any circumstances that
would warrant prompt Commission action to resolve the issues raised in the Petition. Here,
expedited resolution is imperative — Bell Atlantic’s marketing practices in the wake of the New
York Order starkly confirm not only that the concerns AT&T expressed in 1998 were well-
founded, but that the Commission must act immediately to prevent further harm to competition
and consumers.

AT&T has obtained direct proof that Bell Atlantic has seized upon the Order (and its
affirmation in the New York Order) as a blanket license to ignore its equal access obligations.
Shortly after Bell Atlantic been providing long distance service in New York, AT&T
commissioned a review of Bell Atlantic’s inbound call marketing practices. The magnitude of
the discrimination revealed by the study, conducted by the independent marketing research firm
Elrick & Lavidge, was shocking. Nearly two-thirds of the New York resident participants in the
study who called Bell Atlantic to request an additional line at an existing residence were nof even
told that they have a choice of companies to provide their long distance service. Bell Atlantic
offered to read a list of long distance alternatives in only 5% of the calls. In more than half of
the test calls Bell Atlantic expressly endorsed its own long distance service. Indeed, in nearly
half of the calls, Bell Atlantic was the only long distance carrier mentioned. And in a significant
minority of calls, the Bell Atlantic representative even attempted to convince the caller to switch
the primary line to Bell Atlantic long distance service.

In short, the level playing field that equal access requirements are designed to preserve no

longer exists in New York. Bell Atlantic, which has between 85% and 90% of the local service




customers and thus receives the vast majority of the inbound customer calls, is clearly exploiting
the Commission’s departure from a bright-line non-endorsement rule to leverage its continuing
local market power and to distort long distance competition. Consumer harm is inevitable: long
distance carrier selection in New York no longer reflects informed consumer choice but the
efforts of the dominant local carrier to channel customers to its own long distance service. The
Commisston must act now to restore competitive balance in New York, to protect New York
consumers from Bell Atlantic’s anticompetitive marketing practices, and to close the gaping
equal access loophole sanctioned by the Order before any other BOC receives long distance
authority.

As AT&T demonstrated in the Petition, the relief requested by the Petition is not only in
the public interest, it is compelled by the statute. In this regard, the controlling legal issue
remains as straightforward today as it was in 1998: Section 251(g) directs the Commission to
continue to enforce all existing equal access requirements unless and until “explicitly
“superseded” by Commission “regulations,” 47 U.S.C. § 251(g), and no regulations superseding
the non-endorsement requirements have ever been adopted. The Commission should reconsider
its ruling in the Order and reestablish the bright-line non-endorsement rule that existed before
the Order and that Bell Atlantic’s anticompetitive marketing practices prove is vital to protect

competition and consumers.




ARGUMENT

In the Order, the Commission ruled that BellSouth marketing that expressly recommends
that inbound callers purchase BellSouth long distance service does not violate §§ 251(g) or
272(c).® As AT&T demonstrated in the Petition, that is clearly wrong.

Congress directed the Commission in 1996 to continue to enforce “the same equal access
and nondiscriminatory interconnection restrictions and obligations” that applied under “any court
order, consent decree, or regulation, order, or policy of the Commission until such restrictions
and obligations are explicitly superseded by regulations prescribed by the Commission.” 47
U.S.C. § 251(g). It is undisputed that both the Bell System consent decree and existing FCC
policies then required BOC representatives to advise callers of the available long distance
options in a neutral manner.” And it is likewise undisputed that the Commission has never
promulgated regulations superseding these non-endorsement requirements. The non-
endorsement requirements therefore apply, as the Commission itself recognized in its early

section 271 orders.'°

8 See Order 9 357-58; South Carolina Order Y233 (approving marketing script where BOC
would state “You have many companies to choose from to provide your long distance service. 1
can read from a list of the companies available for selection, however, I'd like to recommend
BellSouth Long Distance™). See also id. § 239 (BOCs may “mention [their section 272] affiliate
apart from including that affiliate on a random list of available interexchange carriers,” so long
as they also “offe[r] to read, in random order, the names and, if requested, the telephone numbers

of all available interexchange carriers”).

? See note 6, supra.

19 See Application of Ameritech Michigan To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services In
Michigan, CC Docket No. 97-137, {f375-76 (Aug. 19, 1997) (“Mentioning only Ameritech
Long Distance unless the customer affirmatively requests the names of other interexchange
carriers is inconsistent on its face with our requirement that a BOC must provide the names of
interexchange carriers in random order” and “would allow Ameritech Long Distance to gain an
unfair advantage over other interexchange carriers”).




Further, when a BOC’s marketing practices favor its own long distance affiliate, the BOC
also violates the general duty of nondiscrimination that Congress enacted in § 272(c). Section
272 requires a BOC that obtains Section 271 authority to offer long distance service through an
affiliate. Section 272(c) provides that a BOC “may not discriminate between that company or
affiliate and any other entity in the provision or procurement of goods, services, facilities, and
information.” 47 U.S.C. § 272(c)(1). Under these plain terms, a BOC may not favor or
recommend its own affiliate, and thereby disadvantage other carriers, when responding to
inbound calls to change long distance carriers, to initiate new services, or to change existing
local services.

In ruling otherwise in the Order, the Commission relied on § 272(g)(2), which provides
that a BOC “may not market or sell interLATA service provided by an affiliate . . . until such
company is authorized to provide interLATA services in such State,” and § 272(g)(3), which
provides that “joint marketing” permitted by § 272(g)(2) “shall not be considered to violate” the
general “nondiscrimination provisions” of § 272(c). But Congress’ express confirmation that it
intended the general (and absolute) prohibition against a// BOC local/long distance joint
marketing to continue to apply until a BOC is granted section 271 authority in no way suggests
any congressional intent to exempt BOCs with 271 authority from the specific equal access

requirements of § 251(g)."' To the contrary, as Congress made clear in § 251(g), the termination

1A BOC that has been granted section 271 authority enjoys myriad joint marketing
opportunities independent of the inbound call endorsements that are prohibited by § 251(g). For
example, the BOC could, like its competitors, jointly advertise its local and long distance
services in the print and broadcast media or through outbound telemarketing.




of existing equal access obligations is triggered only by superseding Commission regulations,
not by § 271 authority. '?

The reason is obvious: continued enforcement of equal access requirements remains
crucial in the early stages of emerging local competition. Although in order to grant a BOC
application for § 271 authority the Commission must find that a particular state’s local exchange
markets are irreversibly open to competitive entry, there can be no serious debate that the BOC
incumbent will continue to possess market power for a substantial period of time in light of its
overwhelming market share and ownership of bottleneck facilities."> The fact that a BOC has
satisfied the section 271 criteria in no way means that it had lost all ability improperly to tip the
scales in favor of a particular long distance carrier. Customers will continue to call the BOC by
“default” for new local service and other functions. The BOC will thus enjoy the vast majority
of customer contacts simply as a legacy of its historic monopoly — contacts that it could, in the
absence of the full protections Congress enacted in section 251(g), use to play favorites in long
distance carrier selection. And the very fact of section 271 authority greatly enhances a BOC’s
incentive to exercise that market power to favor one carrier in particular — itself.

That is undoubtedly why Congress determined that equal access regulations must remain

in effect for a/l BOCs until the Commission determines that they are no longer necessary and

'2 There can be no argument that the § 271 adjudication that produced the Order itself constitutes
a superseding “regulation.” Although an agency ordinarily has discretion to proceed by
rulemaking or adjudication, see, e.g., SEC v. Chenery, 332 U.S. 194, 202-03 (1947), by expressly
mandating in § 251(g) that the FCC proceed by rulemaking should it consider amending the
equal access requirements, Congress denied the FCC that discretion here. See Perales v.
Sullivan, 948 F.2d 1348, 1356 (2d Cir. 1991) (statutory mandate “shall by regulation” required

Secretary to promulgate regulations).

" For example, the Commission did not find that AT&T was nondominant in the long distance
market until more than a decade after AT&T’s complete divestiture of the Bell System’s local
bottleneck facilities.




promulgates superseding regulations — presumably regulations that relax the equal access
requirements on a state-by-state basis and only upon conclusive proof that competing carriers
have won meaningful shares of the local market in the state and that customers are fully aware
that they have options for local service other than the BOC incumbent. The Commission’s
decision in the Order to relax the equal access obligations of BOCs with § 271 authority even in
the absence of such superseding regulations is flatly inconsistent with the Act. See Petition at 9-
15.

Any relaxation of equal access requirements prior to appropriately-supported superseding
regulations will harm competition and consumers. The Commission’s erroneous ruling in the
Order is particularly damaging, however, because it involves inbound call joint marketing. This
“LEC-connect” channel through which most customers choose their long distance carrier is
extremely important. AT&T, for example, obtains more than 50% of its PIC designations
through this channel. See Declaration of Robert M. Aquilina § 3 (“Aquilina Decl.”) (attached
hereto as Appendix A). Accordingly, absent bright-line rules prohibiting BOCs from showing
favoritism during such customer calls, the LEC-connect channel presents unmatched
opportunities for a BOC to pick winners and losers in the otherwise competitive long distance
market. Id {6, 11.

Fortunately, in the first year after the Petition was filed no BOC could take advantage of
those opportunities because the Commission properly rejected each of the premature BOC
applications for § 271 authority. In December 1999, however, the Commission granted Bell
Atlantic the authority to provide long distance services in New York, giving Bell Atlantic both
the power and the incentive to favor itself in the PIC selection process. See id. § 6. In the

intervening months, AT&T has confirmed beyond all doubt that Bell Atlantic is improperly




favoring itself and that the loophole the Commission created in the Order by moving away from
a bright-line non-endorsement rule has the very anticompetitive effects detailed in the Petition.

Shortly after Bell Atlantic began offering long distance service in New York, AT&T’s
PIC designations through the LEC-connect channel began to decline precipitously. See id. 7.
AT&T commissioned the independent marketing research firm Elrick & Lavidge to conduct a
study to attempt to determine the cause of the decline. See id. §8-10. Elrick & Lavidge
designed a simple, but comprehensive, test call program in which 300 existing Bell Atlantic-New
York local service customers would call Bell Atlantic to request an additional line.'* The test
callers were instructed to express no long distance carrier preference and to respond “I’m not
sure” if the Bell Atlantic representative asked for a preference. See Elrick & Lavidge at 2.

The test callers contemporaneously filled out detailed call sheets, which Elrick &
Lavidge separately reviewed to ensure that the Bell Atlantic representative had a full opportunity
to comply with the equal access requirements. /d Out of an abundance of caution, Elrick &
Lavidge ultimately excluded from the sample 39 calls that it determined terminated too quickly
to provide meaningful results. /d.

Although AT&T would have predicted some improper favoritism based on its past
experiences with Bell Atlantic, the extent of the anticompetitive marketing practices revealed by
the Elrick & Lavidge study was truly startling. Nearly two-thirds of the test callers were not
even told that they have a choice of companies to provide their long distance service. Elrick &
Lavidge at 3. Bell Atlantic offered to read a list of long distance alternatives in only five percent

of the calls. /d. In more than half of the test calls Bell Atlantic expressly endorsed its own long

'* The Elrick & Lavidge report was previously filed with the Commission as an ex parte. See
Letter of Robert W. Quinn, Jr. to Magalie Roman Salas, CC Docket 98-121 (Apr. 12, 2000). For
the convenience of the Commission and its staff, an additional copy of the report is included as
Exhibit A to the Aquilina Declaration (“Elrick & Lavidge’).

10




distance service. /d. at 2. Indeed, in nearly half of the calls, Bell Atlantic was the only long
distance carrier mentioned. /d. And in a significant minority of calls, the Bell Atlantic
representative even attempted to convince the caller to switch the primary line to Bell Atlantic
long distance service. /d. at S.

This evidence confirms that no further delay can be tolerated. AT&T’s experience with
Bell Atlantic conclusively demonstrates that the regulatory vacuum created by the joint
marketing ruling in the Order will produce the very outcome that equal access requirements were
designed to prevent: a two-tier long distance market in which the incumbent BOC enjoys unfair
and insurmountable advantages over all other competitors solely as a result of its historic local
monopoly. The competitive playing field is already tilting in that direction in New York, and
immediate Commission action 1s necessary to prevent ongoing harm to competition and
customers in that state. That is reason enough to act on AT&T’s 18-month-old Petition.

But the stakes are much higher. Any other BOC that obtains long distance authority will
just as surely exploit the loophole created in the Order. The Commission should immediately

grant the Petition and reinstate the bright-line non-endorsement rule that has served customers

well for over a decade.

11




CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission should promptly grant the Petition’s request
that the Commission reconsider its joint marketing ruling in the Order and declare that no BOC

may endorse its own long distance service in a customer-initiated local service call.

Respectfully submitted,

David Lawson Mark C. Rosenblum
Michael J. Hunseder Stephen C. Garavito
Sidley & Austin AT&T Corp.
1722 Eye Street, NN'W. 295 North Maple Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20006 Basking Ridge, NJ 07920
(202) 736-8000 (908) 221-8100

Counsel for AT&T Corp.
May 24, 2000
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Application of BellSouth Corporation,
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and
BellSouth Long Distance, Inc. for Provisions
of In-Region, InterLATA Services

In Louisiana

CC Docket No. 98-121

DECLARATION OF ROBERT M. AQUILINA

I, Robert M. Aquilina, declare as follows:

1. I am the Senior Vice President, AT&T Consumer Services, of AT&T
Corp. (“AT&T”). As such, I am responsible for AT&T’s marketing of long distance
services to residential customers nationwide. I am also responsible for consumer long
distance customer service. In addition, I am AT&T’s Vice President Eastern & Central
Regions with responsibility for local service market entry and AT&T’s marketing of "any
distance" services in the Bell Atlantic states (from Virginia to Maine) and in Illinois,
Wisconsin, Michigan, Indiana and Ohio.

2. In these roles, I have been responsible for AT&T’s efforts to provide local
and long distance service to customers in New York, and I have followed closely the
marketing activities of Bell Atlantic, both before and after it received authority to provide
long distance service in New York.

3. Until recently, incumbent local exchange carriers (“incumbent LECs” or




“ILECs”) have been the only entities permitted by law to provide local service. Even
today, four years after the Telecommunications Act of 1996 lifted the legal barriers to
local competition, Bell Atlantic controls 85%-90% of the local access lines in the areas of
New York that it serves. As a direct consequence of Bell Atlantic’s enduring local
monopolies, customers seeking to establish local telephone service, either initial
telephone service or the addition of a new line, still virtually always call Bell Atlantic.
When they call Bell Atlantic to initiate local service, customers generally also select a
long distance carrier as their Primary Interexchange Carrier or “PIC.” Indeed, AT&T
today obtains over 50 percent of its PICs via this channel.

4. It is extremely important that this “LEC-connect” channel through which
most customers choose their preferred long distance carrier remain free from improper
discrimination. In light of the competitive significance posed by PIC selection during the
initiation of local service, both the court administering the consent decree that broke up
the Bell System (the “MFJ Court”) and the Federal Communications Commission
(“Commission”) required that incumbent LECs remain absolutely neutral during the PIC
selection process. Bell Atlantic, for example, was forbidden from recommending or
endorsing (or in any way favoring) any long distance carrier.

5. In 1997, however, the Commission held as part of its consideration of
BellSouth’s 271 application for South Carolina that — once it obtained section 271
authority — a Bell Operating Company (“BOC”) could recommend its own long distance
service so long as it contemporaneously advised the customer of the right to select a long
distance carrier and offered to read a random list of available long distance providers.

The Commission reaffirmed that ruling in its order rejecting BellSouth’s second




application for 271 authority for Louisiana.

6. Fortunately, until recently, BOCs had little economic incentive to favor
any particular long distance carrier because no BOC had been granted section 271
authority to provide in-region long distance service.! In December 1999, however, the
Commission granted Bell Atlantic the authority to provide interLATA services in New
York. As a result, Bell Atlantic now has both the power and the incentive to favor its
long distance affiliate — and to disfavor competing long distance providers — during the
PIC selection process.

7. AT&T’s Consumer Services organization recently noticed that New York
customers choosing AT&T as their PIC via the Bell Atlantic LEC-connect channel were
declining precipitously. In order to understand what was causing this decline, AT&T
made some test calls to Bell Atlantic’s customer service centers in New York to see how
they were handling PIC selection. Those test calls suggested that Bell Atlantic was not
complying with even the minimal standards from the Commission’s BellSouth South
Carolina decision.

8. AT&T accordingly retained an independent third party consumer survey
organization, Elrick & Lavidge, to conduct a study of Bell Atlantic’s handling of inbound
calls initiating local service. Although AT&T funded the study, Elrick & Lavidge were
at all times responsible for designing and conducting the study. The study report is

attached hereto as Exhibit A, and it describes the methodology used during the study.

" This did not prevent at least two RBOCs from attempting to sidestep the
requirements of 271 and to favor their long distance partner. The Commission
appropriately blocked this attempt to evade the Act’s requirements. See AT&T Corp.
v. Ameritech Corp., File No. E-98-41, Y 5, 53-63 (rel. Oct. 7, 1998) (“Qwest
Order™), aff’d, 177 F.3d 1057 (D.C. Cir. 1999).




9. The study confirms that Bell Atlantic is treating the Commission’s
relaxation of core equal access requirements in the South Carolina and Louisiana II
orders as a license to flout its equal access obligations and to channel customers to Bell
Atlantic long distance service. For example, Bell Atlantic failed to tell callers that they
had a choice of long distance carriers 64% of the time. In addition, Bell Atlantic did not
offer to read a list of long distance providers on 95% of the calls.

10. In addition to improperly steering the customer to its long distance
affiliate during the PIC selection process, Bell Atlantic also attempted to have the
customer change the PIC to Bell Atlantic for long distance service on their primary lines
5% of the time. It also appears that Bell Atlantic is improperly using proprietary
information regarding existing customers’ long distance choices to market its own long
distance services during inbound calls to obtain local service. Thus, on 26% of the calls
seeking to establish service on a second line, Bell Atlantic identified the caller’s current
long distance provider on the primary line.

11. Such blatant discrimination and favoritism has already resulted in a
significant decline in AT&T PIC selections obtained when customers call to obtain local
service. Because Bell Atlantic has been the sole provider of local service in its serving
areas for more than 100 years, and because it still provides service to 85%-90% of New
York residential customers in its territory, consumers call Bell Atlantic to order new
service or add a second line. And, when they do so, they naturally select a long distance
carrier as well. By abusing its monopoly position, Bell Atlantic can give — and has given
— its affiliated long distance provider an undeserved competitive advantage, one which

the Telecommunications Act of 1996 intended to foreclose. Irreversible damage to the




otherwise highly competitive long distance marketplace in New York will occur unless
the Commission acts promptly to stop this improper favoritism.

12. Bell Atlantic’s actions demonstrate that BOCs will, if given the
opportunity, inevitably act in their own economic interest during the PIC selection
process and discriminate against other long distance providers. Accordingly, the
Commission should preclude ILECs from marketing long distance service during
inbound calls to obtain local service — as it had done for many years in enforcing bright-
line rules against any endorsements in this context.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that the
foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Executed on May #/ , 2000, at Basking Ridge, New Jersey.

nm =

ert M. Aquilina




EXHIBIT A




BELL ATLANTIC ADDITIONAL LINE
TEST CALL STUDY

MARCH, 2000




Background and Purpose

When adding another telephone line to the household, consumers must
contact their local telephone company. At that time, they must also choose
a long distance company for the new phone line.

The purpose of this study was to understand the procedures that Bell
Atlantic employs in marketing its LD service to customers establishing
service for additional phone lines in New York. When provisioning an
additional line, Bell Atlantic is permitted to recommend its own LD service,

but must contemporaneously:

- state that the customer has a choice of LD providers (even if the
customer does not ask about LD provider options)

- offer to read a list of the available LD providers (even if the
customer does not ask to hear a list of their LD company options)

Additionally Bell Atlantic is not permitted to use its privileged information
regarding the customer’s LD provider on their primary line, in order to
encourage switching to Bell Atlantic LD service for the existing line.

Compliance with the above rules was assessed through test calls to Beli
Atlantic’s residential service office.

Methodology

Elrick & Lavidge, an independent marketing research firm, placed a total of
300 test calls to Bell Atlantic customer service to request additional phone
lines for existing residential accounts. Each test caller lived in New York
state, and had Bell Atlantic local telephone service. Both those who had
AT&T and OCC LD service on their primary line were included in this study.




All calls were placed to the Bell Atlantic residential service number found
in the local Bell Atlantic phone book. Calls were placed between

March 8-17, 2000, and were dispersed throughout the day and evening,
on weekdays and on Saturday. Callers queried Bell Atlantic
representatives using a structured script that detailed the specific
information that should be shared with the Bell Atlantic representative. In
particular, test callers were instructed:

- not to indicate which LD provider was desired for the new line
(to say "Oh, I'm not sure” if the Bell Atlantic representative
asked which long distance company was desired)

- not to ask the Bell Atlantic rep which LD providers were
available

- not to specify which LD provider is being used for the existing
line unless asked by the Bell Atlantic representative

Before hanging up, each caller cancelled their order by indicating that they
needed to consult another househoid member and did not want the order
placed at this time.

After close examination of the completed call sheets, Elrick & Lavidge
made a decision to pull 39 of the test calls and not include them in the final
set of data. This was done because it was felt that the call was terminated
too quickly, and as such, did not provide Bell Atlantic with adequate
opportunity to be compliant. Therefore, the results stated in this report are
based on a total of 261 test calls.

Summary of Findings

Did Bell Atlantic market its LD services for the additional line being
ordered?

. Bell Atlantic reps very ardently promote Bell Atlantic long distance
service. Over half (55%) of the callers were informed that Bell
Atlantic currently offers LD service, and were asked if they wanted
Bell Atlantic long distance service for the new line. Furthermore, in
roughly half (47%) of the calls, Bell Atlantic was the only company
mentioned for long distance service on the new line.




Did the Bell Atlantic rep indicate that the caller had a choice of LD
providers, independent of the caller's prompting?

J In two out of three (64%) test calls, callers were not told by the Bell
Atlantic rep that they have a choice of companies to provide fong

distance service on their new line.
(See Exhibit 1)

Did the Bell Atlantic rep offer to read a list of available LD providers,
independent of the caller’s request to hear a list?

. The Bell Atlantic representatives very rarely (5%) offer to read a list of
companies available to provide long distance service on the new line.

- Even when the Bell Atlantic representatives indicate that a choice
of LD providers is available, a iist of the available options is only
read in 15% of the cases.

Total %  Total #

Rep indicated that there is a choice of

LD companies 36% 84
Rep offered to read list of
companies 5% 14
Rep did not offer to read list of
companies 95% 247
Rep did not indicate that there is a
choice of LD companies 64% 167

(See Exhibit 1)




%
of Time
Included in
List of LD
Companies

When a list of LD carriers is provided, Bell Atlantic is part of that list
more often than any other LD company. Bell Atlantic is included on
the list 86% of the time; 50% of the time Bell Atlantic is mentioned
first and only once is Bell Atlantic mentioned last. Most typically, the
list includes some combination of the major LD players in addition to
Bell Atlantic - AT&T, MCI, Sprint.

86%

50%

71%

29%

64%
43%

Bell Atiantic AT&T

MCH Sprint

[J] Mentioned First

B Other Mention




Did Bell Atlantic market its LD service for the caller’'s primary line?

Overall, in approximately one quarter (26%) of the calls, the Bell
Atlantic rep indicated knowledge of which LD company was being
utilized for the caller's primary line.

In 5% of the calis, the rep attempted to convince the caller to switch
the primary phone line to Bell Atlantic for LD service. This was done
fairly comparably, regardless of whether or not the rep indicated
knowledge of the LD provider on the existing line.

Total % Total#

Rep asked caller to switch primary

line to Bell Atlantic LD £% 13
Rep indicated knowledge of LD
PIC 3% 8
Rep did not indicate knowledge
of LD PIC 2% 5

(See Exhibit 2)

In most instances (10 out of 13), when soliciting Bell Atlantic LD
service for the primary line, the rep came right out and asked “Do you
want to switch your other fine to Bell Atlantic also?" Other ways of
trying to persuade customers to switch to Bell Atlantic for their
primary line included:

- “Bell Atlantic could match MCI's 10¢ per minute.”

- “Depending on how many long distance calls you make, it might
be to your advantage to switch.”

- “Are you aware that another carrier had your long distance?
We could take care of that for you at a flat rate — no charges
unless you used long distance service.”




Exhibit 1

Were Callers Informed of Their LD Provider Choices?

Total Calls
n =261 (100%)

/

N\

Bell Atlantic Rep Told
Caller He/She Had Choice
of LD Providers

n=94

Beli Atlantic Rep Did Not
Tell Caller He/She Had
Choice of LD Providers

/S N\

Bell Atlantic
Rep Offered
to Read List
of LD
Providers
n=14 (5%)

(36%) n=167 (64%)

Bell Atlantic Bell Atlantic Bell Atlantic
Rep Did Not Rep Offered Rep Did Not
Offer to Read to Read List Offer to Read
List of LD of LD List of LD
Providers Providers Providers
n=80 (31%) n=0 (0%) n=167 (64%)




Exhibit 2

Did Bell Atlantic Utilize Knowledge of Customer LD Provider on
Primary Line?

Total Calls

n =261 (100%)

/

Bell Atlantic Rep ldentified
Caller's Current LD
Provider for Primary Line

n=69

(26%)

N\

S\

Bell Atlantic Rep Did Not
Identify Caller’'s Current LD
Provider for Primary Line

n=192

(74%)

SN\

Bell Atlantic
Rep
Marketed Bell
Atlantic LD
for Caller's
Primary Line
n=8 (3%)

Bell Atlantic
Rep Did Not
Market Bell
Atlantic LD for
Caller's
Primary Line
n=61 (23%)

Bell Atlantic
Rep
Marketed Bell
Atlantic LD
for Caller's
Primary Line
n=5 (2%)

Bell Atlantic
Rep Did Not
Market Bell
Atiantic LD for
Caller's
Primary Line
n=187 (72%)




APPENDIX




AT NO TIME DURING THIS CALL ARE YOU TO ASK WHICH LONG DISTANCE
COMPANIES ARE AVAILABLE FOR THE NEW LINE.

Elrick & Lavidge Project # 151-07745
Mack Centre 11 March 7, 2000
One Mack Centre Drive

Paramus, NJ 07652

(201) 599-0755

TEST CALL -~ ADDITIONAL LINE

1. RECORD YOUR TELEPHONE NUMBER: (__ _ _)- -

2. RECORD DATE OF CALL: 3/ /00 RECORD TIME CALL BEGAN:
: RECORD TIME CALL ENDED:

3. DIAL THE NUMBER FOR BELL ATLANTIC “RESIDENCE SERVICE” OR
OTHER APPROPRIATE CATEGORY THAT IS FOUND IN YOUR LOCAL
BELL ATLANTIC PHONE BOOK. RECORD THE NUMBER DIALED:

am/pm
: am/pm

WHEN REP ANSWERS, ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AND RECORD THE REP’S

RESPONSES.

4. RECORD REP’S NAME IF PROVIDED. (IF NOT PROVIDED - - DO NOT ASK)




5. SAY:” | want to add another phone line in my home.”

IF REP ASKS WHICH LONG DISTANCE COMPANY YOU WANT, DO NOT
SELECT A COMPANY. INSTEAD, SAY: “Oh, I’m not sure.”

IF REP ASKS IF YOU WOULD LIKE BELL ATLANTIC AS YOUR LONG
DISTANCE CARRIER ON YOUR NEW LINE, SAY: “OK”.

IF REP ASKS WHICH LONG DISTANCE COMPANY YOU CURRENTLY USE.
SPECIFY YOUR CURRENT LONG DISTANCE COMPANY.

IF REP ASKS IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THE SAME LONG DISTANCE
COMPANY FOR YOUR NEW LINE AS YOU HAVE FOR YOUR PRIMARY LINE,
SAY: “No, let’s deal with this line differently.”

(RECORD REP’S RESPONSE VERBATIM, INCLUDING ALL QUESTIONS
ASKED AND STATEMENTS MADE. BE SURE TO RECORD ALL QUESTIONS
ASKED AND STATEMENTS MADE REGARDING WHICH COMPANY WILL
PROVIDE LONG DISTANCE SERVICE ON YOUR NEW LINE.)

CIRCLE “YES” OR “NO"” FOR EACH OF THE FOLLOWING BASED ON INFORMATION
PROVIDED BY REP.

YES NO
2) Rep asked which long distance company was desired for new line ] 2
b) Rep indicated (without you prompting) that you have a choice of
companies to provide long distance service for your new line ] 2
¢) Without prompting, rep offered to provide {or read) a list of available
long distance companies 1 - (SAY “Yes, plcase” AND ANSWER 2

QUESTION 6 AND 7)

d) Rep provided the name of only Bell Atlantic for long distance service

on your new line ! & (SAY: “OK") 2
¢} Rep indicated which long distance company you use for your existing
phone line(s) ] 2
N Rep asked if you wanted to switch your existing phone line(s) to Bell
Atlantic for long distance service [ < (SPECIFY EXACTLY HOW REP 2
ASKED):

- 10-




ANSWER QUESTION 6 AND 7 IF “YES” IN QUESTION S5c.

6. Which long distance company choices were you provided? (CIRCLE ALL THAT
ARE MENTIONED. IF MORE THAN ONE COMPANY IS CIRCLED, PUT A
“1” NEXT TO THE COMPANY MENTIONED FIRST, A “2” NEXT TO THE
COMPANY MENTIONED SECOND, ETC. IF THERE ARE TOO MANY
COMPANIES LISTED FOR YOU TO RECORD, PUT A “1”, “2” AND “3” NEXT
TO THE FIRST 3 COMPANIES AND AN “X” NEXT TO THE LAST

COMPANY.)
Order of Mention
Bell AtlantiC ..o e 01
ATET et 02
MUCL et 03
QWESE i 04
R o3 51 11 SR YUOURSRRRPPOOt 05
Other (SPECIFY 1) ceerenennnn 06
(SPECIFY2) _ = 07
(SPECIFY3) 08
(SPECIFY4) e 09
7. Did you recognize any of the company names as familiar?
Y ES coniiereetenicne e 1
NO e 2

AS SOON AS THE DISCUSSION TURNS TO SCHEDULING A TIME FOR INSTALLATION
OR REP BEGINS TO CONFIRM THE ORDER, SAY: “Thanks for the information, but I must
check with my (INSERT FAMILY MEMBER) before you can put this order through.”

| MAKE SURE REP IS NOT PROCESSING THIS ORDER.

8. CIRCLE YOUR CURRENT LONG DISTANCE COMPANY.

ATET o ]
MCT e 2
SPIINt. it 3
Other (SPECIFY) e 4

- 11-




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 24™ day of May, 2000, I caused true and correct
copies of the foregoing Motion of AT&T Corp. for Expedited Decision on Pending Petition for
Reconsideration to be served on all parties by first class mail, postage prepaid to the addresses on

the attached service list.

Charfssa N. Stroup




Janice Myles

Policy and Program Planning Division
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

1919 M Street, NW

Room 544

Washington, DC 20554

Donald J. Russell
Telecommunications Task Force
Antitrust Division

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
1401 H Street, NW, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20005

ITS, Inc.
1231 20th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Lawrence C. St. Blanc

Executive Secretary
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION

P.O. Box 91154

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-9154

Joel Klein

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-001

James G. Harralson

28 Perimeter Center East

Atlanta, GA 30346

Counsel for BellSouth Long Distance

Charles R. Morgan

William B. Barfield

Jim O. Llewellyn

1155 Peachtree Street, NE

Atlanta, GA 30367

Counsel for BellSouth Corporation

SERVICE LIST

David G. Frolio

1133 21st Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for BellSouth Corporation

Michael K. Kellogg

Austin C. Schlick

KELLOGG, HUBER, HANSEN, TODD &
EVANS '
1301 K Street, NW, Suite 1000 West
Washington, DC 20005

Counsel for BellSouth Corp., et al.

Jennings Bryant

Donald Vial

ALLIANCE FOR PUBLIC
TECHNOLOGY

901 15th Street, NW, Suite 230
Washington, DC 20005

Margaret H. Greene

R. Douglas Lackey

Stephen M. Klimacek

675 W. Peachtree Street, NE

Suite 4300

Atlanta, GA 30375

Counsel for BellSouth Telecommunications

Sheldon Elliot Steinbach

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION
One Dupont Circle, NW

Washington, DC 20036

Kelly R. Welsh

John T. Lenahan

Gary L. Phillips

AMERITECH CORPORATION
30 South Wacker Drive

Chicago, IL 60606




Theodore A. Livingston

John E. Muench

Dennis G. Friedman
MAYER, BROWN & PLATT
190 South LaSalle Street
Chicago, IL 60603

Richard J. Metzger

Emily M. Williams

ASSOCIATION FOR LOCAL
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES
888 17th Street, NW

Suite 900

Washington, DC 20006

Ronald Binz

Debra Berlyn

John Windhausen, Jr.

COMPETITION POLICY INSTITUTE
1156 15th Street, NW, Suite 520
Washington, DC 20005

Genevieve Morelli

COMPETITIVE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOC.
1900 M Street, NW, Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Danny E. Adams

Steven A. Augustino

KELLEY, DRYE & WARREN
1200 19th Street, NW, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036
Counsel for CompTel

Brad E. Mutschelknaus

John J. Heitman

KELLEY, DRYE & WARREN
1200 19th Street, NW, Fifth Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for e.spire Communications

James M. Smith

EXCEL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
1133 Connecticut Avenue, NW

Suite 750

Washington, DC 20036

Dana Frix

Robert V. Zener

SWIDLER, BERLIN, SHEREFF,
FRIEDMAN

3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Counsel for Excel Telecommunications

Janet S. Livengood

HYPERION TELECOMMUNICATIONS
DDI Plaza Two

500 Thomas Street, Suite 400

Bridgeville, PA 15017-2838

Dana Frix

Douglas G. Bonner

SWIDLER, BERLIN, SHEREFF,
FRIEDMAN

3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Counsel for Hyperion Telecommunications

Jonathan E. Canis

Enrico C. Soriano

KELLEY, DRYE & WARREN

1200 19th Street, NW, Fifth Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for Intermedia Communications

Angela Ledford

KEEP AMERICA CONNECTED
P.O. Box 27911

Washington, DC 20005

Camille Failla Murphy
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
COMMISSIONS FOR WOMEN
8630 Fenton Street

Silver Spring, MD 20901

Tomasa C. Rosales

NATIONAL HISPANIC COUNCIL ON
AGING

2713 Ontario Road, NW

Suite 200

Washington, DC 20009




Jordan Clark

UNITED HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION

655 15th Street, NW

Suite 460

Washington, DC 20005

Mary C. Albert

SWIDLER, BERLIN, SHEREFF,
FRIEDMAN

3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Counsel for KMC Telecom

Robert E. Litan

BROOKINGS INSTITUTION
1775 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Roger G. Noll

Professor of Economics
STANFORD UNIVERSITY
Stanford, CA 94305

Jerome L. Epstein
Marc A. Goldman

Paul W. Cobb, Jr.
JENNER & BLOCK
601 13th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20005

Mary L. Brown
Keith L. Seat
Karen T. Reidy

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORP.

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Hamilton E. Russell 111
STATE COMMUNICATIONS
200 North Main Street

Suite 303

Greenville, SC 29601

Dana Frix

Robert V. Zener

SWIDLER, BERLIN, SHEREFF,
FRIEDMAN

3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Counsel for State Communications

Charles C. Hunter

Catherine M. Hannan

HUNTER COMMUNICATIONS LAW
GROUP

1620 1 Street, NW, Suite 701

Washington, DC 20006

Counsel for Telecommunications Resellers
Association

Brian Conboy

Thomas Jones

A. Renee Callahan

WILLKIE, FARR & GALLAGHER

Three Lafayette Centre

1155 21st Street, NW

Washington, DC 20036

Counsel for Time Warner Communications
Holdings d’b/a Time Warner Telecom

Walter L. Purdy

TRIANGLE COALITION FOR SCIENCE
AND TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION
5112 Berwyn Road

College Park, MD 20740-4129

John L. Traylor

US WEST COMMUNICATIONS
1020 15th Street, NW

Suite 700

Washington, DC 20036

Catherine R. Sloan

Richard L. Fruchterman III
Richard S. Whitt
WORLDCOM

1120 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036-3902




Andrew D. Lipman

Robert V. Zener

SWIDLER, BERLIN, SHEREFF,
FRIEDMAN

3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007-5116
Counsel for WorldCom

Laura H. Phillips

J.G. Harrington

Cécile G. Neuvens

DOW, LOHNES & ALBERTSON
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20036-6802
Counsel for Cox Communications

Kim Robert Scovill
OMNICALL

430 Woodruff Road, Suite 450
Greenville, SC 29607

Robert L. Hoggarth
Angela E. Giancarlo

PAGING AND MESSAGING ALLIANCE

OF THE PCIA

500 Montgomery Street
Suite 700
Alexandria, VA 22314-1561

Harold Mordkofsky

Susan J. Bahr
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& DICKENS
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WILLKIE, FARR & GALLAGHER
Three Lafayette Centre

1155 21st Street, NW
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