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Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554
Re: Ex Parte Comments of E]l Paso Networks, LLC in CC Docket 00-45,

Revised Petition Of MCI WorldCom, Inc. For Declaratory Rulzng
Regarding the Process For Adoption Of Agreements Pursuant To
Section 252(i) of The Communications Act and Section 51.809 of The
Commission’s Rules

Dear Ms. Salas:

El Paso Networks, LLC, through undersigned counsel, respectfully submits the following
ex parte comments, in CC docket number 00-45, consistent with Section 1.1206 of the
Commusston’s rules, 47 C.F.R. Section 1.1206.

El Paso Networks, LLC (“El Paso”) is a certificated competitive local exchange carrier
that provides wholesale telecommunications services offering end-to-end connectivity and
service 1nnovation to its customers, who generally are themselves providers of
telecommunications or information services (or both). Currently, El Paso is operating its
network in Austin, Dallas, and San Antonio, Texas while its networks in Houston and Fort
Worth, Texas are near completion. El Paso is also expanding beyond Texas, and has used and
will continue to use, its section 252(i) rights to obtain interconnection agreements with
incumbent LECs.

Based on its experience obtaining interconnection agreements with incumbent LECs
pursuant to section 252(i) of the Act and section 51.809 of the Commission’s rules, El Paso fully
supports the petition filed by MCI WorldCom in the above captioned docket, and urges the
Commission to act on the petition in order to facilitate the ability of requesting carriers such as
El Paso to quickly enter new markets and compete with the incumbent LECs.
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In particular, El Paso supports MCI WorldCom’s request that the Commission declare
that a requesting carrier’s adoption of an existing interconnection agreement previously approved
by the state commission is not subject to further state commission approval. Such a ruling would
be consistent with the plain meaning of the statute. Section 252(i) provides that a “local
exchange carrier shall make available [services and facilities] ... to any other requesting
telecommunications carrier upon the same terms and conditions as those provided in [an
approved] agreement.” (Emphasis supplied.) It does rot say that the local exchange carrier
“shall negotiate” or “shall agree to make available”; it says “shall make available.” Further,
Section 252(e)(1) provides that any “interconnection agreement adopted by negotiation or
arbitration shall be submitted for approval to the state commission.” Terms adopted under
section 252(1) are not an “agreement adopted by negotiation or arbitration,” and therefore are not
subject to the approval requirement of section 252(e)(1).

In the alternative, the Commission should grant the petition, at a minimum, to encompass
adoptions of entire agreements, where there is little need for further state commission review.'
El Paso would also support a scheme that allowed incumbents a narrow window in which to
object to such adoption, similar to the interim rule in place in Texas and the advice letter
adoption process in place in California.”

In its efforts to obtain interconnection agreements with ILECs using section 252(i) and
the Commission’s rule in section 47 C.F.R. § 51.809, El Paso has encountered a patchwork quilt
of rules that differ from ILEC to ILEC and from state to state. In states that do not have a rule
similar to Texas and California, the ILECs are able to “game” the system, and place roadblocks
that delay competitive entry and add to the costs competitors incur to compete. As an example
of ILEC intransigence, El Paso has attached to this letter a filing before the New York Public
Service Commission (“NYPSC”) petitioning NYPSC to declare El Paso’s adoption of the
Verizon-Sprint interconnection agreement effective as a matter of law, regardless of Verizon’s
consent. This filing was necessary because Verizon’s standard practice requires requesting
carriers to sign an adoption letter that unlawfully adds terms to the adoption of an existing

' See, e.g., Comments of the New York Department of Public Service, CC Docket 00-45, filed March 31,
2000, supporting the petition with respect to adoption of entire agreements, in contrast to adoptions where the
requesting carrier uses its “pick and choose” rights.

> El Paso has experience with the advice letter adoption process in California. The Commission’s ruling
should specify that any telecommunications carrier, whether certificated or not by the state commission, can adopt
an interconnection agreement previously approved by the state commission. The language of section 252(1) is clear
that the right to adopt previously approved interconnection agreements applies to “telecommunications carriers” and
is not limited to carriers with valid certifications to provide intrastate services. At a minimum, the Commission
should ensure that telecommunications carriers with pending certification applications are not denied the use of
section 252(i) during the certification process. Such a result would be consistent with section 51.301(c)(4) of the
Commission’s rules which prohibit an incumbent LEC from “[c]onditioning negotiation on a requesting
telecommunications carrier first obtaining state certifications.” The Commission’s policy rationale underlying
section 51.301(c)(1) should apply equally in the section 252(i) context.
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agreement previously approved by the state commission. When El Paso objected to those terms,
Verizon refused to consent to El Paso’s adoption.

Commission action on this petition should ensure that competitors obtain interconnection
agreements with the ILECs in a timely fashion and should aim to prevent the anti-competitive
tactics in which the incumbent LECs regularly engage. These tactics add unnecessary delays to
what should be a simple and routine process. The relief MCI WorldCom requests will eliminate
a weapon from the ILECs’ arsenal of tactics used to impede competitive entry into their
monopoly markets. The Commission should grant the relief requested by MCI WorldCom since
it is consistent with the plain language and pro-competitive goals of the Communications Act.

Respectfully,

Russell M. Blau

Joshua M. Bobeck

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Tel: (202) 295-8410

Fax: (202) 424-7643
jmbobeck@swidlaw.com

Counsel for El Paso Networks, LL.C

Enclosures

cc: Michelle Carey
Brent Olson
Kathy Farroba
ITS
Janice Myles
Karen Hanson-Flowers, El Paso
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FEDERAL EXPRESS

The Honorable Janet Hand Deixler
Secretary

New York Public Service Commission
Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, NY 12223

Re: El Paso Networks, LLC Petition for Expedited Approval of its Adoption of
the Interconnection Agreement between Verizon-NY f/k/a Bell Atlantic-NY
and Sprint Pursuant to Section 252(i) of the Communications Act

Dear Secretary Deixler:

El Paso Networks, LLC (“El Paso”), through undersigned counsel, respectfully petitions
the New York Public Service Commission (“Commission”) to promptly approve its adoption of
the interconnection agreement between Verizon New York, Inc., formerly known as Bell
Atlantic-NY, and Sprint Communications Company, L.P. (“Sprint Agreement’’), which was
previously approved by the Commission in Case 99-C-1389. Pursuant to section 252(i) of the
Communications Act, requesting carriers are permitted to adopt provisions of existing
interconnection agreements made between an incumbent local exchange carrier such as Verizon
and any other requesting carrier, such as El Paso, “upon the same terms and conditions as those
provided in the agreement.”

As explained below, Verizon has unreasonably refused to consent to El Paso’s adoption
of the Sprint Agreement, unless El Paso would agree to additional and changed terms and
conditions unilaterally imposed by Verizon. Verizon has also unreasonably delayed El Paso’s
adoption of the Sprint Agreement. Accordingly, El Paso requests that the Commission declare
that El Paso’s adoption of the terms became effective and enforceable immediately upon delivery
of notice to Verizon on April 10, 2001, and that Verizon’s consent to such adoption is not
required by the Act; or, in the alternative, order Verizon to grant such consent immediately and
without conditions.

' 47U.S.C. § 252(i) (1996).
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Background

On April 10, El Paso notified Verizon that it intended to adopt the Sprint Agreement in
New York. Complying with Verizon’s procedures, El Paso submitted Verizon’s standard section
252(1) form to Verizon’s designated representative Ms. Renee Ragsdale via facsimile and
overnight delivery. On April 19, El Paso responded to Verizon’s request that it complete another
form in order for Verizon to process the adoption of the Sprint Agreement. El Paso’s letter and
252(1) forms are attached as Exhibit 1.

On May 10, 2001, Verizon replied to El Paso that it would accept El Paso’s adoption of
the Sprint agreement when El Paso countersigned an adoption letter. Verizon’s proposed
adoption letter addressed to Mr. Pete Manias of El Paso is enclosed as Exhibit 2.

El Paso refused to sign the letter as proposed by Verizon and returned, via electronic mail
on June 28, 2001, a “redlined” version that removed language to which El Paso objected,
attached as Exhibit 3. Ms. Ragsdale, on July 12, 2001, informed El Paso that Verizon could not
sign the adoption letter without the language that El Paso proposed to remove.

Argument: Verizon’s Demands are Improper under Section 252(i)

El Paso requests that the Commission declare that its adoption of the Sprint Agreement is
effective as a matter of law without requiring Verizon’s consent; or, in the alternative, order
Verizon to acknowledge El Paso’s adoption in a form that does not impose additional terms on
El Paso’s adoption of the Sprint Agreement.

The process Verizon imposes upon CLECs to adopt existing interconnection agreements
under section 252(i) of the Act is unlawful under the Act and the Federal Communications
Commission (“FCC”) rules, and serves no legitimate purpose. The only discernible purpose of
Verizon’s adoption process is to add to the expenses and delays competitors such as El Paso
incur to compete with Verizon in New York. By approving El Paso’s adoption of the Sprint
Agreement and ordering Verizon to recognize that adoption the Commission can adhere to
principles expressed by the Department of Public Service before the FCC last year that
“competitive local exchange carriers should not be required to endure needless delays to
compete. Nor should incumbent carriers benefit from anticompetitive behavior.™

2 Comments of the New York Department of Public Service, CC Docket 00-45, Petition for Expedited

Declaratory Ruling Regarding the Process for Adoption of Agreements Pursuant to Section 252(i) of the
Communications Act and Section 51.809 of the Commission’s Rules, filed March 31, 2000.
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Section 252(1) provides that:

(1) AVAILABILITY TO OTHER TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS - A
local exchange carrier shall make available any interconnection, service, or network
element provided under an agreement approved under this section to which it is a
party to any other requesting telecommunications carrier upon the same terms and
conditions as those provided in the agreement.

The FCC has established that a party adopting a previously approved interconnection
agreement under section 252(1) “need not make such requests pursuant to the procedures for
initial section 251 requests, but shall be permitted to obtain its statutory rights on an expedited
basis.” Without such a rule, the “non-discriminatory, pro-competition purpose of section 252(i)
would be defeated were requesting carriers required to undergo a lengthy negotiation and
approval process pursuant to section 251.”* The FCC has further observed that “[n]egotiation is
not required to implement a section 252(i) opt-in arrangement; indeed, neither party may alter
the terms of the underlying agreement.”” Thus, the FCC established that ILECs must make
previously approved interconnection agreements “available without unreasonable delay.”™ El
Paso notified Verizon of its adoption request in April, and it took Verizon an entire month to
provide El Paso with its standard form adoption letter (which, as described above, improperly
proposed to supplement the terms of the underlying agreement). The Commission should
consider the delay in Verizon’s initial response to El Paso’s notice of adoption an unreasonable
delay.’

El Paso objects to provisions in Verizon’s adoption letter that attempt to create for
Verizon additional rights that it clearly does not have under the Act or the FCC’s rules.
Specifically El Paso objects to paragraphs 4 and 5 which assert Verizon’s ability to reject El
Paso’s adoption or subsequent use of the agreement and Verizon’s assertion of rights related to
changes in the law subsequent to El Paso’s adoption of the Sprint Agreement.

In paragraph 5 of its original adoption letter, Verizon attempts to reserve for itself a right
to deny adoption of the terms or application of the agreement under specific circumstances, “at

Local Competition Order, 11 FCC Red at 16141, § 1321.
Yl

*  Global NAPs, Inc. Petition for Preemption of Jurisdiction of the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities
Regarding Interconnection Dispute with Bell Atlantic-New Jersey, Inc., CC Docket No. 99-154, Memorandum
Opinion and Order, FCC 99-199, at 4 (released August 3, 1999) (emphasis added).

® 47 C.F.R. § 51.809(a) (2000).

7 ElPaso recognizes that it took six weeks to respond to Verizon’s May 10, 200! adoption letter.

Nonetheless, it took Verizon one month to respond to El Paso’s adoption request. In California , for example,
CLEC:s can have an effective agreement approved in 16 days, so clearly Verizon has the ability to respond promptly
when it desires. See CAL. PUC ALJ-181, Rule 7 (2000).
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any time.” Although Verizon claims that the language in the adoption letter mirrors the
applicable rule, upon inspection it is apparent that Verizon has omitted important procedural
aspects from the rules as well as added rights that do not exist in the rule. The applicable FCC
rule, 47 CFR §51.809(b), allows Verizon to refuse adoption or interconnection only after it
proves its claims to the state commission, clearly precluding the unilateral action Verizon
proposes in the adoption letter.®

Verizon’s paragraph 5 further exceeds the scope of section 51.809 by stating that it may
deny interconnection or adoption of the Sprint Agreement “to the extent that Verizon otherwise
1s not required to make the terms available to El Paso under applicable law.” There is no basis in
the Act, the FCC’s rules, this Commission’s rules and decisions, or in the Sprint Agreement, that
supports Verizon’s position. Section 252(i) states that the agreement must be made available on
“the same terms and conditions as those provided in the agreement.” Moreover, ruie 51.809(b)
provide Verizon and other ILECs relief from their obligation under section 252(i) under two
circumstances: 1) a showing of higher costs to serve the requesting carrier as compared to the
carrier in the original agreement and 2) where providing the service to the requesting carrier is
not technically feasible.” Verizon clearly seeks, through paragraph 5 of its adoption letter, to
impose new terms on El Paso’s adoption of the Sprint Agreement, something it is clearly not
permitted to do."°

8 47 CFR. § 51.809 reads:

§ 51.809 Availability of provisions of agreements to other telecommunications carriers under section
252(1) of the Act.

(a) An incumbent LEC shall make available without unreasonable delay to any requesting
telecommunications carrier any individual interconnection, service, or network element arrangement
contained in any agreement to which it is a party that is approved by a state commission pursuant to
section 252 of the Act, upon the same rates, terms, and conditions as those provided in the agreement.
An incumbent LEC may not limit the availability of any individual interconnection, service, or
network element only to those requesting carriers serving a comparable class of subscribers or
providing the same service (i.e., local, access, or interexchange) as the original party to the agreement.
(b) The obligations of paragraph (a) of this section shall not apply where the incumbent LEC proves to
the state commission that:

(1) The costs of providing a particular interconnection, service, or element to the requesting
telecommunications carrier are greater than the costs of providing it to the telecommunications carrier
that originally negotiated the agreement, or

(2) The provision of a particular interconnection, service, or element to the requesting carrier is not
technically feasible.

(c) Individual interconnection, service, or network element arrangements shall remain available for use
by telecommunications carriers pursuant to this section for a reasonable period of time after the
approved agreement is available for public inspection under section 252(f) of the Act.

®  See47C.F.R.§ 51.809(b)(1-2).
0 Global Naps Order at 1 4.
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Through paragraph 4 of the adoption letter, Verizon further attempts to add additional
terms to El Paso’s adoption of the Sprint Agreement. In essence, Verizon asserts a non-existent
right unilaterally to decline to perform under the contract, based on its interpretation of results in
currently ongoing court or regulatory proceedings. Verizon states that as a result of these
proceedings “certain provisions of the terms may be void or unenforceable.” In contrast, section
8.3 of the Sprint Agreement, approved by the Commission, provides that if there is a change in
law, the parties are obliged to negotiate a new provision consistent with that change in law."" In
addition, the parties are mutually protected in section 8.4, which provides if a party is no longer
obliged to furnish a specific service, element, or facility it may discontinue providing that service
upon sixty days notice to the other party.”” This provision protects both parties so that one party
may not unilaterally withhold performance under the agreement. Instead, the agreement requires
notice thereby allowing the other party to contest or negotiate the withdrawal of service so that it
does not effect the carrier’s ability to serve its customers.

Nowhere in the contract does it state that the terms become void or unenforceable upon a
change in the law. The terms specified in the agreement were approved by the Commission, and
El Paso will not agree to the alteration of those terms that Verizon proposes through its adoption
letter.

In addition, Verizon’s paragraph 4 further seeks to preserve its right to attack the rules
and decision underlying its obligation reflected in the Sprint Agreement. This language serves
no legitimate purpose in the letter and is confusing, since similar language, drafted more

""" Section 8.3 reads:

8.3 In the event that a change in Applicable Law materially affects any material terms of this
Agreement or the rights or obligations of either SPRINT or BA hereunder or the ability of SPRINT or
BA to perform any material provision hereof, the Parties shall renegotiate in good faith such affected
provisions with a view toward agreeing to acceptable new terms as may be required or permitted as a
result of such legislative, regulatory, judicial or other legal action.

Section 8.4 reads:

8.4 Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, in the event that as a result of any unstayed
decision, order or determination of any judicial or regulatory authority with jurisdiction over the
subject matter hereof, it is determined that BA or SPRINT shall not be required to furnish any service,
facility, arrangement or benefit required to be furnished or provided to SPRINT or BA hereunder, then
BA or SPRINT may discontinue the provision of any such service, facility, arrangement or benefit
(“Discontinued Arrangement”) to the extent permitted by any such decision, order or determination by
providing sixty (60) days prior written notice to SPRINT or BA, unless a different notice period or
different conditions are specified in this Agreement (including, but not limited to, in an applicable
Tariff or Applicable Law) for termination of such service, in which event such specific period and/or
conditions shall apply. Immediately upon provision of such written notice to SPRINT, SPRINT shall
be prohibited from ordering and BA shall have no obligation to provide new Discontinued
Arrangements.
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precisely and approved by the Commission, exists in section 29 of the General Terms and
Conditions and in Part II, section 1.4 of the Agreement."?

Verizon recognizes that CLECs will object to the additional terms it insists on adding
through its standard adoption letter. El Paso attempted to negotiate with Verizon to eliminate the
language altogether or at a minimum alter the language to accurately reflect the law, the FCC
rules and terms of the Sprint agreement. Verizon refused.

Instead, Verizon offers El Paso and other CLECs the choice of filing a separate letter
renouncing the objectionable terms in the Verizon adoption letter. In addition, Verizon will
allow El Paso and other CLECs the opportunity to add a footnote objecting to the provisions with
which the CLEC disagrees. In either circumstance, Verizon requires the CLEC to countersign
the adoption letter. El Paso will not and can not countersign the letter since it seeks to add terms
that are not included in the Sprint Agreement, in direct contravention of the requirement in
section 252(1) that Verizon provide El Paso with the same terms it provided Sprint.

Although Verizon claims that the CLEC can countersign the letter only to the provisions
in paragraph 1, the fact remains that the CLEC must sign the letter and thereby acknowledges the
additional provisions. Moreover, paragraph 7 states that Verizon reserves its right to seek relief
in the event El Paso attempts to apply the terms in a manner that conflicts with paragraphs 3-6.

It is unconscionable that CLECs be required to acknowledge these terms in order to adopt an
interconnection agreement previously approved by the Commission. Such a requirement clearly
violates the plain language of section 252(i), the FCC’s rules and decisions.

Requested Relief

The Commission should declare that El Paso’s adoption of the terms of the Sprint
Agreement became effective by operation of law on April 10, 2001, upon Verizon’s receipt of
the adoption notice, and that Verizon’s consent to the adoption is not required by law. Section
252(i) provides that a “local exchange carrier shall make available [services and facilities] ... to
any other requesting telecommunications carrier upon the same terms and conditions as those
provided in [an approved] agreement.” (Emphasis supplied.) It does not say that the local
exchange carrier “shall negotiate” or “shall agree to make available”; it says “shall make
available.” Further, Section 252(e)(1) provides that any “interconnection agreement adopted by
negotiation or arbitration shall be submitted for approval to the state commission.” Terms

3 Section 29.0 reads:
29.0 RESERVATION OF RIGHTS

Nothing contained within this Agreement shall limit either Party’s right to appeal, seek reconsideration
of, or otherwise seek to have stayed, modified, reversed or invalidated any order, rule, regulation,
decision, ordinance, or statute issued by the Commission, the FCC, any court, or any other
govermnmental authority relating or pertaining to either Party’s obligations under the Act or this
Agreement, including but not limited to the Arbitration Order.
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adopted under section 252(1) are not an “agreement adopted by negotiation or arbitration,” and
therefore are not subject to the approval requirement of section 252(e)(1). Accordingly, the
Commission should declare that El Paso’s adoption of the Sprint Agreement terms became
effective by operation of law upon notice to Verizon, without regard to Verizon’s consent and
without any need for further action by this Commission; and that Verizon is required to comply
with those adopted terms.

In the alternative, if the Commission believes that Verizon’s consent is required to
effectuate El Paso’s adoption, it should order Verizon to give that consent immediately and
unconditionally, in accordance with its obligations under Section 252(i). Verizon is permitted to
object to an adoption only under the limited circumstances set forth in 47 CFR § 51.809(b); in
this case, it has had ample time in which to do so and it is now far too late to raise any objection.

For the foregoing reasons, El Paso respectfully requests that the Commission approve its
adoption of the Sprint Agreement on an expedited basis and require Verizon to acknowledge
such adoption on an expedited basis.

Respectfully submitted,

Russell M. Blau

Joshua M. Bobeck

SWIDLER BERLIN SHEREFF FRIEDMAN, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007

Tel: (202) 295-8410

Fax: (202) 424-7643
jmbobeck@swidlaw.com

Counsel for El Paso Networks, LLC

Enclosures
cc: Lawrence Malone, NY Department of Public Service
Renee Ragsdale, Verizon
Patricia Hogue, EI Paso
Karen Hanson-Flowers, El Paso
Kimberly Goss, El Paso
Frank Lamancusa, FCC
Magalie Roman Salas, FCC
Service List (w/o Exhibits)
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of El Paso Networks, LLC, Petition for
Expedited Approval of its Adoption of the Interconnection Agreement between Verizon-NY
f/k/a/ Bell Atlantic-NY and Sprint Pursuant to Section 252(i) of the Communications Act on all
known parties to 95-C-0657, 94-C-0095, 91-C-1174, 96-C-0036, 93-C-0103, and 93-C-0033 by
mailing a properly addressed copy via first-class mail with postage prepaid to each party named
in the official service list. Executed on July 20, 2001, at 3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300,
Washington, DC 20007-5116.
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Cases 95-C-0657,
91-C-1174,

94-C-0095,

and 96-C-0036

ACTIVE PARTY LIST
(As of 11/3/00)

MAUREEN A. SWIFT

ACC NATIONAL

400 West Avenue

Rochester, New York 14611
Phone: 716-987-3227

Fax: 716-987-3045

E-mail: mswift@acccorp.com

ALLAN C. HUBBARD

ACCESS NETWORK SERVICES, INC.
300 West Service Road

P. O. Box 10804

Chantilly, VA 22021

Phone: 703-478-5980

Fax: 703-478-5757

TIM CARNEY

ALLTEL

50 Executive Parkway

Hudson, OH 44236

Phone: 330-650-7405

Fax: 330-650-7148

DARRELL MENNENGA

ALLTEL TELEPHONE SERVICES
CORPORATION

One Allied Drive

Little Rock, Arkansas 77203
Phone: 501-905-5651

Fax: 501-905-5679

HARRY M. DAVIDOW

AT&T CORPORATION

32 Avenue of the Americas
Room 2700

New York, New York 10013
Phone: 212-387-5605

Fax: 212-387-5613

BILL SALVATORE

AT&T CORPORATION

32 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10013
Phone: 212-387-4750

LEE GLOBERSON

AT&T CORPORATION

32 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10013
Phone: 212-387-4743

ROBERTA HERSHEY

AT&T CORPORATION

32 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10013
Phone: 212-387-4727

Fax: 212-387-4770

ROBERT MULVEE

AT&T CORPORATION

32 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10013
Phone: 212-387-5610

Fax: 212-387-5613

PALMER & DODGE, LLP
One Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02108-3190
Fax: 617-227-4420
JEFFREY JONES

Phone: 617-573-0246
KENNETH W. SALINGER
Phone: 617-573-0561

LEO MAESE

CABLEVISION LIGHTPATH, INC.
111 New South Road
Hicksville, New York 11801
Phone: 516-393-3402

Fax: 516-393-0455

MS. CHERIE R. KISER

MS. JENNIFER A. PURVIS
CABLEVISION LIGHTPATH
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky and Popeo, P.C.

701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
Phone: 202-434-7300

Fax: 202-434-7400

JOHN W. SUTPHEN

CITIZENS COMMUNICATIONS
137 Harrison St.

P. O. Box 609

Johnstown, NY 12095
Phone: 518-773-6444
Fax: 518-773-8814
Email: Jjsutphene@czn.com



CASES 95-C-0657,
96-C-003s6

94-C-0095,

GREGG SAYRE

FRONTIER TELEPHONE OF
ROCHESTER

180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, New York 14646
Phone: 716-777-7270
Fax: 716-546-7823
e-mail: GSayre@
Frontiercorp.com

MICHAEL NIGHAN

FRONTIER INTERNATIONAL
180 South Clinton Avenue

Rochester, New York 14646-
0995
Phone: 716-777-8456

Fax: 716-232-3646

JANET LIVENGOOD

HYPERION TELECOMMUNICATIONS
DDI Plaza Two

500 Thomas Street

Suite 400
Bridgeville, PA 15017-2838
Phone: 412-221-1888

Fax: 412-221-6642
TOM MOORMAN
KRASKIN & LESSE
2120 L Street,
Suite 520
Washington, D.C. 20037
Phone: 202-296-88390
Fax: 202-296-8893

NW

NY CLEARING HOUSE ASSOCIATION
LAURA MCDONALD

LEVINE, BLASZAK, BLOCK &
BOOTHBY

2001 L Street NW

Suite 900

Washington, D.C. 20036
Phone: 202-857-2550

Fax: 202-223-0833
HEATHER A. TROXELL

LCI INTERNATIONAL TELECOM
CORP.

4250 Fairfax Drive
Arlington VA 22203

Phone: 703-363-482¢6
Fax: 703-363-4404
E-Mail: Troxellh@LCI.com

91-C-1174,

and

BRIAN FITZGERALD

LEBOEUF, LAMB, GREENE & MACRAE
One Commerce Plaza

Suite 2020

Albany, New York 12210-2820
Phone: 518-626-9000

Fax: 518-626-9010

DAVID POE

LEBOEUF, LAMB, GREENE & MACRAE
1885 Connecticut Avenue N.W.
Washington, DC 20009-5728
Phone: 202-986-8000

Fax: 202-986-8102

CURTIS L. GROVES

MCI WORLDCOM, INC.

200 Park Avenue, 6th Floor

New York, New York 10166

Phone: 212-519-4463

Fax: 212-519-4569

e-mail: curtis.grovese
wcom. com

ROBERT L. SILLS
REBOUL, MacMURRAY,
MAYNARD & KRISTOL
45 Rockefeller Plaza
New York, NY 10111

HEWITT,

Phone: (212) 841-5700
Fax: (212) 841-5725
GARY BALL

MFS COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY,
INC.

33 Whitehall Street

Suite 1600

New York, NY 10004

Phone: 212-843-3056

Fax: 212-843-3060

DOUGLAS ELFNER

NEW YORK STATE CONSUMER
PROTECTION BOARD

5 Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223-1556
Phone: 518-486-6532
Fax: 518-473-7482
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CHARLIE DONALDSON

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
LAW

120 Broadway

New York, NY 10271

Phone: 212-416-8334

Fax 212-416-6003

CHARLES C. DEVOE

NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT

One Commerce Plaza
Albany, New York 12260
Phone: 518-486-5832
Fax: 518-474-2004

KATHLEEN BURGESS

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223-1350
Phone: 518-474-4536
Fax: 518-473-7081

DENNIS TARATUS

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223-1350
Phone: 518-486-2828
Fax: 518-474-5616

TIM ZAKRISKI

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223-1350
Phone: 518-474-4502
Fax: 518-486-5727

CHARLES REUBENS

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223-1350
Phone: 518-474-8053
Fax: 518-474-8238

RICHARD SCHULER

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223-1350
Phone: 518-486-2642
Fax: 518-474-6966

91-C-1174,

and

YVES ISAAC

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

One Penn Plaza

New York, New York 10119
Phone: 212-290-4354

Fax: 212-290-4362

PATRICIA CURRAN

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223-1350
Phone: 518-486-2831
Fax: 518-474-5616

KEVIN HIGGINS

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12223-1350
Phone: 518-486-1966
Fax: 518-474-1343

MICHAEL ROWLEY

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

One Penn Plaza

New York, New York 10119
Phone: 212-290-4260

Fax: 212-290-4259

PETER ARMENT

NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF
GENERAL SERVICES

DIVISION OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Empire State Plaza

Corning Tower - 27th Floor

Albany, New York 12242
Phone: 518-474-8127
Fax: 518-473-7145

ROBERT ZINNECKER
ROBERT PUCKETT

NEW YORK STATE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS
ASSOCIATION, INC.
Suite 650

100 State Street

Albany, New York 12207
Phone: 518-443-2700
Fax: 518-443-2810
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DANA FRIX

SWIDLER & BERLIN

3000 K Street, N.W.

Suite 300

Washington, D.C. 20007
Phone: 202-424-7662

Fax: 202-424-7645

IRENE WALDORF

TACONIC TELEPHONE CORPORATION
One Taconic Place

Chatham, New York 12037
Phone: 518-392-1222

Fax: 518-392-1290

e-mail: iwaldorf@taconic.net

TAD DIESEL
TCI - NE REGION REGULATORY
222 New Park Drive

Berlin, Connecticut 06037
Phone: 860-505-3309
Fax: 860-505-3352

e-mail: dieseltad@etcinc.com
WILLIAM R. ALLAN

NEW YORK TELEPHONE COMPANY
158 State Street

Room 1000A

Albany, NY 12207
Phone: 518-396-1001
Fax: ©518-465-8488

JOSEPH POST

LOUISE McCARREN

THOMAS FARRELLY

NEW YORK TELEPHONE COMPANY
1095 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10036
Phone: 212-395-6509 (Post)
Phone: 212-395-3364
{McCarren)

Phone: 212-395-6181
(Farrelly)

Fax: 212-768-7568

PETER KAROCZKAI

NEW YORK TELEPHONE COMPANY
222 Bloomingdale Road

White Plains, New York 10605
Phone: 914-644-4844

Fax: 914-686-1168

91-C-1174,

and

CHRISTOPHER COATES

NEW YORK TELEPHONE COMPANY
1085 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10036
Phone: 212-395-3793
JONATHAN SMITH

NEW YORK TELEPHONE COMPANY
222 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, New York
Phone: 914-644-4883
Fax: 914-997-8069
JEFF PALLONE

NEW YORK TELEPHONE COMPANY
1095 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10036
Phone: 518-396-1041

10605

CATHERINE KANE RONIS
SKADDEN, ARPS, SLATE,
MEAGHER & FLOM LLP

1440 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005-2111
Phone: 202-371-7000

Fax: 202-393-5760

(For New York Telephone
Company)

WAYNE THOMAS
PATTERSONVILLE TELEPHONE
COMPANY

277 Main Street
Rotterdam Junction,
12150
Phone:
Fax:

New York

518-887-2121
518-887-3299

MICHAEL REED

TDS TELECOM

7 1/2 Depot Square
Northfield, Vt. 05663
Phone: 802-485-2924
Fax: 802-485-4853
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TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP
2 Lafayette Center, Suite 400
1133 21st Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Fax: 202-739-0044

DAVE HIRSCH

Phone: 202-739-0038

e-mail: Hirsch@Tcg.com

PAUL KOUROUPAS

Phone: 202-739-0030

KEITH J. ROLAND

ROLAND, FOGEL, KOBLENZ & CARR
One Columbia Place

Albany, New York 12207
Phone: 518-434-8112
Fax: 518-434-3232

CHARLES B. STOCKDALE

RICHARD ALTERI

THE CABLE TELEVISION AND
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOC. OF

NEW YORK, INC.

80 State Street

10th Floor

Albany, New York 12207
Phone: 518-463-6676

Fax: 518-463-0574
ROCHELLE JONES

TIME WARNER COMMUNICATIONS
HOLDINGS, INC.

14 Wall Street, Sth Floor
New York, NY 10005

Phone: 212-364-7319
Fax: 212-364-2383
Email: rochelle38@

twtelecom.com

CRAIG DINGWALL

KAREN SISTRUNK, ESQ.

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY,

L.P.

401 9th Street, N.W. Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20004

Phone: 202-585-1936 (Dingwall)
202-585-1940(Sistrunk)

Fax: 202-585-1894

e-mail: craig.d.dingwalle
mail.sprint.com
karen.r.sistrunke
mail.sprint.com

91-C-1174,

and

TRUDY RENWICK
PUBLIC UTILITY LAW PROJECT OF

NEW YORK, INC.

90 State Street, Suite 601
Albany, NY 12207

Phone: 518-449-3375, Ext 16

Fax: 518-449-1769

ANTONY PETRILLA, ESQ.
COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY

Hamilton Square, Suite 750
600 14th Street
Washington, D.C. 20005
Phone: 202-220--0418

Fax: 202-220-0401
email: apetrilla@covad.com

WALTER MCGEE

WORKING ASSETS

701 Montgomery Street
4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94111
Phone: 415-732-2084
Fax: 415-788-1735

ANDONI ECONOMOU

MetTel

44 Wall Street, 1l4th F1l.
New York, NY 10005

Phone: 212-607-2004

Fax: 212-635-5074

Email: aeconomou@mettel .net
ANNA SOKOLIN-MAIMON

MetTel

44 Wall Street, 14th Fl.
New York, NY 1000S

Phone: 212-607-2013

Fax: 212-635-5074

Email: amaimon@mettel .net

JOSEPH O. KAHL

RAUL DEDHIYA

RCN

105 Carneige Center
Princeton, NJ 08540
Phone: 609-734-7500
Fax: 609-734-3784
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JACK DAYAN ANTHONY SPINA
ADVANCED AMERICAN TELECOM, THORN COMMUNICATIONS L.L.C.
INC. 11 Broadway 8th Floor
6 Industrial Way West New York, NY 10004
Building G Phone: 212-480-3680
Eatontown, NJ 07724 Fax: 212-480-3868
Phone: 732-542-8400 x285 Email: aspina@corp.thorn.net

Fax: 732-542-0586

AMY DAVIS

HUBER LAWRENCE & ABELL
605 Third Avenue

New York, NY 10158
Phone: 212-682-6200
Fax: 212-661-5759

{For NEXTLINK New York,
LLC)

JONATHAN E. CANIS

KELLEY DRYE & WARREN LLP
1200 Nineteenth Street, NW

Suite 500

Washington, DC 20036

Phone: 202-955-9664

Fax: 202-955-9792

Email: jcanis@kelleydrye.com
(For Intermedia
Communications, Inc.)

(For e.spire Communications,
Inc.)

RICHARD J. METZGER

ASSOCIATION FOR LOCAL
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES
888 17th Street, NW

Suite 900

Washington, DC 20006

Phone: 202-969-2587

Fax: 202-969-2581

Email: rmetzger@alts.org

ARTHUR EVANS

FAMILY TELEPHONE NETWORK
266 Jericho Turnpike
Suite F

Floral Park, NY 11001
Phone: 516-354-2255
Fax: 718-434-7766
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ROCHESTER TELEPHONE CORP
ACTIVE PARTIES LIST

ROCHELLE D. JONES, ESQ.

VICE PRESIDENT, REGULATORY

TIME WARNER COMMUNICATIONS

14 Wall Street - 9" Floor

New York, NY 10005

Tel: (212) 364-7319

Fax: (212) 364-2383

Email: rochelle38@
twtelecom.com

DAVID MINTZ, ESQ.

WEISSMAN & MINTZ

80 Pine Street, 33 Floor

New York, NY 1000S

Tel: (212) 509-0918

Fax: (212) 425-1588

(For Communications Workers
of America)

KEITH H. GORDON, ESQ.

NYS OFFICE OF THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL

120 Broadway, Room 23-76

New York, NY 10271

Tel: (212) 416-8320

Fax: (212) 416-6003

Email: keith.gordone@

oag.state.ny.us

BRIAN T. FITZGERALD, ESQ.

LEBOEUF, LAMB, GREENE &
MACRAE

One Commerce Plaza

Suite 2020

Albany, NY 12210-2820
Tel: (518) 626-9000
Fax: (518) 626-9010

Email: bfitzger@llgm.com
(For Time Warner
Communications)

4/13/01

SAUL M. ABRAMS, ESQ.

NYS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC

SERVICE

Three Empire State Plaza

Albany, NY 12223-1350

Tel: (518) 474-7579

Fax: (518) 473-7081

Email: saul_abramse
dps.state.ny.us

ANNE F. CURTIN, ESQ.

NYS CONSUMER PROTECTION BOARD

Five Empire State Plaza

Suite 2101

Albany, NY 12223-1556

Tel: (518) 486-3701

Fax: (518) 473-7482

Email: curtina@
consumer.state.ny.us

B. P. OLIVERIO, ESQ.
SULLIVAN & OLIVERIO

600 Main Place Tower
Buffalo, NY 14202-3706
Tel: (716) 854-5300

Fax: (716) 854-5299
Email: bpoliverio@aol.com
(For SBMS New York
Services, Inc.)

KIM ROBERT SCOVILL, ESQ.

CHOICE ONE COMMUNICATIONS OF
NEW YORK, INC.

100 Chestnut Street

Suite 700

Rochester, NY 14604-2417
Tel: (716) 530-2665

Fax: (716) 530-2733

Email: kscoville
choiceonecom. com
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GREGG C. SAYRE, ESQ.

FRONTIER TELEPHONE OF
ROCHESTER, INC.

180 South Clinton Ave.

Rochester, NY 14646-0700

Tel: (716) 777-7270

Fax: (716) 546-7823

Email: gsayre@

frontiercorp.com

KEITH J. ROLAND, ESQ.

ROLAND, FOGEL, KOBLENZ &
PETROCCIONE

One Columbia Place, 5" Floor
Albany, NY 12207

Tel: {518) 434-8112

Fax: (518) 434-3232

Email: rfkcl2207@aol.com
(For Rhythms Links Inc.)

GERALD NORLANDER, ESQ.

BEN WILES, ESQ.

PUBLIC UTILITY LAW PROJECT

OF NEW YORK

90 State Street, Suite 601

Albany, NY 12207

Tel: (518) 449-3375

Fax: (518) 449-1769

Email: ganorlander@pulpny.org
bwiles@pulp.tc




