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WASHINGTON INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION, 
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The Washington Independent Telephone Association 

(“WITA”) , Washington Exchange Carrier Association, 

(“WECA”) , Oregon Telecommunications Association (“OTA“) , 

Oregon Exchange Carrier Association (“OECA”), Colorado 

Telecommunications Association (”CTA”) and Montana 

Telecommunications Association (“MTA”) hereby respectfully 

request that the Commission deny AT&T Corp.’s (“AT&T”) 

Petition to the Commission for a declaratory ruling that 

the “phone-to-phone” IP telephony services that AT&T offers 

over the Internet are exempt from access charges (“AT&T 

Petition”) and affirm that phone-to-phone IP telephony 

services are subject to originating and terminating access 

charges. 

BACKGROUND 

WITA is a non-profit association which represents the 

interests of telecommunications carriers providing local 

telecommunications service within the State of Washington. 

Its members are companies that are classified as rural 

telephone companies under the Communications Act of 1934 as 

amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act”). 

WECA administers certain access pools in which the rural 

telephone companies in Washington participate. 1 OTA is the 

CLECs serving h l g h  cost areas also participate in the WECA pooling 
arrangement. 
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association representing the regulatory and industry 

concerns of telecommunications companies operating in 

Oregon. Its members are primarily, although not 

exclusively, rural telephone companies. OECA is the 

administrator of certain access pools in which rural 

telephone companies in Oregon participate. CTA is a non- 

profit trade association representing the regulatory and 

industry interests of telecommunications companies, 

primarily rural companies, operating in Colorado. MTA is 

an association of rural telephone companies operating in 

the State of Montana. Collectively these entities will be 

referred to in these Comments as the "Joint Commenters." 

INTRODUCTION TO COMMENTS 

Through the AT&T Petition, AT&T is seeking to bypass 

access charges. What AT&T is asking the Commission to do 

is to issue a ruling which would favor a particular means 

of transmission for an interexchange call. 

It is important to remember that at the bottom of it 

all, what AT&T is talking about is simply a specific means 

of transmission. In the past, and today, interexchange 

calls are transmitted through any number of transmission 

paths. 

technology, or over fiber technology, or using satellite or 

microwave technologies. In the AT&T Petition, AT&T is 

Interexchange calls may be transmitted over copper 
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asking that an interexchange call that uses Internet 

protocol (“IP”), primarily packet switching, be given a 

position different from the same type of communication 

transmitted over other means. There is no viable public 

policy reason why such IP telephony traffic should be given 
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a favored status over an interexchange call that does not 

use packet switching and goes over fiber optic cable or 

copper cable or is transmitted via satellite or microwave. 

COMMENTS 

1. AT&T’s position that IP telephony is a ”nascent” 
technology in need of protection is misplaced. 

AT&T describes its I!? telephony services as “nascent.“’ 

However, AT&T is mistaken. Much of the Internet backbone 

described by AT&T is simply existing fiber optic cable. IP 

telephony is simply a means of transmitting the originating 

interexchange call to its point of destination. 

An interexchange call that routes from one exchange to 

a second exchange begins when the calling party takes the 

telephone off-hook. The calling party dials the 

appropriate digits which conform to the number of the 

called party issued under the North American Numbering 

Plan. That information is then t r ansmi t t ed  Over 

O f  course ,  I P  telephony t r a v e l s  over f i b e r  and, i n  some cases ,  copper 
Laci l i t i e s .  
‘ See, e . g . ,  A T ~ T  P e t i t i o n ,  p .  I, 2 a n d  2 5 ,  2 6 .  - _ _  
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the customer's drop to the distribution facilities of the 

local telephone company, where it is carried by the local 

telephone company to that company's switch. Then, based 

upon identification of the customer's pre-subscribed 

carrier, the call is routed to the appropriate carrier's 

facilities. Traditionally, that transmission path would 

either be through a dedicated facility purchased through 

special access or over a common trunk to which switched 

access charges apply. The interexchange carrier is 

responsible for transmission of the call from the point of 

interconnection with the local company which serves the 

calling party to the call's destination exchange. The 

interexchange carrier may carry the call through 

transmission by microwave or over copper or fiber cable or  

by satellite. The call is transmitted to the local 

exchange in which the called party resides and is delivered 

to the local telephone company serving the called party at 

the point of interconnection between the local company and 

the interexchange company. When the traffic is delivered 

to the meet-point with the terminating local exchange 

company, the traffic is then routed through that company's 

switch, out over its distribution plant, through the called 

party's drop and to the called party's telephone. The 

interexchange carrier thus uses transmission facilities of 
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both the originating local exchange company and the 

terminating local exchange company to originate and 

terminate the call. 

This is no different than the transmission path using 

IP telephony. In phone-to-phone IP telephony, again, the 

call is initiated by the calling party taking the telephone 

off-hook and generating the signals associated with the 

called party's number under the North American Numbering 

Plan. That call transits the customer's drop to the local 

telephone company's distribution facilities, where it is 

carried to the local telephone company's switch. The local 

telephone company recognizes that call as being routed to a 

particular carrier over some sort of transmission facility, 

either copper or fiber, to the point at which the 

interexchange carrier, here using IP telephony, receives 

the call and assumes the responsibility for transmitting 

that call to the local exchange carrier on the terminating 

end of the call. 

AT&T's assertion that transmission facilities on the 

terminating end between the interexchange carrier and the 

local exchange company may be in the form of a business 

line, such as a T-1 or PRI, does not change the facts. As 

the call exits the gateway facility in IP telephony it uses 

the terminating local exchanqe facilities for transmission 
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to the local exchange company's switch and then finishes by 

routing over that local company's distribution facilities 

to the called party's drop and telephone. IP telephony is 

absolutely no different in the use of the originating and 

terminating local exchange company's facilities than any 

other interexchange call. The interexchange carrier using 

IP technology is still relying on the originating and 

terminating companies' switches, distribution facilities 

and transmission facilities to be sure the call is 

connected between the calling and called parties. This is 

not new. It is not nascent technology. 

What AT&T is asking the Commission to do, is to 

"encourage" investment in additional infrastructure4 for 

interexchange calling without the necessity of having to 

pay the originating' and terminating local exchange 

company's access charges for use of these companies' 

facilities. 

When telecommunications companies began investing in 

fiber optics for the transmission of interexchange calls, 

the interexchange companies had to make a substantial 

investment in not only the fiber itself, but also for the 

AT&T P e t i t i o r l  at p .  5, p. 17-78. 
AThT states j . t  pays orlginating access for "one-stage" dialing IP 

telephony. See discussion, infra, on two-stage dialing avoiding both 
originatinq and terminating access. 

__ 
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optronics to put on the fiber. What is different about 

having to invest in the "gateway facilities" described by 

AT&T, than having to invest in the optronics f o r  the 

deployment of fiber for interexchange calling? The answer 

is that there is no difference. Any transmission medium 

for interexchange calling requires investment. Phone-to- 

phone IP telephony should not enjoy an unfair advantage 

over other forms of transmission. 

6 

2. The use of voice over IP services is already having an 
effect on rural telephone companies. 

AT&T argues that there has been a "slow, but steady 

growth, in phone-to-phone and other V o I P  services."' AT&T 

points to such firms as Net-2-Phone, Genuity and Level 3 as 

providing such services. AT&T argues that these services 

amount to only one to five percent of the interexchange 

traffic.' However, experience by OECA and WECA suggests 

otherwise. 

In reviewing access traffic volumes over the last 

several years, OECA and WECA have observed a gradual 

decrease in the total number of access minutes beginning in 

1998 and extending through 2001. However, in 2002 there 

' AT&T Petition at p. 17-18. 
AThT Petition at p .  17. 
AT6T Petition at p. 27. ATLT relies on two studies by Probe Research, 

Jnc. In trying to obtain copies of those reports, the Joint Commenters 
learned that the reports are only available upon payment of a $6,000 
fee and are not otherwise publicly available. 
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has been a very substantial drop in access minutes. See 

Figures 1 and 2. 9 

Figure 1 
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" The estimated numbers for 2002 are based on nine months of actual data 
annualized for the y e a r .  
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T h i s  t r a n s l a t e s  i n t o  a d r o p  i n  a c c e s s  r e v e n u e  t o  r u r a l  

c a r r i e r s .  S e e  F i g u r e s  3 and  4 .  1 0  

F i g u r e  3 

~~~~ 
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" As w i t h  Traffic Vol~umes, the estimated revenue f i g u r e s  for 2002 are 
based on nine months of a c t u a l  d a t a .  
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At the same time, OECA and WECA have observed the 

increasing availability of interexchange calling from 

carriers using voice over IP as a means of transmission. 

For example, a firm called LocalDial has done substantial 

advertising in at least the Seattle and Portland markets 

and appears to have a rapid growth in its market share. 

LocalDial is bypassing access charges. While some of the 

drop in access minutes observed by OECA and WECA can be 

attributed to increased wireless traffic, the growth in 

wireless traffic cannot account for the very sudden drop in 

access minutes experienced in 2002. Given the 

substantial increase in IP telephony activity, it must be 

inferred that at least a portion of the decline in minutes 

and revenues experienced by OECA and WECA's rural company 

members is attributable to IP telephony. 

11 
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AT&T's efforts to minimize the impact of IP telephony 

is also suspect in light of recent developments in other 

markets. A recent Wall Street Journal article points out 

that there have been huge gains in market share in some 

overseas markets by Internet providers offering voice over 

Copies of LocalDiai's advertising is attached as Attachment 1. 

It appears that LocalDial expands its market presence through virtual 
Information concerning LocalDial can be found at www.888localdial.com. 

NXX services offered by a competitlve local exchange carrier. 
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IP telephony. As reported in the Wall Street Journal, 

there have been recent technology changes that make IP 

telephony attractive: 

But during the past two years, technology has allowed 
broadband providers to cheaply adapt their high-speed 
data conduits for phone conversations. Customers plug 
their existing phone set into a special adapter on 
their broadband cable and dial. No computer is 
needed, and the quality is indistinguishable from a 
call made using a regular phone line. 

The Wall Street Journal article reports that one IP 
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telephony provider in Japan has tripled its subscribers 

since April to more than 1.2 million subscribers. The 

service is averaging 10,000 new subscribers a day. 

The Wall Street Journal reports that in Korea one IP 

telephony provider has boosted its phone services by more 

than fifty-three percent to 650,000 subscribers. In Hong 

Kong, an IP provider has amassed 50,000 voice subscribers 

since April. 

3. The New York Public Service Commission Order provides 
a strong framework for review of AT&T's Petition. 

14 

AT&T refers to the Order of the New York Public 

Service Commission holding 

IP telephony is subject to 

that interexchange calling using 

access charges. l5 The New York 

W a l l  S t r e e t  J o u r n a l ,  December 
I b i d .  

5, 2002, a t  B 3 ,  Columns 1 - 4 .  

' '  C o m p l a i n t  of F r o n t i e r  T e l e p h o n e  of Rochester A g a i n s t  US DataNet 
Corpordtion C o n c e r n i n g  A l l e g e d  R e f u s a l  to Pay I n t r a s t a t e  C a r r i e r  Access 
Charges, Case No. 01-C-1119 (N.Y. Pub. S e r v .  Comm'n, May 31, 2 0 0 2 )  
( " N e w  Y o r k  O r d e r " ) .  C i t e d  i n  ATLT P e t i t i o n  a t  p .  2 2 .  
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Order provides a strong framework for review of AT&T’s 

Petition. 

The New York Commission looked at the way in which a 

telephone call travels over the local networks and the 

interexchange carrier’s network from the calling party to 

the called party. The New York Commission compared how an 

IP telephony call is handled with how a more traditional 

call is handled without packet switching. Based on the 

facts before it, the New York Commission found: 

(1) that the carrier was holding itself out as 

providing voice telephony service, just as AT&T admits 

here; 

(2) that the transmission of the voice telephony by 

the carrier “does not provide enhanced functionality to its 

[the carriers] customers, such as storing, processing or 

retrieving information,” just as with AT&T in this case; 

(3) that the carriers’ customers are not required to 

use CPE different from the CPE used to place ordinary calls 

on the public switched telephone network, just as with AT&T 

in this case; 

(4) that the carriers’ customers placed calls to 

telephone numbers assigned in accordance with the North 

American Numbering Plan, j u s t  as with AT&T‘s service in 

this case; 
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(51 that use of Internet protocol is only incident to 

the carriers' own private network and does not result in 

any network protocol conversions to the end user, just as 

with A T & T ' s  proposed IP telephony transmission: and 

( 6 )  that the IP telephony "uses same circuit-switched 

access as obtained by IXCs and imposes the same burdens on 

the local exchange as do IXCs. r r 1 6  

This is a straightforward, functional approach to the 

analysis of IP telephony. It demonstrates that IP 

telephony is no different than any other interexchange 

calling method. 

4. AT&T's traffic is interexchange traffic under the Act. 

In 47 U . S . C .  S153 ,  Congress has defined 

"telecommunications service" as "the offering of 

telecommunications for a fee directly to the public, or to 

such classes of users as to be effectively available 

directly to the public, regardless of the facilities used." 

47 U . S . C .  §153(51) (emphasis added). In turn, the term 

"telecommunications" is defined as "the transmission, 

between or among points specified by the user, of 

' "  New York Order at 8. 
substantial portion of the carriers' traffic used no IP conversion at 
all and was handled by normal transmission patterns. Obviously, that 
i s  also the case with ATlrT. However, that fact does not appear 
dispositive of the i s s u e .  Even if all o f  the traffic used IP as the 
transmission medium, it is still just a transmission path and does not 
niove the traffic to a new category. 

The Commission also made a finding t h a t  a 
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information of the user‘s choosing, without change in the 

form or content of the information as sent and received.”” 

This contrasts with the definition of information service 

relied on by AT&T. An information service is “the offering 

of a capability for generating, acquiring, storing, 

transforming, processing, retrieving, utilizing, or making 

available information via telecommunications, and includes 

electronic publishing, but does not include any use of any 

such capability for the management, control, or operation 

of a telecommunications system or the management of a 

telecommunications service. ,,lH 

In the past, this Commission has considered these 

definitions and has found that certain protocol processing 

services that result in no net protocol conversion to the 

end user are deemed telecommunications services. The 

Commission stated: “The protocol processing that takes 

place incident to phone-to-phone IP telephony does not 

affect the service’s classification, under the Commission’s 

current approach, because it results in no protocol 

conversation to the end user. ’’20 

47 U.S .C .  §153(48). 
’- 47 U.S.C. S153141).  
~* In t h e  Matter of Fede ra l - S t a t e  J o i n t  Board on Universa l  Service,  CC 
3ocke t  NO. 96- 45 ,  FCC 98- 67  (Released A p r i l  10 ,  1 9 9 8 )  at 850. 

’ Ibid a t  9152. 
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This Commission defined phone-to-phone IP telephony as 

a service which meets the following conditions: (1) it 

holds itself out as providing voice telephony or facsimile 

transmission service; (2) it does not require the customer 

to use CPE different from that CPE necessary to place an 

ordinary touch-tone call (or facsimile transmission) over 

the public switched telephone network; ( 3 )  it allows the 

customer to call telephone numbers assigned in accordance 

with the North American Numbering Plan, and associated 

international agreements; and (4) it transmits customer 

information without net change in form or content. The 21 

Commission also concluded that an entity offering a simple, 

transparent transmission path, without the capability of 

providing enhanced functionality, offers 

telecommunications. 22 

The Commission described its approach as follows: 

This functional approach is consistent with Congress' 
direction that the classification of a provider should 
not depend upon the type of facilities used. A 
telecommunications service is a telecommunications 
service regardless of whether it is provided using 
wireline, wireless, cable, satellite, or some other 
infrastructure. Its classification depends rather on 
the nature of the service being offered to customers. 
Stated another way, if the user can receive nothing 
more than pure transmission, t h e  service is a 
telecommunications service. If the user can receive 
enhanced functionality, such as manipulation of 

' I b i d  at 1 8 8  
I b i d  at ¶39 
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information and interaction with stored data, the 
service is an information service. 

(Footnotes omitted. ) 2 3  

This functional approach is exactly what the Joint 

Commenters advocate. If the service provides voice 

telecommunications between two parties on an interexchange 

basis, it is interexchange traffic subject to access 

charges no matter what transmission path is used. It is 

not an information service as advocated by AT&T. 

5. AT&T should not be allowed to use IP protocol to avoid 
terminating access. 

AT&T states that the call that is made over IP 

telephony through AT&T's network is through one-stage 

dialing: calls are routed over Feature Group D access 

lines reaching AT&T's local IP gateway by dialing one plus 

the called number. AT&T points out that under such a 

scenario originating access charges are paid." However, 

A T & T  goes on to argue that the calls are terminated over 

local business lines, implying that access charges should 

not be paid. However, AT&T's use of the local network on 

the terminating end is no different than its u s e  of the 

local network on the originating end. There is still a 

transmission path between AT&T's point of presence (the 

Lhid a t  ¶ 5 9 .  
' AT6T P e t i t i o n  at p .  18-19. 
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local IP gateway) and the terminating company's switch, 

just as there is on the originating end. The fact that it 

is a PRI trunk instead of a Feature Group D trunk makes no 

difference. The call is still delivered to the local 

company over a transmission pathway. The call is still 

switched by the local company. The call is still routed 

over the local company's distribution plant to the customer 

drop and telephone. 

The use of the network is the same on the terminating 

end as on the originating end. Originating access is paid 

for AT&T's IP telephony services. Terminating access 

should also be paid. 

Further, there are instances of IP telephony being 

offered through the two-stage dialing process. In this 

process, the customer first calls a number to reach the 

service provider, and then at a prompt enters the number of 

the party they desire to call. Under this two-stage 

process, originating access is not paid. Such a service is 

being offered in areas of Washington and Oregon areas by 

LocalDial, f o r  one. 

Whether IP telephony is a one-stage dialing process or 

a two-stage dialing process, it is still interexchange 

calling. It still uses the local network for transport, 
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switching and call termination. Access charges should 

still apply. 

CONCLUSION 

Based upon the foregoing, the Joint Commenters 

respectfully request that the FCC deny AT&T's Petition for 

a Declaratory Ruling that phone-Lo-phone IP telephony 

services are exempt from access charges and affirm that 

phone-to-phone IP telephony services are subject to 

originating and terminating access charges. 

Respectfully submitted this 16th day of December, 

2002. 

As Attorney #or The Washington 
Independent Telephone Association, 
Washington Exchange Carrier 
Association, Oregon 
Telecommunications Association, 
Oregon Exchange Carrier 
Association, Colorado 
Telecommunications Association and 
Montana Telecommunications 
Association 
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Jennifer Eitelberc - Marysville. WA 

. ___- _I__ 

~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ 

~ ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~~~ ~~ _. 

__ 

__ ~- ~~~~~ ~~ . . ~~~~~~~ . ~ 

J im  and Luri Leavitt - Yelm, W A  



r! oi le  i d  u i inc  Ihis \cr\' ice. I guts ihr! nccd us io " 1  IOI.I.Ll<" .thoor i l  10 per tlic word our. and %hen wc do. svc gct ,I lrec month 
-- nhul ,I rlcnl'! Thunl. !uti w inucli. 'VI? daughicr 1 1 ~ 5  30 Ininutch dwa?. and 11 ussd to cos1 me 9100-180 a monrh. nu%" $15 when I 
pa! (7 munrhs iii advancc! You  yu), rlrr thc IBE\T!'' 

Shirleyann Beckwith - Kent. W A  

"l.ocnlDidl IS n IifcwYcr! I t  is iruly \vondsrtul 10 gel a p a r  value in this da! and dge I rcfcrweryont  I can lhink of to (hi, grcar 
i c n  ice hot i inl !  do the! hcnct i i~  hut LU do I h? gcttmg a l'res mun(h! I 'hmks so much LocalDial!" 

Nicole Smith - Granite Falls, W A  

" 1  knc\r flierc had fo he a hcncr wa) and when in? sirl lr icnd told me ahuut i t  I was soooooo excited. I 'm ablc to call my aunt and sister 
in h l r .  Vernon when r I \\ant. I can also call my pirlfricnd ivhu lives 3 0  minutes from mc and was long distance before. Now we can 
clial d n a y  ~ ~ i l l r o u t  wondering il'l'in running up ,I bill. I lell t v e y o n c  dhout i t !  IT 'S great! Love rhih strvice." 

Tory Bennett- Enumclaw, W A  

"hl! hardrezscr told ,ne ahour L.ocalDial ~jusr ahuut a! ear ago and I can't [hank her enough! M y  sister-in-law and her 2 kids moved 
hack tu Ihi. i l ia  at dboui t l ic samc ume 1 ugncd LIP tur ?our s e n  ice. They live in Lakc Stevens and 1 am in Kirkland -- only 25 mi l ts  
npan hul lkms distance I can cal l  anblime iviihii i i i  wurninf  ihal I wi l l  liave 3 large long distance phone hill. The scmi-annual plan IS 

rhc hcsl!" 

Linda Garms - Kirkland. W A  

" Y o u  p y ,  d i t  nwci i ime iiiid wc  LOVE our ILocdDiaI. ivl! ieenagcr hnsn'i hankruprcd me with a phone bi l l  hecause ufyour 
wrvice. fhanls!" 

. lanet t i  Sundherg - Por t  Orchard, W A  

" h c a I D i a I ' ~  ,en I C ~  has Iicen il grcar hlcsslng lu i n ~ .  M y  fam~ly is in ihrce diffcrcnr area codes and it's co nice tu he ablc lo keep in 
 ouch ~ i i t l i u u ~  worr! ing a h w t  the COSI .  A l s o .  c v c y  time l ' \ r  1dlkc.d >rith one o fyc iur  reps on the phone. they have been v e r y  pleasanr 

Judy Groner - Tacoma. W A  

"I.'antaslic 5avings. unbellevahlc savings on our local lung distance hil l .  Ruth ofus  are orisinally from [he Seartlc aren. md moved to 
Tahpa.  Washingion 12 ) u r s  ago. Mos1 d o u r  lamil! nnd Irwnds arc zrill u irhin thr cdlling area -- cspecidlly now with the new 
expanhion drus. ~rhanks. Lucal Dial." 

Margie & W a l t  Benson, Jr. - Tahuya, W A  

''\,I? phone bil l  v e n t  duwn frum $1  25 11 month %\ i lh  LocalDiai. I ILOVC the service and tel l  cvevone ahout i t .  You guys are truly 
rlwcsomc ~ I u I I ~ !  I !  I !  ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! I ! ! ! )  11 Thank YOU so much! ! ( ! I  I ! ) ' '  

Jonney Mi l ler  - Issaquah,WA 

" 1  c.innot believe the  s ~ v ~ n g s  I Iiabc with LocolDial Thi, i s  the best-kept secre! auund. I am saving $100 a month. Evepone w h u  
m.kcs a io! oi locili luns disrance call, should dctinirel! pel ihis The cusromcr service i s  dwcsome!!!" 

Cindy Blackwell - Puyallup, W.4 

"I am n dog breeder and lhavc io cr i r rrpond \\it11 man!, people Priur tu this scrvtce. my bil ls wcrc 6j00-$600. LocalDidl is a 
l i lc i inc!  Il'i,iusi wuiidcrlbl!" 

Deanna Niesen -Port  Orchard, W A  

" Y o u  are ilic l inL local long distance soinpan? that Iias reall! wurkzd! The cuttonier service dcpanment i s  always helplul." 

Lisa Charboneau - Vancouver, W A  

"Yaw I can talk l o  my tam~ ly  whencver 1 want. h r  ils long as I ivanl. I.ocalDial i s  grcar!" 

Karen Burgess - Vancouver, W A  

"91y kids livc in Ol?mpla. m I.ocdlDia1 >urc come5 in hand!. I n a b  l iaviny phone bills in cxcess ol.6 loo! LucalDial has made the 
dilfcrencc." 

Ford H y a t t -  Bothell, W A  

" l l ' s  lht. h i d  i i f%r\ icz I ' v c  hecn looking tor lur ycarc no!*. 11.5 3 grcar wrvicc. I highly reci,mmend LocalDial." 

Patty Bull - Bonney Lake. W A  

" 1 1  Y w c d  inc ,I IIJI o t  inone! and ii', reall? conbcnienr l ~ o c d l l i a  i\ a y c a t  service." 

T i m  Schmitt - Vancouver. W A  

" M y  phonc bill) >\ere .i\craging S230-S.~00 oii a monthly hasis. U w .  usmg I-<,caIDial. ~ n y  mosr current mon1h.s hlll WBS $43. I am 
rl lr l l lcd \,It11 I l l C  x r r ,  

Br ian York  - Snohornirh, W A  

''I l o I v  l.oc'lll>iall \ l lhoiigl i in? lnolllcr is only m c  IIOLIT ,IW+. 11 i i  Ion; dimncc. My Dud pncsrd away dnd I call llcr j l  coupic ol 

~ . ~ ~~~~~~~~ ~~~ ~. ~~~~ ~~~~~ _ _ _ _ ~ ~ _  

~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~ ___ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~ ~~ _ . ~ ~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ 
~~ ~ 

- 

__ 
~ ~~~~~~~~~~ . - ~ 
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a17d i1cipiui." 

_ ~ ~~ ~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~~. ~ ~ ~ _ _ _ _ _  
~~~~~~~~~ ~, ~~~~~~~ 
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O l l t  

1 Welcome to Free Trial Service Customer Common Billing and How Customer Account 
LoralDial 1 Evaluation I Areas Testimonials I Questions I Subscriptions I to Use I Service I Loein 

Subscription Options 
( ' I iowc troin thew p i e - p ~ i d  rdtc5 

Monthly 
Quarterly 1 i munlh,l 
Semi-Annual (6  month\) 

$20.00 
$55.00 
$90.00 

Mailing Address 

LocalDial 
270 I N W Vaughn SI 
Suite 425 
Portland. OR 972 10 

~~~~~ .. . ~ ~. ~~~~. ~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~. __ 
Billing and Subscriptions - \ I i r l i  I.ocalDial. you pdy jus1 rl 11at rate tu inate unlimlicd calls aiiywherc in t l ic cuntinrntal JX states. so there are n o  per-minute 

cl iarpo You cui call myt imc. make as man! calls 2s >ou want. and talk Cor rls long as you like. . ,\I1 subicripiions must he pre-paid hy check. rnonc? order. or dehil or crrdii curd. 
W C  .iccepi V i i a  MaserCard. rlnd Discover. . Please r n d c  chccks pa!ilhlc In LncalDial. - Monthly <uhsiripiion, m+ he mrldc using an  duiomatlc recurrins iniinihly payncnr method such as rl recurring charge io II credit 
card. or an clcclrunic hi l l  pa! cr trum !our hankms Insiiiuliun. Monthly payments wil l  continue auiomdiically until canceled hy ihc 
subscriber Noiice inusi he g l e n  liw mceks prior to hilling to cmcel aulomailc recurring billing. 
l~lwrr i \  no rnrinthl? invuicing. If you choosc the qu.lrirrly or bemi-annual subscriptions. you wi l l  reccive an invnice three week5 prlor 
io  ihe c\pirrliwi date. 
II !vu pa! v i l l i  a debit or credii card. your pa)meni rtcurd wi l l  appcar on l o u r  hank stmmeni. 
I t  I S  in01 pwsihlc tu pay online at [his time. 

. 
- 
. . .~  .. _. ~ -.-._____ 
Free Month for Referrals 

Uiin'l lorgct to tell others ahwi  I.uuull)ial's uiilimiied calliiig scrvicc. With our Kcfcrrnl program. you w l l  receive one iree month added 
io your paid \uhscriptiuii lor c x h  new paying cusiomar d i o  g i ves  !nur phone numhrr as a rekrince If you are st i l l  in !'our free 
c\. i Iuatioi i  pcriod. 1 nu wi l l  receibc ) n u r  l i r e  tnonih when we rcccivc your  paymeni. Once w e  process your ret'crral credit. we wil l  send a 
pii*icard tu nt)iil! you 01 your ncn scr\,icc cspirmon date. 



I How Customer Account I Welcome lu Free Trial Service Customer Common Billing and I LucalDinl 1 Evaluation I Areas Testimonials I Questions Subscriptions to Use Service 1 Loein 

Check Phone Number 
h e r  !our plioiie number below 
to see It Service IS available in 
your  area 

I 

,i* PuEet Sound 
\i 0 
ti y i3 S p o k e  
[ PortlandlVuncouver 
!! 

osdt I.ake Ciry 
<)Sari Prancixcn Bay Area 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that the Comments of the Washington 
Independent Telephone Association, Washington Exchange Carrier 
Association, Oregon Telecommunications Association, Oregon 
Exchange Carrier Association, Colorado Telecommunications 
Association and Montana Telecommunications Association, in WC 
Docket No. 02-361 has been sent by U . S .  Mail, postage prepaid, 
to the following: 

David W. Carpenter Mark C. Rosenblum 
Sidley Austin Brown & Wood Lawrence J. Lafaro 
Bank One Plaza Judy Sello 
10 S. Dearborn AT&T Corp. 
Chicago, IL 60603 Room 3A229 

900 Route 202/206 North 
Bedminster, NJ 07921 

David L. Lawson 
Julie M. Zampa 
Sidley Austin Brown & Wood 
1501 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20005 

DATED this 16th day of December, 2002. 
/ , 

As Attorney for The Washington 
Independent Telephone Association, 
Washington Exchange Carrier 
Association, Oregon Telecommunications 
Association, Oregon Exchange Carrier 
Association, Colorado 
Telecommunications Association and 
Montana Telecommunications Association 


