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Pursuantto theSection1.415oftheCommission’sRules,47 C.F.R.

§ 1.415,and its PublicNotice(FCC 03-120)releasedJune9, 2003, andpublishedin

68 Fed.Reg.42,333(July 17, 2003),AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) submitsthesecommentson

theRecommendedDecisionoftheJointBoardasto how theCommission’sLifeline and

Link-Up programscanbe improvedso asto increasesubscribershipamonglow-income

individuals.1

AT&T suggeststhatthe Commissionmaketwo modificationsto its

Lifeline andLink-Up programsto ensurecompetitiveneutralityin theadministrationof

theseprogramsandtherebypromotesubscribershipby low-incomeresidentialcustomers.

First, theCommissionshould streamlinetherulesfor carriereligibility to receive

federalLow IncomeSupportsothatthebroadestsetof carrierscanbecompensatedfor

theirLifeline andLink-Up services,andtherebyhavetheincentiveto marketthose

servicesto eligible consumers.In thisregard,theCommissionshouldrejectthe

1 Federal-StateJointBoardon UniversalService,CC DocketNo. 96-45,

RecommendedDecision,18 FCCRcd. 6589(2003)(“RecommendedDecision”).
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recommendationof theJointBoardthat telephonecompaniesthatarenot fully certified

eligible telecommunicationscarriers(“ETCs”) underthecurrentunifiedprocessshould

not receiveLifeline/Link-Up support. RecommendedDecision¶ 63. Rather,asexplained

below, thereshouldbe aseparateLowIncomeETC designationprocessthatis not tied to

arequirementthatthecarrieroffering Lifeline/Link-Up serviceservetheentirestate.

Second,consistentwith theJointBoard’srecommendations,theCommissionshould

encouragestatecommissionsto identify customerseligible for theseprograms.The

CommissionshouldalsomakeLifeline supportportablebetweenqualifiedcarriers.

I. THE RULES REGARDING ETC DESIGNATION SHOULD BE
SUBSTANTIALLY STREAMLINED TO ALLOW MORE CARRIERS TO
PARTICIPATE IN THE LIFELINE AND LINK-UP PROGRAMS.

TheCommissionrequirescarriersto becertifiedaseligible

telecommunicationscarriers(“ETCs”) oncefor bothLifeline/Link-Up (collectively

Low IncomeSupport)andHigh CostSupport. Section2 14(e)requiresETCsto offer and

advertisetheirsupportedservicesthroughouttheservicearea. TheHigh CostSupport

mechanismsandLow IncomeSupportmechanisms,however,serveverydifferent

purposes.High CostSupportis meantto supportcarriersservinghigh-costareas,andis a

substitutefor previousregulatorytechniquessuchasgeographicrateaveragingand

implicit supportfrom accesscharges.2Evenwith geographicdisaggregationofHigh Cost

2 See,e.g.,MAG Order, 16 FCCRcd. 19, 613, 19,625(2001)(notingthat,

“historically, [accessin high-costareas]hasbeenachievedboththroughexplicit
monetarypaymentsandimplicit supportflows to enablecarriersto servehigh-cost
areasatbelowcostrates”andthat “Congressestablished.. . theprinciple thatthe
Commissionshouldcreateexplicit universalservicesupportmechanismsthatwill be
securein acompetitiveenvironment”).
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Support,therehasstill beenconcernaboutthepotentialfor acarrierto “cherry-pick,”

i.e., to receivesupportfor servingcustomersin high costareaswhile actuallyproviding

serviceonly in the lowercostportionsofaservicearea.

Lifeline/Link-Up Support,by contrast,aimsto reducethepriceof

localservicefor the low-incomeconsumer,who maybeurbanorrural. Thereis

no geographic“cherry-picking” opportunitywith respectto Low IncomeSupport,because

the supportis not tied to highcostsofservice. Solong asthecustomerchoosesa

particularcarrierasits low-incomeserviceprovider(andthatcarrierprovidesthe

low-incomeconsumerwith ratediscountscommensuratewith theamountofLow Income

Supportit would receive),that carriershouldbeeligible for Low IncomeSupporton

behalfofthe customer.

Thereareavarietyofreasonswhyanewentrantmight opt outofseeking

ETC designationfor High CostSupport. For example,acarriermayhaveresource

constraintsordeemthe administrativeburdensassociatedwith seekingsuchsupportto be

too great. Yet, thereis no reasonwhy anentrantthat seeksto serveonly low-cost

urbanizedareasofa state(including low-incomeconsumers)shouldbe denied

Low IncomeSupportsimplybecauseit choosesnot to enterthestatemorebroadlyand

seekHigh CostSupport. This is particularlythecasein thosestates(e.g., Minnesota,

PennsylvaniaandWisconsin)thatrequireall LECs(whetherornotETC5) to provide

reducedLifeline rates—meaningthat non-ETCsmustprovideserviceatlower ratesto

eligible Lifeline customers,but areineligible for Low IncomeSupport.Especiallyin

suchstates,denyingLowIncomeSupportto competitiveentrants(while grantingsuch

supportto incumbents)is notcompetitivelyneutral,andrestrictsconsumerchoiceamong
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serviceprovidersto ensureseamlesssupportif a low-incomeconsumerelectsto change

local carriers.

AT&T thussupportsseparateETCdesignationsfor theHigh Costand

Low IncomeSupportMechanisms.InsteadofunifiedETC designation,theCommission

shouldallow receiptoffederalLow IncomeSupportwheneveracarrieragreesto provide

thesupportedservicesasdefinedby theCommission’srules,47 C.F.R. § 54.101,or has

qualifiedfor supportunderparallelstateprograms.Thiswould ensurethatcarriers

willing to providethefederallydefinedservicesbecome,at aminimum,eligible for

federalLow IncomeSupport,andit would alsoeliminatethecurrentanomaloussituation

where,for example,AT&T is arecipientofcertainstateLifeline/Link-Up fundsbuthas

notbeencertifiedasafederalETC becauseofthe overlyrestrictiverequirementsof

Section214(e).3 Moreover,because,asnotedabove,somestatesrequirecarriersto

provideLifeline serviceasaconditionof local entry,AT&T andothernewlocal entrants

arecompetitivelydisadvantagedascomparedto the incumbentbecausetheyarerequired

to provideadiscountedservicein competitionwith theincumbentyet only the

incumbent’sdiscountis subsidizedby low-incomesupport. Furthermore,anycarrierthat

is eligible for astateLifeline/Link-Up fund shouldautomaticallybegrantedseparate

ETC statusfor thefederalLow Incomesupport.

~ To theextentthat somestates(e.g., Texas)haveadoptedthefederalETC criteriafor
eligibility for statelow-incomeprograms,theCommissionshouldencouragethe
statesto similarly eliminatethisoverly-restrictivequalificationsoasto enhance
carriers’ ability to gainaccessto statesupport.
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As theRecommendedDecision(~J61)pointsout, the Commission

determined,in the UniversalServiceOrder,4that it hadauthorityundersections1, 4(i),

201, 205 and254 ofthe CommunicationsAct (47U.S.C.)to extendLifeline supportto

includecarriersotherthanETCs,althoughit declinedto do soatthat timefor thesakeof

administrativeconveniencewith a singleadministratorfollowing a singlesetofrules.

AT&T believesthattherewouldnotbeasignificantadministrativeburdenif thefederal

ETC designation— madeby thestatesin mostinstances— conformedto separate

eligibility forfederalLifeline support. Additionally, if a carriermeetsstateLifeline

carriereligibility criteria,it shouldautomaticallyqualify forfederalLifeline support. To

thebestofAT&T’ s knowledgebecauseall stateswith theirown Lifeline programsseek

to avail themselvesofadditionalfederalsupport,thestatesthemselvesincorporatethe

FCC’sdefinition ofthesupportedservicesaLifeline carriermustbewilling to provideto

beeligible for statesupport. This beingso,theJointBoard’sadditionalconcernthat

carriersthat seekfederalLifeline supportshouldagreeto fulfill theserviceobligation

specifiedby 47 C.F.R.§ 54.101oftheCommission’sruleswould be addressed.

To theextentsomestateshaveonerouscriteriafor carriersto become

eligible for stateLifeline support,that shouldnotprecludecertificationfor federal

support. For example,TexasandWestVirginia haveauto-enrollrequirementsfortheir

stateLifeline programs.The costsfor newentrantsto modifytheirsystemsso thatthey

canauto-enrollcustomersmaybecost-prohibitiverelativeto thenumberofLifeline

~ Federal-StateJointBoardon UniversalService,CC DocketNo, 96-45,12 FCCRcd.
8776, 8971,¶ 369 (1997).
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customerstheyexpectto serve. And, in Wisconsin,recipientsofstateLifeline funds

mustoffer public interestpayphonesto qualify for support. Evenif acarriercannot

complywith thesetypesofstaterequirements,it shouldhavethe right to receivefederal

LowIncomeSupportif it is providingthefederally-definedsupportedservices.

Soundpublic policy stronglycounselsthata carrierenteringthe local

exchangemarketonly in low-costareasshouldbe eligible to obtain federalsupportfor

low-incomeconsumersliving in thoseareas,particularlywhenthe statehasfoundthe

carrierto be eligible for correspondingstatesupport. Carrierswishingto provideLifeline

andLink-Up servicesshouldbe encouragedratherthanstymiedin theireffortsto obtain

universalservicesupportsoasto maximizetheavailabilityoftheseprogramsand

increasesubscribership.

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ENCOURAGE STATES TO IDENTIFY
INDIVIDUALS IN NEED OF LOW-INCOME SUPPORTAND SHOULD
MAKE LIFELINE PORTABLE.

To furtherenhancesubscribershipby low-incomeindividuals,the

Commissionshouldencouragestatesto identify eligible customersratherthanimposing

this dutyon carriers.As the JointBoardfound,“Lifeline/Link-Up takerateshavebeen

thehighestin statesthatprovidematchingfundsandengagein proactivetargetedefforts

suchasautomaticenrollment,aggressiveoutreachandintrastatemultiagency

cooperation.”RecommendedDecision¶ 9. Stateshavereadyaccessto necessary

informationandthusarein afar betterpositionthancarriersto targetadvertiseLifeline

andLink-Up servicesto thepropersetofconsumers.By contrast,becausecarriersdo not

haveaccessto datasourcesidentifyinglow-incomeconsumers,carrierswouldneedto
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advertisemuchmorebroadlyto makeconsumersawareoftheseprograms. Thus,it is

muchmoreefficientfor thestatesto performthis identificationandadvertisingfunction

andthenrecovertheassociatedcoststhroughtheirstateuniversalservicefund.

In additionto havingthestateidentify andadvertiseto apparently

qualifiedcustomers,it wouldbevery helpful if the stateswereto handletheconsumer

Lifeline applicationprocessandscreenconsumersto confirmtheLifeline applicant’s

eligibility for low-incomesupport. Becausethestatewould alreadyhavetargetedthe

customerfor advertising,it is in a superiorpositionto determinetheconsumer’sactual

eligibility for Low IncomeSupport. If thestatewereto handletheapplicationprocess

andrefer interestedeligible customersto thecustomer’sselectedcarrier,such

streamliningwould makeit easierfor eligible applicantsto obtainLifeline andLink-Up

service. Ofcourse,theadditionalexpensesincurredby the stateto performthis function

would likewisebeaddedto thestateuniversalservicefund,but it minimizeseach

carrier’sdirect expensesandis sharedequallyby all carriers.

Finally, againto minimizetheburdenon carriersandto makeLifeline

supportseamless,Lifeline supportshouldbe fully portableto anycarrierthathasbeen

deemedeligible for suchsupport. Thus, if a customerhadLifeline supportfrom a LEC

(or CLEC), it would beautomaticallyentitledto continueasaLifeline-supported

customerwith thefollow-on carrier(so longasthatcarrieris Lifeline qualified)andthe

latterwouldbe entitledto drawLifeline supportfrom theUSF. Ofcourse,for portability

andstate-administeredcertificationto work, stateswouldneedto havetheability to

interfacewith andrefercustomersacrossmultiple carriersthroughasimplistic referral

process.
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CONCLUSION

For thereasonsstatedabove,theCommissionshould: (1) streamlineits

rulesfor carriereligibility to receivefederalLifeline andLink-Up support,(2) encourage

statecommissionsto identify consumerseligible for theseprograms,and(3) make

Lifeline portableasbetweenqualifiedcarriers.

Respectfullysubmitted,

AT&T CORP.

By /s/ JudySello
LeonardJ. Cali
LawrenceJ. Lafaro
JudySello

Room3A229
OneAT&T Way
Bedminster,NewJersey07921
(908)532-1846
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