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Reply to Objection to Request for Disclosure of Documents
Dear Ms Dorich

Counsel for Murgaret F Snyder, hereby rephies 1o the November 13, 2003, letw
filed by SBC Telecommunications, Inc (*SBC™), objecung to the disclosure ot
documents as 1equited, pursuant to the terms of the Prozective Order, released Novembes
4, 2003, DA 03-3545. Specifically, SBC objects to the disclosure of 4 Seitlement
Agreement between SBC and WorldCom, Inc (“WorldCom™) Alernatvely, SBC
suggests that the Commussion should modify sts Prorective Order. allowing undersiencd
counsel 1o view Lthe Settlement Agreement, but prohibit the copyimg and/or reproduction
of the Settlement Agieement

The Protecnive Order requires the disclosure ot Settlement Agteements and
associated documents, not only from SBC but also from BellSouth Telecommunications.
Inc (“BellSouth™), Verizon and WorldCom  BellSouth, Vernizon and WorldCom have
agreed to the lerms of the Prorective Order and the Settlement Agreements and
associaled documents have been delivered to undersigned counsel for review  The
Settlement Agieements and accompanying atfidavits are mult-page documents
Undersigned counsel. bused on the documents he has alicady teviewed, s prepanng o
Supplement to Ms Snyder’s Petitton to Deny  Undevsygned counsel s ulso preparig
Motion to Disclose the information contwined 1n the Settlements Agicements  In order o
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properly prepare a Supplement to the Petition to Deny and o Motion to Disclose. counsel
requuies unrestricted access to SBC’s Settlement Agreement To be able to mercly Jook at
the Settlement Agreement without being able to quote from it, or review 1t when
necessary, would place an extreme and unnecessury burden on undersigned counsel !

SBC’s November 13, 2003, letter, states that the Scttlement Agicement provides
lor a “substantial monctary recovery on SBC’s claims.” Thus, accotding to SBC “mayv he
misconstrued by other creditors of WoildCom 7 Thus, 1t appears that SBC wus able 1o
negotlate a substantially better settlement than other WorldCom creditors 1t s this
information. the exact amount of the settlement, that SBC secks to keep out ol the public
1ccord. Yer, 1t1s this very information that should be disclosed SBC's Novembes |3,
2003, letler begs the question, why 1s 1t that SBC was able to negotiate a substantially
better monetary settlement than other creditors”? Counsel for SBC has advised counscl
tor Ms. Snyder that the SBC Settlement Agreement contains a provision hariing SBC
from filing a Petinion to Deny 1n the above referenced procecding, or othciwisc opposing
WorldCom’s attempts to transfer control of 1ts licenses and authorizations fromts pre-
bankruptcy cniity to 1ts post-bankruptcy entity  Here again, the question is why wuas this
provision necessary? What information 1s 1t that SBC holds that WortdCom 1s willing 10
pay a premium not Lo have disclosed?

Clearly, WorldCom pad SBC forits silence  This expluins why SBC was able w
get a substantial monetary recovery that may be “misconstrued” by other creditors How
much was SBC paid for its silence? While undersigned counscl does not know the evacl
dollar amount, there 1s 4 simple formula that can be applied. The Commussion should
take SBC’s total claim and multiply that by the percentage that other creditots received
Published reports indicate that most creditors tecerved 36 cents on the dollar Applying
thrs formula, 1f other WorldCom creditors received 36% of their total clisms, SBC ulso
should have received 36% of 1ts claims  Under that hypothesis, any amount over 36« 15
the amount that SBC was paid for 1ts sifence in clear and blatant violation of Sccuon
1.935 of the Commussion’s Rules

WorldCom has a history ot paying hush money.” Tt appears thal WorldCom paid
SBC an tllegal premium above what other legitimate creditors could expect (o receive m

' While counset tor Ms Snyder believes that these documents should be made part of the public record

both the Supplement to the Petiion to Deny and the Moton to Disclose will be filed av conhidential
documents  Therefore, there 1s no reason tor SBC to worry that is Serrflement Agreement o1 any e
thereot will be publicly disclosed without prior Commussion approval

* See I'itth Supplement to Petition 10 Deny Transter of Licenses, Awthottzations and Certilications o
WorldCom, Inc , tiled November 6, 2003 1n WC Docker 02-215
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teturn lor SBC's promuse not to disclose mformation to the FCC, not to file a petiton o
deny or otherwise not to interfere in WorldCom's attempts 1o trunsfer its ficenscs

For the reasons stated herein, the SBC Settlement Agreement should be placed on

the public record of the above referenced proceeding, or at a mimmum disclosed o
counsel for Ms Snyder who should be permitted to copy the agreement
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ce Qualex International, FCC, Room CY-B402
Jim Lamourreux, Esquire
Counsel for SBC Communications, Inc
Ann H. Rakestraw, Esquire
Counsel for Venzon
Stephen L. Earnest, Esquire
Counsel for BeliSouth Telecommumecations. Inc
Dennis Guard, Esquire
Counsel tor WorldCom, Inc
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