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STATE OF NEW YORK
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to Examine)

Issues Related to the Transition to Intermodal ) CASE 05-C-0616
Competition in the Provision of Telecommunication )
Services )

INITIAL COMMENTS OF SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY L.P.
AND SPRINT SPECTRUM L.P./ D/B/A SPRINT PCS

Sprint Communications Company L.P. and Sprint Spectrum L.P. d/b/a Sprint PCS
(colleétively “Sprint”) respectfully submit the following comments regarding appropriate
changes that should be made to the regulatory framework, ‘if any, in light of growing
intermodal competition in the provision of telecommunications service in the State of
New York, pursuant to the Public Service Commission’s (“Commission’s”) Order
Initiating Proceeding and Inviting Comments, issued June 29, 2005, in the above-
referenced proceeding. Sprint offers general comments regarding its views on
appropriate regulation for wireless and Voice over Internet Protocol (“VoIP”) service
providers, and further comments on a number of the specific questions contained in the
Commission Order, as set forth below.

Generally, Sprint believes that the principles set out by the Commission in 1996
in its earlier proceeding examining telecommunications competition remain pertinent in
principle, however, the policies and current activities of the Federal Communications
Commission (“FCC”) should be carefully considered in determining any future changes

in the Commission’s regulations regarding wireless and VoIP services.




REGULATION OF WIRELESS SERVICES

To date, the Commission has chosen not to regulate wireless carriers operating
within the State of New York, which is consistent with the FCC’s preemption of state
regulation of the entry of and rates charged by wireless service providers.! Sprint
supports continuation of the Commission’s current decision to exclude wireless service
providers from state regulation.

As the Commission is aware, in 1993, Congress charged the FCC with
establishing “a Federal regulatory framework to govern the offering of all commercial

> Congress deemed a national framework necessary to “foster the

mobile services.”
gfowth and development of mobile services that, by their nature, operate without regard
to state lines as an integral part of the national telecommunications infrastructure.”® In
order to permit the FCC to establish this federal framework for commercial mobile radio
service (“CMRS”), Congress expanded FCC authority to include jurisdiction over
intrastate wireless services by amending Section 2(b) of the Act — the statutory source for
state authority over telecommunications carriers.* As the Commission later explained:

[1In the 1993 Budget Act, Congress also added an exception to section

2(b) of the Communications Act. Section 2(b) generally reserves to the

states jurisdiction over intrastate communication service by wire or radio

of any carrier. The 1993 Budget Act amended section 2(b) to exempt
section 332 from its provisions.’

! Public Service Law § 5(6)(a); 47 U.S.C § 332 ©(3)
2 H.R. CONF. REP. NO. 103-213, 103d Cong., 1* Sess. at 490 (1993).

? H.R. REP. NO. 103-111, 103d Cong., 1* Sess. at 260 (1993).

4 As amended, Section 2(b) now provides, “Except as provided in . . . section 332 of this

title . . ., nothing in this chapter shall be construed to apply or to give the [FCC] jurisdiction with
respect to . . . intrastate communication service by wire or radio.” 47 U.S.C. § 152(b).

5 Unified Intercarrier Compensation NPRM, 16 FCC Rcd 9610, 9640 q 84 (1991). See
also HR. CONF. REP. NO. 103-213, 103d Cong., 1" Sess. at 497 (1993)(Congress amended
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Essentially, Congress gave the FCC plenary authority over “all commercial mobile
services,” including intrastate wireless services, by eliminating the statutory barrier to
FCC control of intrastate services.

The deregulation of the wireless industry has been an unparalleled success,
resulting in widespread and fiercely competitive wireless service. As former FCC
Chairman Michael K. Powell has stated:

...the FCC has focused on a deregulatory paradigm for the commercial

mobile industry, which we believe has been successful in allowing for

marketplace forces to improve consumer benefits for the more than 140

million consumers who subscribe to wireless services. The rapid

proliferation of wireless services, in large part due to this deregulatory

approach, has had an enormous impact on our country, consumers, and

public safety.

Competition and deregulation have resulted in lower prices and an

increased diversity of service offerings, which in turn have stimulated

rapid growth in the demand for wireless services and substantial consumer
benefits.®

The success behind the FCC’s deregulatory market-driven approach to the CMRS
industry is that carrier offerings are driven by consumer preferences rather than
regulation. As noted by the FCC, “consumers contribute to pressure on carriers to
compete on price and other terms and conditions of service by actively searching for
information on competitive alternatives and freely switching providers in response to
differences in the ‘cost and quality of service.” Id. These competitive market effects have

been accelerated by the advent of local number portability (“LNP”), which allows

Section 2(b) to “clarify that the Commission has the authority to regulate commercial mobile
services.”).

6 Letter of Michael K. Powell, Chairman, FCC, to William B. Shear, Acting Director, Physical
Infrastructure Issues, United States General Accounting Office (April 11, 2003).



consumers to switch wireless service providers, without giving up their mobile phone
numbers. The competitive market conditions coupled with the availability éf LNP are
sufficient to ensure that CMRS carriers provide services upon reasonable terms and
conditions to consumers throughout New York.

Intense price competition has resulted in affordable rates as well as innovative
pricing plans such as free night and weekend minutes and free mobile-to-mobile calling.’
The price of service has fallen consistently, from 44 cents per minute in 1993 to 10 cents

per minute in 2003 - a 77% decrease.® And in the period from 1997 through 2003,

wireless prices fell 33%, compared to an increase of nearly 15% in general consumer
prices.’

Consumer choice has expanded as CMRS customers can choose among multiple
providers as well as a wide array of service and equipment options.'® As of September
2004, approximately 97% of the total U.S. population lived in counties with access to
three or more different carriers offering mobile telephone service, and 88% lived in

counties with five or more competing mobile telephone service providers.!! Competition

is vibrant not only nationally but also, more importantly, in New York. The FCC has

7 As the FCC has recognized, mobile voice calls are far less expensive on a per minute basis in
the U.S. than in Western Europe, and at least some indicators show that rates are still decreasing.
According to the U.S. Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics, for example, the price of
mobile telephone service declined by 1.0% during 2003 while the overall consumer price index
increased by 2.3%. Ninth Report, In the Matter of Implementation of Section 6002(b) of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, Annual Report and Analysis of Competitive Market
Conditions With Respect to Commercial Mobile Services, FCC 04-216, { 5, 170 (FCC rel. Sept.
28, 2004) (“Ninth CMRS Competition Report™).

8 Id. at A-11, Table 9.
% Id. at A-10, Table 8.
0 See id., T 4.

Ud, 192,21



reported that 12 wireless carriers operated in the state of New York as of December
2003."

The CMRS marketplace is increasingly national. To succeed in the marketplace,
CMRS carriers typically operate without regard to state borders and generally have come
to structure their offerings on a national or regional basis. This structure reflects the
FCC’s decision to distribute licenses based on large geographic areas, which typically
span more than a single state.”> While flat-rate nationwide calling plans were unknown
before 1998, today all of the nationwide CMRS operators have responded to competitive
pressures by offering some form of national pricing plan that allows wireless customers
to purchase a bucket of minutes to use wherever they are, without incurring roaming or
long distance charges, as well as, frequently providing various free nights and weekend
options.14

The evolution of wireless service into a national service confirms the sound public
policy goal established by Congress. “As the legislative history of [the 1993 Budget Act]
makes plain, Congress intended those building blocks to establish a national regulatory
policy for CMRS, not a policy that is balkanized state-by-state.”’ Through the Second
Truth-in-Billing Order, the FCC has taken the appropriate steps to protect this public

policy focused on a federal regulatory regime.

"2 See id. at A-3 (Table 2: FCC’s Semi-Annual Local Telephone Competition Survey). Note that
carriers with fewer than 10,000 subscribers in a state were not required to report for that state. As

a result, if anything, the FCC has under-reported the number of wireless carriers serving New
York. A

B See 47 C.F.R. § 24.202(a), and 51.701(b)(2).
1 Ninth CMRS Competition Report, § 113.

1 Connecticut Rate Regulation Denial Order, 10 FCC Red 7025, 7034 q 14 (1995
(emphasis in original). See also, FCC Amicus Curiae Brief, Verizon Wireless v. Hatch, No. 04-
3198, at 4 (8" Cir., filed Nov. 12, 2004)(the 1993 Budget Act amendments established “a uniform
national regulatory policy for CMRS, not a policy that is balkanized state-by-state.”).
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Congress not only directed the FCC to establish a “Federal regulatory regime” for
CMRS, it also directed the FCC to establish an appropriate level of regulation for the
- CMRS industry. To that end, Congress gave the Commission forbearance authority to
exempt wireless carriers from traditional utility regulation.’® In implementing the 1993
amendments, the FCC observed that Congress wanted to “ensure that an appropriate level
of regulation be established and administered for CMRS providers”:

Congress acknowledged that neither traditional state regulation, nor

conventional regulation under Title IT of the Communications Act, may be

necessary in all cases to promote competition or protect consumers in the
mobile communications marketplace. * * * [W]e establish, as a principal
- objective, the goal of ensuring that unwarranted regulatory burdens are not

imposed ug)on any mobile radio licensees who are classified as CMRS
providers.

As the Commission is also aware, the FCC, in developing the appropriate level of
regulation of the wireless industry, has established rules applicable to billing. CMRS
providers are required to comply with “truth in billing” requirements adopted by the

FCC.'® Specifically, CMRS providers must comply with the following truth-in-billing

regulations:
] The name of the service provider associated with each charge must be
clearly identified on the telephone bill. 47 C.F.R. § 64.200(a)(1).
J Billing descriptions must be brief, clear, non-misleading and in plain

language. 47 C.E.R. § 64.2401(b).”

16 See 47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(1)(A).
1 Second CMRS Order, 9 FCC Red 1411, 1418 q 14-15 (1994).

8 In re Truth-in-Billing & Billing Format, National Association of State Utility Consumer
Advocates’ Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding Truth-in-Billing, Second Report & Order,
Declaratory Ruling, and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 98-170,
FCC 05-55 (FCC Mar. 18, 2005) (the “2™ TIB Order & NPRM”); Truth-in-Billing & Billing
Format, First Report & Order & Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 98-170,
14 FCC Rcd 7492 (1999) (the “TIB Order”).

1 CMRS providers were previously exempt from this regulation. However, the FCC made this
provision applicable to CMRS in the 2*¢ TIB Order & NPRM. 2™ TIB Order & NPRM, { 1.
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J Common carriers must prominently display on each bill a toll-free number
or numbers by which customers may inquire or dispute any charge
contained on the bill. A carrier may list a toll-free number for a billing
agent, clearinghouse, or other third party, provided that such party
possesses sufficient information to answer questions concerning the
customer’s account and is fully authorized to resolve consumer complaints
on the carrier’s behalf. Each carrier must make its business address
available upon request to consumers through its toll-free number. 47
C.E.R. § 64.200(d).

The FCC has further proposed to preempt state regulation of CMRS providers’
billing practices.?’

Wireless carriers are committed to clear and understandable billing for their
customers, and are continually looking for oppbrtunities consistent with federal law and
FCC truth-in-billing principles to improve customers’ experience with their products and

services. In éddition, the CTIA Code requires carriers to make disclosures about

billing.”!

REGULATION OF VoIP-BASED SERVICES (IP-enabled services)

While Congressional and FCC policies and directives regarding wireless
regulation is relatively straightforward, this is not the case for the regulation of IP-
enabled services. Sprint believes that the Commission’s 1996 principles should aid the

Commission in the determination of which, if -any, regulations are applicable to IP-

% 2 TIB Order & NPRM, §{ 50-52. |
2! See Principles #1, #3, and #6 of the CTIA Code which respectfully provide that carriers will:

* “disclose rates and terms of service to consumers™

* “provide contract terms to customers and confirm changes in service”; and

*  “separately identify carrier charges from taxes on billing statements”.
The AVC also has a similar provision.



enabled services and cable or IP-enabled telephony in light of the FCC’s recent Vonage
Order, wherein the FCC preempted the states from regulation of certain aspects of IP-
enabled services, but confirmed that states maintain the responsibility and authority to
regulate IP-enabled services as it relates to consumer protection (i.e., protect consumers
from fraud, enforcing fair business practices, for example, in advertising and billing, and
generally responding to consumer complaints) Given this FCC decision, the
Commission has limited authority to establish regulations relative to IP-enabled services.
Accordingly, minimal, if any, fegulations are required given that traditional regulatory
mechanisms designed to protect consumers against abuses associated with dominant
market power are unnecessary in the current competitive telecommunications market.
Moreover, as the Commission has consistently recognized, reduced regulation of
competiﬁve services has stimulated competitive entry in the New York
telecommunications market.

In order to strengthen the development of intermodal competition, Sprint
recommends that the Commission update the definitions of telecommunications terms,
and add new terms if necessary, to better reflect the various new forms of
telecommunications being offered in New York. Sprint particularly recommends that the
Commission reconfirm their position relative to interconnection for IP-enabled voice
services and ensure, without question, that IP-enabled service providers continue to be
allowed interconnection to the Public Switch Telephone Network (PSTN) by all carriers.
This clarification of the treatment of IP-enabled voice services is necessary to avoid
potential future conflicts among various types of service providers regarding

interconnection terms and conditions, which may arise if the Incumbent carriers modify



their current position based on decisions made by the FCC in addressing “IP-enabled”
services (e.g. information service vs. telecommunications service). Any change in the
current Incumbent carrier’s position to allow the cpmpetitive carriers ’vto connect to the
PSTN will ultimately result in anticompetitive delay or barrier to market entry and fewer
or no competitive options for New York consumers. The Commission should proactively
ensure that the Incumbent carriers are not allowed to impede competition based on the
technology used to transmit the service, specifically IP-enabled voice services.

In addition, Sprint supports the applicability of the Commission’s Target
Accessibility Fund (TAF) requirements to IP-enabled services. The consequences of
excluding IP-enabled service providers from TAF requirements are potentially material.
If indeed IP-enabled service is as successful as some have suggested, it could displace
much of the traditional circuit switched voice services. The objectives of the TAF to
fund programs such as Lifeline, emergency services (e.g., “911”), and
Telecommunications Relay Service would be thwarted as the number of consumers using
IP-enabled service increases if IP-enabled service providers were exempt from the
Commission’s TAF obligations. Sprint supports the applicability of these objectives as
well as CALEA capabilities for IP-enabled service providers.

Regarding Intercarrier Compensation, Sprint maintains that intercarrier
compensation is dpplicable to IP-enabled service and, accordingly, IP-enabled service
providers must compensate other carriers for the use of the Public Switched Telephone
Network (PSTN). Until this issue is fully addressed by the FCC, IP-enabled service
providers must be required to pay the appropriate compensation (i.e. TELRIC, access)

that is based upon the jurisdiction of the call for the termination of traffic.




COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC COMMISSION QUESTIONS

In addition to the above general comments primarily pertaining to wireless and
IP-enabled service regulation, Sprint briefly addresses a number of the Commission’s
specific questions as follows.

Consumer Protection

1. In view of the proliferation of competitive alternatives is it appropriate for the
Commission to relax some of its traditional consumer protection applicable to
wireline companies?

Sprint’s response:

The Commission’s ‘traditional’ regulations applicable to consumer protection
that currently apply to the ILEC and CLEC retail service providers (slamming,
cramming, 911, telecommunications relay service and 900 blocking) should
lessen any ILC regulations in order to standardize rules for all wireline providers,
including VoIP providers where allowed under the FCC’s preemption of state
regulation of VoIP service providers.

2. Are there core consumer protections (e.g. slamming, cramming, termination
notices, contract disclosure) that should be enforced by the Commission, not
withstanding the existence of competitive choices? Should a set of core consumer
protections apply to wireless and VoIP/cable telephony, as well as traditional
wireline?

Sprint’s response:

Regulation of the competitive wireless market is unnecessary and the
Commission should not change its practice of not regulating wireless providers.

The Commission should evaluate the need for minimal regulations of other types

of competitive service providers, to include VoIP providers.
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3. Does the Commission have a unique role to play in addressing consumer
complaints? Should a common forum for the timely handling of consumer
complaints be available under the auspices of the Commission? In other words,
should the Commission’s complaint handling function and the authority to
enforce core consumer protections be extended to wireless and VoIP / cable
telephony? If so, what should the nature and scope of the functions be?

Sprint’s response:
Regulation of the competitive wireless market is unnecessary and the
Commission should not change its practice of not regulating wireless providers.

VoIP / cable telephony providers relative to complaint handling should be treated

no differently than CLECs are today.

Service Quality
1. How should we adapt our service quality regulations to the marketplace realities?
Sprint’s response:

In a competitive marketplace, where consumers have a true choice of service
provider, the traditional service quality regulations imposed on the ultimate
service provider are not required. The consumer will choose a service provider
who meets the service quality they require. However, when the services provided
to the consumer are provide via the network of the ILEC (i.e. UNE-L,
interconnectiqn to the PSTN), the underlying carrier must be required to meet a
standard level of service quality to ensure that the dominant ILEC is not allowed

to undermine the quality of a competitor’s provision of service.

3. Should proactive service quality performance oversight and enforcement be
limited to less competitive markets or geographic areas? How can this be done in
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a manner that ensures the overall reliability of the underlying inputs, the
interconnected networks themselves?

Sprint’s response:
The proactive service quality performance oversight and enforcement of the
ILEC is essential to ensure a competitive marketplace is maintained when the
competitive service provider relies on the ILEC’s network for any portion of the
service provided (i.e. UNE-L, interconnection to the PSTN). Therefore, the
performance measurements for the ILEC are applicable to less competitive
markets as well as highly competitive markets or geographic areas to ensure

competition either enters such markets or continues in existing markets.

7. Should we modify, relax, or eliminate performance-based standards in
competitive markets?
Sprint’s response:

Performance-based standards should not be modified, relaxed, or eliminated
for the underlying carrier in either competitive or emerging competitive markets
to ensure competition continues. The evolution of technology that eliminates the
competitive service provider’s dependency on the wholesale ILECs loop still
requires that the ILEC continue to be required to perform at a standard acceptable
level for wholesale services including interconnection and porting.

8. Are performance standards essential to ensure that consumers have access to a
reliable, seamless network of networks and, if so, should they be changed?
Sprint’s response:
In a truly competitive market, performance standards are not essential to

ensure that consumers have access to reliable service from its direct service
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provider. However, to continue to ensure a seamless network of networks (i.e.
interconnection and porting), the existing wholesale performance standards that
exist for the ILEC are necessary and should not be modified.

17. Parts 602 (Consumer Relations and Operations Management) and 603 (Service
Standards were streamlined in 2000 to better reflect the competitive
environment: should these regulations be re-examined in light of the changing
market? Is additional streamlining needed?

Sprint’s response:

As Sprint noted in its genéral comments above, some definitions may need
to be modified and/or additional definitions included in Part 602 of the
Commission’s regulations to reflect the various modes in which
telecommunications services are being provided. For example, the definition of
“service provider” should be changed to reflect the provision of IP-enabled
telecommunications services and cable telephony by VoIP providers and cable
providers, to clarify that such service providers are entitled to interconnection to

the PSTN.

Level Playing Field

1. Recognizing that federal law plays a significant role in numbering
administration, should the numbering principles referred to above be equally
applicable to new, IP-based numbering solutions?

Sprint’s response:

The North American Numbering Council’s (“NANC's”) VoIP Service

Providers’ Access Requirements for NANP Resource Assignments Report

provided to the FCC on August 1, 2005, should be supported by the
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Commission. The requirements in this NANC Report should help to provide a
level playing field.

3. Do we need to implement additional number optimization measures in light of
the potential demand for numbers by new competitors?

Sprint’s response:

Sprint believes that the existing reporting requirements, along with the
requirements in the NANC Report as identified in item 1, should meet the
number optimization needs without any additional measures.

4. Are IP-enabled providers able to access the information they require from
telephone, cable, and wireless sources to support efficient management of their
operations? Do gaps in the availability of number portability represent an
impediment to choice?

Sprint’s response:

On-going analysis may be needed to determine if IP-enabled providers are
having problems with telephone, cable, and wireless sources to support efficient
management of their operations. Gaps in the availability of number portability

create an impediment to consumer choice.

Respectfully submitted,
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY L.P.

SPRINT SPECTRUM L.P. d/b/a SPRINT PCS

Tt ditid

Craig Dingwall
Karen R. Sistrunk
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Dated: August 15, 2005

Charles McKee

401 9™ Street, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20004
202-585-1940

Its Attorneys

-15-



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
-New York
CASE NO 05-C-0616

I, Mable L. Semple, certify that I have served a true copy of Sprint Communications
Company, L.P.,’s foregoing document in Docket No05-C-0616 upon the parties of record in

this proceedmg by Electronic Mail, First Class U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, and/or Federal
Express Overnight Delivery.

Dated at Washington, DC, August 15, 2005

PETER CATALANO, ESQ. ANDREW M. KLEIN, ESQ.

NYS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC DLA PIPER RUDNICK GRAY
SERVICE CARY US LLP

3 Empire State Plaza 1200 Nineteenth Street, NW
Albany, NY 12223- -1350 Suite 700

Tel: (518) 474-6522 Washington, DC 20036-2412
Fax:  (518) 486-5710 Tel: (202) 861-3827
E-mail:. Fax: (202) 689-8435
peter_catalano@dps.state.ny.us E-mail: Andrew.Klein@

DLAPiper.com
DAKIN LECAKES

NYS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC ROBERT PUCKETT
SERVICE : LOUIS MANUTA
3 Empire State Plaza NYS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Albany, NY 12223-1350 ', - ASSOCIATION, INC.
Tel: (518) 474-4536 . 100 State Street
Fax: (518) 483-7081 Suite 650
E-mail: Albany, NY 12207
dakin_lecakes@dps.state.ny.us Tel: (518) 443-2700
Fax: (518) 443-2810
NYS DPS Staff Case Mailbox E-mail: rpuckett@nysta.com
email address: lmanutalnysta.com

- case 05c0616@dps state. ny.us :
JOHN SUTPHEN

JOHN COLEMAN FAIRPOINT ‘COMMUNICATIONS
MARIA LEBOEUF One Taconic Place

NYS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC - Chatham, NY 12037
SERVICE Tel: (518) 392-1474

3 Empire State Plaza Fax: (518) 392-1290
Albany, NY 12223-1350 E-mail: Jjsutphen@

Tel: (518) 486-2947 (Coleman) fairpoint.com

Tel: (518) 474-1362 (LeBoeuf)
Fax: (518) 474-5616

E-mail: Jjohn_colemand

maria leboeuf@dps state.ny.us




CASE 05-C-0616

ROBERT A. GANTON, ESQ.

U.S. ARMY LEGAL SERVICES

AGENCY ,

901 N. Stuart Street

Suite 525

Arlington, VA 22203~1837

Tel: (703) 696-1645

Fax: (703) 696~1645

E~mail: Robert.ganton@
hgda.army.mil

MR. HARRY GILDEA

SNAVELY, KING, MAJOROUS,

O"CONNOR & LEE

1220 L Street,

Suite 410

Washington, DC 20005

Tel: (202) 371-0604

Fax: (202) 842-4966

E-mail: hgildea@
snavely-king.com

NW

CHERIE R. KISER

ERNEST C. COOPER

MINTZ, LEVIN, COHN, FERRIS,

FLOVSKY AND POPEO, P.C.

701 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20004

Tel: (202) 434-7300 (Kiser)

Tel: (202) 434~7314 (Cooper)

Fax: (202) 434-7400

E-mail: crkiser@mintz.com
eccooperfimintz.com

MICHAEL E. OLSEN

CABLEVISION LIGHTPATH, INC.

1111 Stewart Avenue

Bethpage, NY 10022

Tel: (516) 803-2300

Fax: (516) 803-2391

E-mail: meolsen@
cablevision.com

SCOTT SAWYER

ALAN M. SHOER

CONVERSENT COMMUNICATIONS

24 Albion Road

Suite 230

Lincoln, RI 02865

Tel: (401) 834-3377

Fax: (401) B34-3350

E-mail: ssawyer@conversent.com
ashoer@@conversent.com

As of August 12, 2005

ANDREW DICKEY

BESTWEB CLEC, LTID.

25 South Riverside Avenue
Croton-on-Hudson, NY 10520
Tel: (914) 271-4500 x101
Fak: (914) 271-4292
E~-mail: andy@bestweb.net

SANDRA DIIORIO THORN
JOSEPH A. POST

JOHN LACY CLARK

VERIZON

1095 Avenue of the Americas
New York, New York 10036

Tel: (212) 395-6515 (Thoxn)
Tel: (212) 395-6509 (Post)
Tel: (212) 395-5022

Fax: (212) 768-7569
E-mail:

sandra.d.thorn@verizon.com

" joseph.a.post@verizon.com

-2

E-mail:

BETH . FUJIMOTO -

john.l.clark@verizon.com’

THOMAS W. MCCARROLL
MARK D. SULLIVAN.
RICHARD C. BOZSIK
VERIZON _

158 State Street.
Albany, New York 12207

Tel: (518) 396-~1001 (McCarroll)
Tel: (518) 396-1010(Sullivan)
Tel: (518) 396-1020 (Bozsik)
Fax: {518) 465-8488

E-mail:

thomas.w.mccarroll@verizon.com
mark.d.sullivan@verizon.com
richard.c.bozsik@verizon.com

BEN WILES, ESQ.
PUBLIC UTILITY LAW PROJECT
90 State Street
Suite 601
Albany, NY 12207
Tel: (518) 449-3375 x14
Fax: (518) 449-1769%
bwiles@pulp.tc

| T,

3

CINGULAR WIRELESS .
P. O Box" 97061 RTE 1
Redmond, WA 98073-9761

+ Tel: (425) 580-1822
Fax: (425) 580-8652
E-mail:

beth.fujimotolcingular.com




CASE 05-C-0616

BRIAN T. FITZGERALD
LEBOEUF, LAMB, GREENE
& MACRAE, LLP

One Commerce Plaza
Suite 2020

99 Washington Avenue
Albany, New York 12210

Tel: (518) 626-5000
Fax: (518) 626-39010
E-mail: bfitzgerald@llgm.com

(For Time Warner Telecom)

MARTIN C. ROTHFELDER
ROTHFELDER, STERN LLC
625 Central Avenue
Westfield, NJ 07090

Tel: (908) 301-1211
Fax: (908) 301-1212
E-mail: mcrothfelder@

rothfelderstern.com
(For Nextel of NY,
Partners, Inc.)

KEITH J. ROLAND, ESQ.
ROLAND, FOGEL, KOBLENZ &
PETROCCIONE, LLP

One Columbia Place
Albany, NY 12207

Tel: (518) 434-811i2
Fax: (518) 434-3232
Email: kroland@rfkplaw.com

KEITH H. GORDON

OFFICE OF THE NYS ATTORNEY
GENERAL

120 Broadway

New York, NY 10271

Tel: (212) 416-8320
Fax: (212) 416-8877
Email:

keith.gordon@oag.state.ny.us

ELISE L. HILLER »

THE CABLE TELEVISION &
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION
OF NEW YORK, INC.

80 State Street

10" Floor

Albany, NY 12207

Tel: (518) 463-6676

Fax: (518) 463-0574

E-mail: elh@nycap.rr.com

Inc., Nextel

As of August 12, 2005

ALLISON LEE
PATRICIA LYNCH ASSOCIATES

111 Washington Avenue
Albany, NY 12210

Tel: (518) 432-9220
Fax: (518) 432-9186
E-mail:

alee@plynchassociates.com
(For Cablevision)

RICHARD BERKLEY

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON
CORPORATIONS, AUTHORITIES,
AND COMMISSIONS

422 Legislative Office Bldg.

Albany, NY 12248
Tel: (518) 455-5753
Fax: (518) 455-5920

E-mail:
berkler@assembly.state.ny.us

CHARLES WILLIAMS

MCI

99 Washington Avenue
Albany, NY 12210
Tel: (518) 433-4003
Fax: (518) 433-4078
E-mail:

charles.williams@mci.com

ANDREA EDMONDS
KELLEY DRYE & WARREN LLP
1200 19™ sStreet NW
Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: (202) 955-9621
Fax: (202) 955-9792
E-mail: .
aedmonds@kelleydrye.com
(For Competitive Carrier
Group) :

GREGG C. SAYRE, ESQ.

JULIANA JANSON

FRONTIER AND CITIZENS
COMMUNICATIONS

180 South Clinton Avenue
Rochester, NY 14646

Tel: (585) 777-5054

Fax: (585) 263-9986

Email:
gregg.sayre@frontiercorp.com
juliana.janson@frontiercorp.com



CASE 05-C-0616

LAWRENCE MALONE, ESQ.
COUCH WHITE, LLP

540 Broadway

Albany, NY 12201

Tel: (518) 320-3441
Fax: (518) 426-0376
E-mail: lmalone@couchwhite.com

(For Cable Association)

DOUGLAS ELFNER

DAVID PRESTEMON

GREGG COLLAR

NEW YORK STATE CONSUMER
PROTECTION BOARD

5 Empire State Plaza

Suite 2101

Albany, NY 12223-1556

Tel: (518) 486-6532 (Elfner)
Tel: (518) 474-5016(Prestemon)
Tel: (518) 474-1811(Collar)
Fax: (518) 473-7482

E-mail:

delfner@consumer.state.ny.us
dprestemon@consumer.state.ny.us
gregg.collar@consumer.state.
ny.us

THOMAS J. MOONMAN

KRASKIN, MOONMAN & COSSON, LLC

2120 L St. NW

Suite 520

Washington,

Tel: (202) 296-8890

Fax: (202) 296-8893

E-mail: tmoorman@
independent-tel.com

(For Small Company Coalition)

DC 20037

ANNE VANBUREN

THE BUSINESS COUNCIL OF NEW
YORK STATE

152 Washington Avenue

Albany, NY 12210
Tel: (518) 465-7511
Fax: (518) 465-4389
E-mail:

anne.vanburen@bcnys.org

As of August 12, 2005

CHARLES C. HUNTER, ESQ.
BROADVIEW NETWORKS, INC.

115 Stevens Avenue

Seventeenth Floor

Valhalla, NY 10595

Tel: (914) 468-8214

Fax: (914) 742-5818 :
Email: chunter@broadviewnet.com
(For Bridgecom International,
Inc.

JUDY MESSENGER

PAETEC COMMUNICATIONS
One Paetec Plaza e
600 Willowbrook Plaza
Fairport, NY 14450

Tel: (585) 340-2822
Fax: {585) 340-2563
E-mail:

judy.messenger@paetec.com

DAVID P. WARNER, ESQ.
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY
OF NEW YORK, INC. AND ORANGE
& ROCKLAND UTILTIES, INC.

4 Irving Place, Room 1815-S
New York, NY 10003

Tel: (212) 460-4286
Fax: (212) 677-5850
E-mail: warnerd@coned.com

RUDY STEGEMOELLER

PLUG POWER, INC.

P.0O. Box 359

Poestenskill, NY 12140

Tel: (518) 283-0933

E-mail: rudysteg@capital.net

J.K. HAGE III, ESQ.
HAGE & HAGE, LLC

610 Charlotte Street
Utica, NY 13501-2909
Tel: (315) 797-9850
Fax: (315) 797-1721
E-mail: jk@hagelaw.com




CASE 05-C-0616

ANDREW FISHER

IDT AMERICA, CORPORATION
520 Broad Street, 4 Floor
Newark, NJ 07102

Tel: (973) 438-3683

Fax: (973) 438-1455
E-mail:
andrew.fisher@corp.idt.net

AL WOOD

THE CLEARING HOUSE
450 West 33%™ Street
New York, NY 10001

Tel: (212) 613-0143
Fax: (212) 564-5109
E-mail: al.wood@nych.org

ARTHUR L. TRAGER

SECURITIES INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION
120 Broadway

New York, NY 10271

Tel: (212) 608-1500
Fax: (212) 587-3988
E-mail: atrager@sia.com

MICHAELEEN I. TERRANA
HENRY D. LEVINE

LAURA MCDONALD

KEVIN DILALLO

LEVINE, BLASZAK, BLOCK &
BOOTHBY, LLP

2001 L Street, N.W.
Suite 900

Washington, D.C. 20036
Tel: (202) 857-2550

Fax: (202) 223-0833

E-mail: mterranalb3law.com
hlevine@lb3law.com
lmcdonald@lb3law.com
kdilallo@lb3law.com

MICHELLE EUSANIO

SBC LONG DISTANCE, LLC
1010 N. St. Mary's St.,
San Antonio, Texas 78215

13-31

Tel: (210) 246-8753
Fax: (210) 246-8759
E-mail: me7826@sbc.com

As of August 12, 2005

BRUCE C. BOHNSACK
GERMANTOWN TELEPHONE
COMPANY, INC.

210 Main Street

P.O. Box 188

Germantown, NY 12526
Tel: (518) 537-6255
Fax: (518} 537-6700

E-mail: bruceb@gtowntel.com

LAURA GALLO

MCI, INC.

200 Park Avenue

6 Floor

New York NY 10166

Tel: (212) 519-4436

Fax: (212) 519-4811

Email: laura.gallo@mci.com

JOSEPH P. FIORILLO
INTELECOM SOLUTIONS, INC.
25 West Jefryn Boulevard
Deer Park, NY 11729

Tel: (631) 240-9008
Fax: (631) 243-2808
E-mail: joe@intele-com.com

MARK SELLOUK
TRANSBEAM

20 W. 36 Street
12t Floor

New York, NY 10018
Tel: (212) 631-8100
Fax: (212) 37%-1230

E-mail msellouk@transbeam.com

PEGGY RUBINO

TRINSIC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

601 South Harbour Island Blvd.

Suite 220

Tampa, FL 33602

Tel: (813) 233-4628

E-mail: prubino@trinsic.com




CASE 05-C~0616

ANNE MCPHERSON

JOSEPH SANDRI

1730 Rhode Island Avenue NW
Suite 317

Washington, DC 20036
Tel: (202) 223-2003
E-mail:

Amcpherson@firstavenet.com
Jsandri@firstavenet.com

KENNETH PERES

COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF
AMERICA

301 Third Street, NW
Washington, DC 20001-2797
Tel: (202) 434-1185

Fax: (202) 434-1201

E-mail: kperes@cwa-union.org

SUMANTA RAY
COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF
AMERICA .

80 Pine Street, 37" Floor
New York, NY 11050

Tel: (212) 344-2515
Fax: (212) 425-2947
E-mail: sray@cwa-union.org

JODI LARISON

UGI ENERGY SERVICES,
d/b/a GASMARK

P.O. Box 659

Nyack, NY 10960

Tel: (845) 353-7512
Fax: (845) 353-7511
jlarison@gasmark.com

INC.

DAVID P. WARNER, ESQ.
CONSOLIDATED EDISON COMPANY
OF NEW YORK, INC. and ORANGE &
ROCKLAND UTILITIES, INC.

4 Irving Place - Room 1815-S
New York, NY 10003

Tel: (212) 460-4286
Fax: (212) 677-5850
E-Mail: warnerdQconed.com

As of August 12, 2005

JOSEPH O. KALH

RCN TELECOM SERVICES, INC.
105 Carnegie Center
Princeton, NJ 08540

Tel: (609) 734-3827

E-mail: Jjoseph.kahl@rcn.net

ANTHONY HANSEL

COVAD COMMUNICATIONS

600 14" Street, NW

Suite 750

Washington, DC 20005

Tel: (202) 220-0410

Fax: (202) 220-0401
E-mail: thansel@covad.com

ADAM LEWIS

EUREKA NETWORKS ,

39 Broadway, 19*" Floor
New York, NY 10006

Tel: (212) 404-5179
Fax: (212) 404-5199
E-mail:

adam. lewis@eurekanetworks.net

KEVIN M. BRONNER, PH.D.

4 Georgian Terrace
Loudonville, NY 12211

Tel: (518) 489-5252

E-mail: Kbronner@nycap.rr.com

MARK A. KEFFER

AT&T

1120 20" Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Tel: (202) 457-3839
Fax: (202-457-3834
E-mail: mkeffer@lga.att.com

JAY E. GRUBER

AT&T

99 Bedford Street - 4™ Floor
Boston, MA 02111

Tel: (617) 574-3149

Fax: (617) 227-4420

E-mail: Jjegruber@lga.att.com




MARY E. BURGESS

RITA M. LANG.

AT&T ,

111 Washington Avenue

Albany, NY 12210 '

Tel: (518) 463- 3148(Burgess)

" Tel: (518) 463-3221 (Lang)

Fax: (518) 463-5943

E-mail: meburgess@att.com
rmlang@att.com

J.T, MEISTER, JR.

ALLTEIL, COMMUNICATIONS

One Allied Drive

" Little Rock, AR 72202

Tel: (501) 905-5619

Fax: (501) 905-5679
E-mail: ,
james.t.meister@alltel.com

JOHN G. WILLIAMS, ESQ.

NEW YORK STATE ASSEMBLY

~ Agency Bldg. 4, 12th Floor

Empire State Plaza -

Albany, NY 12248

Tel: (518) 455-4865

Fax: (518) 455-4175

E-mail: williaj@
assembly.§taté.ny.us

HARRY M. DAVIDOW

KELLEY DRYE & WARREN LLP
101 Park Avenue '

New York, New York 10178
Tel: (212) 808-7769
Fax: (212) 808-7897
E-mail:
hdavidow@kelleydrye.com

JASON KARP

KELLEY DRYE & WARREN LLP
8000 Towers Crescent Drive
Suite 1200

Vienna, Virginia 22182
Tel: (703) 918-2300

Fax: ({703) 918-2450
E-mail: '
aedmonds@kelleydrye.com

TODD DAUBERT
KELLEY DRYE & WARREN LLP

1200 19" Street

Suite 500 :
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: (202) 955-9788
E-mail:
tdaubert@kelleydrye com

JAMES FINKE
REGULATORY WATCH, INC
P.O. Box 815

Albany, New York 12201
Tel: (518) 426-5126
Fax: (518) 427-8227
E-mail:

jflnke@regulatorywatch com

MICHELE THOMAS

T~MOBILE USA, INC.

401 Ninth Street, NW

Suite 550

Washington, DC 20004

Tel: (202) 654-5900
E-mail:
Michele.Thomas@T-Mobile.com

LOLITA FORBES

SARAH WEISMAN ’

VERIZON WIRELESS

1300 I Street, NW

Suite 400 West

Washington, DC 20005

Tel: (202) 589-3772 (Forbes)

Tel: (202) 589-3764 (Weisman)

Fax: (202) 589-3750

E-mail: lolita.forbes@
verizonwireless.com

sarah.weisman@verizonwireless.

com ’

MARK ASHBY, ESQ.

. CINGULAR WIRELESS

5565 Glenridge Connector
Suite 1700

Atlanta, GA 30342

Tel: (404) 236-5568
Fax: (404) 236-5575
E-mail:
mark.ashby@cingular.com

8/15/05




