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lowa Telecommunication Services, Inc. (“lowa Telecom™) , by its attorney and
pursuant to Section 1.773(b) of the Commission’srules, 47 C.F.R. 8 1.773(b), and the
Commission’s Order in July 3, 2001 Annual Access Charge Tariff Filings, CCB/CPD 01-
08, DA 01-838 (released April 6, 2001), hereby submitsits Reply to the Petition of
AT&T Corp. filed in the above-captioned proceeding requesting, inter alia, that the
Commission suspend and investigate lowa Telecom’s annual interstate access tariff filing
issued on June 18, 2001.
l. lowa Telecom’s Annual Access Tariff Filing Should Not Be Suspended

Because AT& T Has Repeated The Same Frivolous Argument Regarding
Meet Point Billing That It Alleged Last Year.

AT&T clamsthat al local exchange carriers (“LECS’) subject to price cap
regulation have improperly treated each minute of use of their transport facilities that are

meet point billed as afull minute. * Thisis the same frivolous claim that AT& T alleged

LAT&T Petition at 22.



last year with respect to the year 2000 annual access tariff filings.? Last year, lowa
Telecom filed areply to these AT& T alegations, which is attached hereto as Exhibit A.
Initsreply, lowa Telecom demonstrated that adjusting the denominator in the transport
component of the Average Traffic Sensitive (“ATS”) charge calculation, asAT& T wants,
without adjusting the transport revenue based on full minutes of use in the numerator
would violate Section 61.3(e) of the Commission’s rules.®> lowa Telecom’sreply
showed that AT& T’ s claim ignores the fundamental nature of circuit-switched transport,
asaLEC stransport facilities are used for the entire duration of a call regardless of
whether there is a meet point billing arrangement.* Rather than repeat last year' s reply,
lowa Telecom hereby incorporates by reference its reply filed last year and attached as
Exhibit A.

The petition that AT& T has filed this year makes no attempt to respond to any of
the points made in last year’ s reply filed by lowa Telecom. Instead, AT&T baldly asserts
the same claims about meet point billing that are economically and logically flawed. The
AT&T Petition is clearly devoid of any merit and should be promptly denied.

According to Section 1.773(a)(1) (iv) of the Commission’ rules,” atariff filing by

aprice cap LEC is primafacie lawful, and will not be suspended by the Commission

2 Likelast year's petition, the petition that AT& T has filed this year does not specifically
mention lowa Telecom’ s tariff filing in the body of the petition. lowa Telecom has again
prepared areply to AT& T’ s allegations regarding meet point billing because it appears
that AT&T intends for its alegations to apply to all price cap LECs.

347 CF.R. §61.3(e).

* AT&T provides no explanation why the meet point billed transport facilities of a LEC
subject to rate of return regulation are used for afull minute while the transport
facilities of aprice cap LEC are used for less than afull minute.

® 47 C.F.R. § 1.773(a)(1)(iv).



unless: (1) aprice cap LEC has not provided supporting data or (2) thereisa*high
probability” that the tariff filing is unlawful and will cause “irreparable injury” if not
suspended. With its 2001 annual tariff filing, lowa Telecom filed the supporting data
required by the Commission’srules. AT&T has not shown, nor even alleged, otherwise.
AT& T’ s Petition certainly has not satisfied the heavy burden of proof of “high
probability” and “irreparable injury” required for a suspension. To the contrary, AT&T's
allegations about meet point billing are groundless on their face and have no prospect of
succeeding. Evenif AT&T's meet point billing claim had any merit, which it does not,
irreparable injury would not occur if lowa Telecom'’ stariff filing was not suspended
because AT& T can seek damages for any violations of the Commission’s rules by filing a
formal complaint.

lowa Telecom’s 2001 annual tariff filing was filed in full compliance with the
Commission’s rules and the CALLS Order.® The reasons given by the Commission for
suspending lowa Telecom'’ s tariff filing last year are not applicable to this year’ s filing.
The Commission suspended all of the LECs 2000 annual access tariff filings because
price cap LECs were required to make a collective $2.1 billion reduction in switched
access usage charges last year. The Commission was therefore concerned that any
adjustment to the tariff rates filed last year by one price cap LEC would require rate
adjustments by all price cap LECs.” This year, each price cap LEC independently

calculated its rates, and there was no collective rate reduction. Therefore, a suspension of

® Federal-State Joint Board On Universal Service, Eleventh Report and Order, 15 FCC
Rcd 12962 (2000) (“CALLS Order™).

7 2000 Annual Access Tariff Filings, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 15 FCC Rcd
11741, 11742 (2000).



another price cap LEC s 2001 annual access tariff filing does not warrant a suspension of
lowa Telecom’ s tariff filing.
. The Sole Impact of the CALLS Order Will Be Higher Consumer Rates and

the Enrichment of AT& T UnlessAT& T Lowers Consumer Ratesto Reflect
Reductionsin Switched Access Rates.

Incredibly, AT&T claims it wants a suspension and investigation of the annual
access tariff filings “so that consumers receive the full benefits of the CALLS plan.”®
However, the only way for consumers to benefit from the CALLS Order isfor AT&T to
reduce consumer rates to reflect the enormous reductions in switched access charges that
have occurred since its implementation. While lowa Telecom was not a party to the
CALLS agreement, lowa Telecom has drastically reduced its switched access rates as
mandated by the CALLS Order. Those access charge reductions resulted in AT& T
paying less to lowa Telecom, but did not result in consumers paying lessto AT&T. So
far, the CALLS Order has adversely impacted AT& T consumers because AT& T has
increased its long distance rates rather than reduce them. Infact, AT& T has announced
an 11% increasein its basic rates for 28 million consumers that will take effect on July 1,
2001. °
II1.  Conclusion.

lowa Telecom’s 2001 annual access tariff filing fully complies with the
Commission’s rules and the CALLS Order. lowa Telecom has done its part; it has

drastically reduced its switched access charges since the issuance of the CALLS Order.

However, lowa Telecom has no means of extending the benefits of those rate reductions

8 AT& T Petition at 21.

® Long —Distance Provider To Increase Standard Rates, Wall St. J., June 4, 2001, at BS.



beyond AT&T, to consumers. Only AT& T can reduce the rates charged to consumers to
reflect the enormous reduction in switched access charges mandated by the CALLS
Order.

AT& T’ s Petition repeats the same frivolous claim that it made last year regarding
ameet point billing adjustment to the ATS charge calculation. It has not met the heavy
burden of proof required for a suspension and certainly has not demonstrated that lowa
Telecom'’ stariff filing raises any substantial issue of lawfulness. Accordingly, lowa
Telecom respectfully requests that AT& T’ s Petition be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

IOWA TELECOMMUNICATIONS
SERVICES, INC.

James U. Troup

Its Attorney
Arter & Hadden,LLP
Suite 400K
1801 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006
Ted (202) 775-7100
Fax (202) 857-0172

June 29, 2001
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Beforethe
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

2000 Annual Access Tariff Filings

N N N N N

Reply of
| owa Telecommunications Services, Inc.

lowa Telecommunications Services, Inc. (lowa Telecom), by its attorneys,
submits its Reply to the Petition of AT&T Corp. filed in the referenced proceeding
requesting, inter alia, that the Commission suspend and investigate lowa Telecom’s
interstate access tariff, filed June 16, 2000. AT&T has failed to demonstrate that l1owa
Telecom’s tariff filing raises substantial issues of lawfulness justifying a suspension.> As
discussed below, lowa Telecom prepared its initial tariff in compliance with the FCC's
Rules and the recently adopted CALLS Order.> Accordingly, AT& T's Petition must be
denied.
l. AT& T’ sProposed Meet Point Billing Adjustment |s Not Warranted

AT&T argues generaly that, “LECs should be required to apply a meet-point
percentage to their meet-point and other jointly-provided traffic and to provide a

n3

complete explanation for their transport volumes.”> AT&T claims that all price cap

! Se eg., Long-Term Telephone Number Portability Tariff Filings of U S WEST
Communications, Inc., 14 FCC Rcd 4383 (March 25, 1999) (The Commission may suspend a
tariff only if petitioner raises “substantial issues of lawfulness that warrant an investigation”).

2 Access Charge Reform, Sixth Report and Order in CC Docket Nos. 96-262 and 94-1, Report
and Order in CC Docket No. 96-45, FCC 00-193, released May 31, 2000 (“ CALLS Order™)

% AT&T Petition at 10 et. seq. lowa Telecom is referenced a single time in Appendix A to

AT& T s Petition which smply lists al the carriers subject to AT& T’ s Petition without providing
any description or alegations concerning the carriers' tariffs. Unlike most of the price cap
carriers named in Appendix A, lowa Telecom is not specifically named in any portion of AT&T'S



LECs (with the exception of BellSouth) have improperly counted each minute of meet-
point traffic as a full transport minute. AT&T further argues that this practice results in
the understatement of transport costs “actually incurred by IXCs” As its proffered
remedy, AT&T proposes that the price cap LECs “be required to multiply each meet-
point minute by a fraction that represents the portion of these transport links that is
provided by the individual LEC.”

AT&T's reasoning is economicaly and logically flawed and contrary to the
FCC'srules. Accordingly, it should be promptly rejected.

As an initial matter, it should be noted that BellSouth’s workpaper calculations
areimmaterial to lowa Telecom’srates. lowa Telecom is not privy to the development of
BellSouth’s 2000 annual access charge tariff filing. The calculations made therein and
the labels used by BellSouth to display its calculations are relevant only to its tariff filing
and cannot be fairly used by the Commission to draw any conclusions about lowa
Telecom'’ s proposed access charge rates.

A. Section 61.3(e) Requires Price Cap LECsto Include M eet-Point Billed
MOUsfor the Base Period

Section 61.3(e) of the FCC's rules defines how price cap LECs are required to
calculate the Average Traffic Sensitive (“ATS’) charge. As part of that calculation, price
cap LECs must divide their proposed Transport revenues by “incumbent LEC only base

period MOUs (including meet-point billing arrangements for jointly-provided interstate

Petition where it alleges issues concerning the lawfulness of tariffs. lowa Telecom has prepared
the instant reply to AT& T’ s allegations concerning the meet point billing adjustment because it
appearsthat AT& T intended its allegations to apply to all price cap LECs. However, without
making a specific alegation concerning lowa Telecom'’ stariff, AT& T hasfailed to follow the
requirements of Section 1.773 to provide any “ specific reasons’ why lowa Telecom’ s tariff filing
warrants suspension. 47 C.F.R. §1.773.



access by an incumbent LEC and any other LEC).”* This rule does not require or even
permit an incumbent LEC to make any adjustments to its MOUSs or even its meet-point
billed MOUs. Indeed, the CALLS access charge reform plan that was placed on public
notice for comments did not even contain any proposal for adjustments to meet-point
MOUSs. Rather, the CALLS plan proposed and the FCC mandated that price cap LECs
include all MOUs from jointly provided traffic in the divisor for calculating their ATS
charge factors.

In essence, AT&T claims that there is a defect in using MOUs as the proper
measure of transport usage when transport involves a meet point billing arrangement.
Even if AT&T were correct, and it isnot, AT&T’s logic would require making the same
adjustment to the numerator of the transport component of the ATS charge because full
MOUSs are present there. Transport revenues, the numerator in the transport component
of the ATS calculation, is based on actual revenues derived from full minutes of use and
actual distance for al transport provided. If minutes of use in the denominator of the
transport component of the ATS calculation were adjusted as AT&T suggests, logic
requires that the numerator also be adjusted by the same factor to reduce LEC revenues
associated with meet point billed transport. Of course the CALLS Order provides for
neither of these adjustments.

The Commission’s rules often require regulated companies to make specified
adjustments of one form or another. For example, Section 76.922(d)(3)(ii) of the
Commission’s rules provides that a cable television system “must adjust its rates in the

next calendar year quarter for any decrease in programming costs that results from the

* 47 C.F.R. 861.3(¢).



deletion of a channel or channels from a regulated tier.”> If the FCC had intended price
cap LECs to make adjustments to their meet-point MOUs, it would have provided
detailed specifications for how such adjustments were to be made. Further, the CALLS
order would have discussed the rationale for the FCC's adoption of such a requirement.
None of these events occurred; therefore, under both the Communications Act of 1934, as
amended (“Act”)® and the Administrative Procedures Act (“APA”),’ price cap LECs are
not required to make AT& T’ s fanciful and self-serving adjustment.

B. AT&T’'sComparison of It’s Expensesto the Access Service Prices of
Only Some LECsis Mideading

AT&T has confused its expenses for access services with the rates charged by
only some of the LECs on a meet-point billed route. AT&T states on page 10 of its
Petition that “the average per minute transport rates calculated by the LECs understate
the average transport costs actually incurred by IXCs.” lowa Telecom submits that, as a
fundamenta principle of economics, the rates charged by some individual LECs for
meet-point traffic and the average costs incurred by an IXC for such traffic cannot be the
same—except as a matter of accident.?

Generally, originating meet-point traffic is transported by a smaller LEC with
relatively high costs and, axiomatically, higher prices for access service (“LEC-A”) and a

larger LEC with relatively lower costs and prices for access service (“LEC-B”).° The

® 47 C.F.R. §76.922(d)(3)(ii).

®47 U.S.C. 88151 et seq.

"5U.S.C. 8§ 551 et seq.

® The only time when the composite of the two LECS’ transport prices (after adjustment for
mileage factors) would equal the IXC's costs for transport would be when both LECs charged the
identical price for transport.

® The opposite switching and transport pattern takes place with terminating access service traffic.



prices charged by the two LECs for transport to the IXC, when combined, will result in
the affected IXC having a transport cost for traffic on the meet-point route that is greater
than the price charged by LEC-B, but lower than the price charged by LEC-A.

The concept can be understood with a simple example. Assume that LEC-A’s
per-minute transport rate is $0.01 for a ten-mile call, and that LEC-B’s per-minute
transport rate is $0.005 for aten-mile call. Further assume that the billing percentages for
the two LECs are 45% and 55% respectively, and that the rating distance for transporting
an access charge call between the two LECs is ten miles. Using these figures one can
readily calculate the transport charges applicable to calls of varying lengths in time, as

shown in the following table:

Tablel
Call Duration in Transport Charges Transport Charges Transport Charges Paid
Minutes Billed by LEC-A Billed by LEC-B by IXC
1 $0.0045 $0.00275 $0.00725
2 $0.0090 $0.00550 $0.01450
5 $0.0225 $0.01375 $0.03625
10 $0.0450 $0.02750 $0.07250
25 $0.1125 $0.02750 $0.18125
100 $0.4500 $0.27500 $0.72500

lowa Telecom submits that Table 1 demonstrates that, for meet-point billed
traffic, the transport price charged by an individual LEC smply could not equa the
transport costs incurred by an IXC. Further there is no logical or economic reason that
LEC-B’s (the presumed price cap LEC in this example) meet-point billing MOUSs should
be adjusted to force an artificial matching of just LEC-B’s transport rate with the IXC's
costs for transport.

C. Both LECsIncur a Full Minute' s Transport Costsfor Each Minute of
M eet-Point Billed Traffic




AT&T's sef-serving argument also ignores the fundamental nature of circuit-
switched transport.”® When an access service call is transported by LEC-A to LEC-B for
delivery to an IXC, both LECs devote one entire voice path in their jointly provided inter-
office trunk to the call. This circuit is working and, therefore, generating costs for both
LECs during the entire duration of the call. Since the IXC in question uses the local
networks of both LECs during the entire call, it only stands to reason that both LECs
should charge the IXC their individua transport rates for the entire length of the access
service call.

It is easy to see that AT&T is attempting to confound the concepts of time and
distance. Assume that a ten-minute transport cal is made from LEC-A’s exchange
through LEC-B’s exchange for delivery to an IXC's switch. Using the assumptions
underlying Table 1's examples, LEC-A transports this particular call 4.5 miles and LEC-
B transports it 5.5 miles. Under AT&T’'s proposed formula, LEC-A’s reportable
transport minutes would be only 4.5, because it carried the call only 45% of the total ten-
mile distance. At the same time, LEC-B’s reportable transport minutes would be only
5.5, because it carried the call only 55% of the total ten-mile distance. Time and distance
are not interchangeable. A ten-minute call lasts ten-minutes whether it is transported fifty
feet or 2000 miles. A LEC incurs ten minutes of transport costs for a ten-minute call
whether it carries that call one percent or 100 percent of the total transport distance.

AT& T sargument is fatally flawed and must be rejected.

What AT&T does not inform the Commission is the financial windfall that AT& T is seeking
through its specious reasoning. AT&T issimply trying to twist the FCC’s formula for
calculating al price cap LECS ATS charges by reducing the number of MOUs in the
formula s denominator. Thisdistortion, if permitted by the Commission, would have the
result of overstating each price cap LEC's ATS charge. By creating ATS charges that are
incorrectly high, AT& T hopes to achieve access charge rate reductions that are greater than
those contemplated by the CALLS access charge reform plan.



. AT&T’slIncreasein itsBasic Interstate L ong Distance Prices Following FCC
Approval of the CALLS Access Charge Reform Order Has Undermined All
“Customer Benefits’ of the CALLSPlan

AT&T obscures, with the cloak of “consumer benefit,” its self-serving plan to
obtain a financial windfall through its distortion of the plain meaning of Section 61.3(e)
of the FCC's rules. According to AT&T,* if the FCC fails to rewrite its formula for
calculating each price cap LEC's ATS charge for meet-point billed traffic, “customers
will not receive the full amount of benefits intended by the CALLS plan.”

Recent developments demonstrate that AT&T's level of concern for typical
residential and small business end user customers is low and, further calls into question
whether the CALLS plan is a positive development for the nation’s consumers. As the
FCC is well aware, AT&T’s initial response to the unprecedented access charge rate
reductions required by the FCC’ s decision to make the CALLS access charge reform plan
mandatory was to increase AT&T's basic rate for interstate long distance service from
26¢ per minute (daytime) to 29¢ per minute—an increase of more than 11.5%. See
Transmittal No. 11632, AT&T Tariff Nos. 13 and 27, filed June 23, 2000. AT&T's
reaction to drastically reduced access charge expenses was to boost rates for the lowest-
volume end user customers. Accordingly, it is quite likely that AT&T is simply looking
to distort Part 61 of the FCC's rules to obtain even more cost savings that benefit its
shareholders, rather than to reduce its long distance prices for those ordinary consumers
least able to afford basic long distance telephone service. It is not proper or lawful for
AT&T to attempt to distort the FCC's price cap rules to wring unfair and unwarranted
access charge rate reductions just to bolster AT& T’ s financial performance. That simply

is not the purpose of either the Act or the CALLS access charge reform plan.

L AT&T Petition at 12.



AT& T’ s recent tariff filing provides ample evidence that the Commission should
take a step back and rethink what it has wrought with the CALLS Order. Clearly, AT&T
and the Commission are of two distinct mindsets. AT&T issimply using the tariff review
process to lower its access service costs with no intent to pass any savings on to its
customers. End user savings was the mgor benefit of the CALLS plan. Yet, AT&T
continues to ignore its part of the CALLS bargain. Consequently, lowa Telecom herein
submits that serious consideration should be given to the call by Commissioner Tristani
to put the CALLs plan on “hold"*? until and unless the FCC can rein in the rogue
members of the CALLS coadlition.

II1.  Conclusion

At the outset, AT&T argues generaly that all price cap local exchange carriers
have taken actions “that violate the spirit of the CALLS agreement.”** As demonstrated
herein, lowa Telecom, while not a party to the CALLS agreement, has prepared and
made its tariff filing in full compliance with the FCC's Rules and the CALLS Order,
including the calculation of itstarget ATS charge. Iowa Telecom has done its part, it has
filed its tariff using rates in full compliance with the CALLS Order. It is now incumbent
upon AT& T, amember of the CALLS codlition, to reduce its rates so that consumers will
see a reduction in their basic long distance rates. It remains to be seen if AT&T will

uphold its end of the CALLS “deal.”**

2 gatement of FCC Commissioner Gloria Tristani, News Release, released June 23, 2000
(Tristani Statement).

B AT&T Petition at 2.

YSee, Tristani Statement; see also Statement of FCC Chairman William E. Kennard Regarding
AT&T Tariff Filing, News Release, released June 23, 2000.



In summary, lowa Telecom’s initia tariff filing is in full compliance with the

FCC's Rules and CALLS Order. AT&T has failed to demonstrate that lowa Telecom’'s

tariff presents substantial issues of lawfulness. Accordingly, lowa Telecom respectfully

requeststhat AT& T’ s Petition be denied.

Arter & Hadden,LLP
Suite 400K

1801 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 775-7100

fax (202) 857-0172

Respectfully submitted,

IOWA TELECOMMUNICATIONS
SERVICES, INC.
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James U. Troup
Robert Jackson
Brian D. Robinson

Its Attorneys



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, James U. Troup, hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Reply of lowa
Telecommunications Services, Inc. has been sent via first-class mail, postage pre-paid this

29th day of June, 2001, to the following:

Scott Terry

ALLTEL Communications
P.O. Box 2177

Little Rock, AR 72203-2177

Richard M. Sharatta

General Attorney

BellSouth Corporation

675 West Peachtree Street, Suite 4300
Atlanta, GA 30375

Mike Bishop

Cincinnati Bell Telephone

201 East 4th Street, Room 102-890
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Michael N. Giles

Manager, Access Costing & Pricing
Citizens Communications

5600 Headquarters Drive

Plano, TX 75024

Patricia Casurella
Frontier Communications
14450 Burnhaven Drive
Burnsville, MN 55306

Kevin Clinefelter

Frontier Telephone of Rochester, Inc.
180 S. Clinton Avenue, 4th Floor
Rochester, NY 14646

John Kure

Qwest

1020 19th Street, NW, Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Peter Sywenki

Director-Federal Regulatory Relations
Sprint LTC

401 9th Street, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, DC 20004

Leonard Beurer

Director of Rates and Tariffs

VALOR Telecommunications Enterprises
Las Colinas Tower |

201 E. John Carpenter Freeway, Suite 200
Irving, TX 75062

Alex Vega

Area Manager - Tariff Administration
SBC Communications

Four Bell Plaza, Room 1970.04
Dallas, TX 75202

Gregory J. Vogt

Attorney for VALOR Telecommunications
Wiley, Rein & Fielding

1776 K Street, NW

Washington, DC 20554

Kenneth W. Rust

Director, Federal Relations
Verizon Telephone Company (East)
1300 | Street, NW, Suite 400 West
Washington, DC 20005

Don Fowler

Verizon Telephone Company (West)
600 Hidden Ridge, HQE02B20
Irving, TX 75038

Pamela Gaary

Attorney for Beehive Telephone Telephone Co.
Lukas, Nace, Gutierrez & Sachs

1111 Nineteenth Street, NW, Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036



Ron Ottaway

Sr. Consultant
GVNW

3220 Pleasant Run
Springfield, IL 62707

Dae Green

Vice President Regulatory/Legal

TXU Communications Telephone Company
321 North First Street

Lufkin, TX 75901

Bill Cook

Director, Access Tariffs/Access Planning
National Exchange Carrier Association
80 South Jefferson Road

Whippany, NJ 07981

Dorothy Atwood

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-C450

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Magalie Roman Salas

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, TW-A325

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Richard Lerner

Competitive Pricing Division

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-A221

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Jane E. Jackson

Competitive Pricing Division

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-A225

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

JudithNitche

Tariff and Pricing Analysis Branch
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-A121

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Rodney Thiemann

Rates and Tariffs Manager

Great Plains Communications, Inc.
P.O. Box 500

Blair, NE 68008

Daniel Weaver

Staff Director

John Staurulakis, Inc.
6315 Seabrook Road
Seabrook, MD 20706

Luis Caldero

Director-Tariffs and Separations
Puerto Rico Telephone Company
P.O. Box 360998

San Juan, PR 00936-0998

Ra] Kannan

Competitive Pricing Division

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-A260

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Aaron Golldschmidt

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-A263

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

R.L. Smith

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-A161

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554



Douglas Galbi

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-A347

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Paula-Ann Cech

Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-A235

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Ken Moran

Accounting and Audits Division
Federal Communications Commission
The Portals, 5-C463

445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

ITS

Federa Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

James U. Troup



