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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS FOR THE RECORD.
My name is David L. Kaserman. My business address is the Department of Economics,

203 Lowder Business Building, Auburn University, Auburn, Alabama, 36849.

WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT POSITION?

I am currently the Torchmark Professor of Economics at Auburn University

WOULD YOU PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR QUALIFICATIONS?
Yes. Thold a Ph.D. degree in Economics from the University of Florida (1976). My
principal field of interest is industrial organization, which encompasses the subject areas
of antitrust economics and the economics of regulation. I have approximately thirty years
of experience as a professional economist. During that time, I have held positions both in
government agencies (e.g., the Federal Trade Commission) and in academic institutions.
My primary research interests involve application of microeconomic and
industrial organization analysis to public policy issues, and those interests are reflected in
my ongoing research and publications. Over the course of my career, I have published
over a hundred articles in professional economic journals. Twenty-five of these have
dealt directly with public policy issues in telecommunications. These papers have

appeared in the American Economic Review, the Review of Economics and Statistics, the

Journal of Law and Economics, the Antitrust Bulletin, and numerous other journals. Ten

of these papers have been reprinted in edited volumes. In addition, I have co-authored
four books -- two textbooks and two research monographs. Most of these publications

fall within the areas of antitrust economics, telecommunications, and public policy.
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During my academic career, | have received more than a dozen research grants and
awards.

Over the past two decades, I have consulted on numerous antitrust cases and
regulatory hearings. The latter have focused upon policy issues in the
telecommunications industry. I have been retained by both government agencies and
private firms on behalf of both plaintiffs and defendants. I have testified in federal court,
before the Federal Trade Commission, the Federal Communications Commission, and
more than fifteen state regulatory commissions.

A copy of my resume, which documents my education, employment history,
publications, and testimony experience, is attached to this testimony as Exhibit DLK-1.
ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING?

Florida Competitive Carriers Association/Competitive Carriers of the South, Inc., AT&T
Communications of the Southern States, LLC, MClImetro Access Transmission Services,
LLC, MCI WORLDCOM Communications, Inc., and Florida Digital Network, Inc. d/b/a

FDN Communications.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?

I would like to respond to some of the issues raised by other parties’ experts in this
proceeding. Specifically, I will evaluate the merits of the proposals contained in Verizon
witness Dr. Danner’s and the Small LECs witness Mr. McCabe’s direct testimonies. In
particular, I will focus on: (1) the proposal to establish a state-level universal service
fund; and (2) the proposal (advanced by Mr. McCabe only) to require all

telecommunications providers to contribute to such a fund.
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I conclude that the rather modest changes to the Lifeline service eligibility requirements
are unlikely to create the need for a universal service fund in this state. I also conclude

(in agreement with Dr. Danner) that, if such a fund were instituted, contributors should be

limited to local exchange customers only.

Q. WHAT ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN THE COMMISSION’S ORDER DOES YOUR
TESTIMONY ADDRESS?

A. Issues 4 and 6A.

1I. UNIVERSAL SERVICE AND THE LIFELINE PROGRAM

Q. FROM AN ECONOMICS PERSPECTIVE, WHAT IS THE POLICY GOAL OF
UNIVERSAL SERVICE?

A. While policy makers have adopted a variety of definitions of the concept of universal
service over time. the economic definition of this term has remained constant.' To an
economist, the goal of universal service is to achieve maximum household subscription to
the public switched telecommunications network. That is, universal service would be
fully realized in an area if 100 percent of the households in that area are connected to the
local exchange.

As a practical matter, of course, 100 percent subscription is unlikely to ever be achieved
for a variety of reasons. As a result, economists have modified the goal to reflect this
fact. Accordingly, universal service policies have been implemented that are intended to

encourage the maximum rate of subscription that is practically feasible.

'For a brief history of how the definition of this term has evolved, see David L. Kaserman and John W. Mayo, “The

Quest for Universal Telephone Service: The Misfortunes of a Misshapen Policy,” in Telecommunications Policy:
Have Regulators Dialed the Wrong Number? Donald L. Alexander, editor, Praeger, Westport, CT, 1997.
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Q. WHAT IS THE STANDARD ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION FOR THE POLICY
GOAL OF UNIVERSAL SERVICE?

A. The goal of expanding telephone subscription rates beyond the level that would ordinarily
be observed in the absence of a universal service program is generally justified
economically by the so-called network externality.” That externality is thought to exist
because the value of telephone service to an individual customer is believed to increase
with the number of subscribers connected to the network.” That increased value is
termed an externality because each customer fails to take it into account when deciding
whether or not to purchase telephone service. Due to this external benefit of increased
subscribership, unaided market forces will result in a socially suboptimal level of
subscription. Public policy, then, may (in theory) increase overall social welfare by

adopting measures to raise subscription rates beyond those that result from unimpeded

market forces.

Q. IS THAT YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE PURPOSE OF FLORIDA’S
LIFELINE PROGRAM?

A. I believe that is the general economic purpose of that program. Of course, other, non-
economic policy reasons may also exist that support this objective. Specifically, as the
Florida Public Service Commission has ordered new pricing policies that are designed to
be more compatible with emerging competition in local exchange markets, concerns have

arisen that these policies (e.g., reduced carrier access charges and increased local rates)

For a discussion of the economics of the universal service objective, see Michael H. Riordan, “Universal
Residential Telephone Service,” Chapter 10 in the Handbook of Telecommunications Economics, Vol. 1, Martin E.
Cave, Summit K. Majumdar, and Ingo Vogelsang, editors, Elsevier, Amsterdam, 2002.

3For a critical evaluation of the network externality argument, see A.H. Bamett and David L. Kaserman, “The
Simple Welfare Economics of Network Externalities and the Uneasy Case for Subscribership Subsidies,” Journal of
Regulatory Econmics, Vol. 13 (May 1998), pp. 245-254.
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might cause residential subscription rates to decline below acceptable levels. To provide
a safeguard against such a decline, the Commission is relying upon this program which
allows qualifying customers to purchase local exchange service at subsidized rates.
HAS THE LIFELINE PROGRAM FULFILLED THIS PURPOSE?
Yes, observed subscribership rates suggest that it has been successful.” As Dr. Danner’s
direct testimony demonstrates, residential local exchange subscribership rates in Florida
have been and continue to be reasonably high in comparison with other states.’
Specifically, as Dr. Danner reports, household subscription was 93.9 percent in Florida in
1995. That figure is equal to the national average in that year. The subscription rate in
this state has risen to 95.1 percent in 2003, which is within a half a percentage point of
the national average of 95.5 percent. Thus, the objective of the Lifeline program appears
to have been achieved.

Q. ARE YOU AWARE THAT THE LIFELINE PROGRAM HAS A RELATIVELY
LOW RATE OF PARTICIPATION?

A. Yes. I have been informed that only about 14 percent of all eligible customers have

subscribed to this service.

Q. IN YOUR OPINION, DOES THAT LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION PRESENT A
PUBLIC POLICY PROBLEM?

A. No. In fact, the low program participation rate in conjunction with the continued high
residential telephone subscription rates are consistent with the well-known economic

characteristics of this industry. Specifically, as Dr. Danner points out in his direct

*Of course, this evidence alone is not sufficient to demonstrate that the Lifeline program has had any perceptible
effect, because we do not know what would have happened in the absence of this program.

*See the Direct Testimony of Carl R. Danner on Behalf of Verizon Florida, Inc., November 17, 2004, pp. 5-6
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testimony in this proceeding, the price elasticity of demand for local exchange access is
extremely low.® That is, local exchange customers are generally insensitive to the price
of basic local exchange service. As a consequence, it is simply not necessary to subsidize
many customers in order to maintain high rates of subscription. Moreover, because any
subsidy program necessarily creates economic inefficiencies of its own, universal service
programs should be kept at the minimum levels necessary to sustain reasonable
subscribership rates. That is, unless the low Lifeline participation rate results in
unacceptable levels of telephone subscribership (which it has not done) it does not appear

to present a genuine public policy issue.”

Q. DO YOU HAVE AN OPINION OF WHY THE PARTICIPATION RATE FOR
THE LIFELINE PROGRAM IS SO LOW?

A, I have not conducted a study regarding this issue, so my opinions must be based upon
more general considerations. Nonetheless, there are at least three standard economic
reasons given for low participation in subsidized programs. First, customers may not be
aware of the availability of the subsidized service -- an information problem. Second,

the qualification/sign-up requirements maybe overly burdensome -- a transaction cost

%See Danner Direct, p. 10. A number of econometric studies support this conclusion.

"Participation by low income consumers in government sponsored benefits programs is often quite low, even when
such programs offer substantially greater benefits than those available from Florida’s Lifeline initiative. Sheila
Zedlewski, analyst for the prestigious Urban Institute, remarks that, “Despite the potential value of food stamps,
many eligible families do not enroll in the program..”, and later, “...government estimates show that 54 percent of
eligible households participated in food stamps during 1999-2000 (the latest data available).” (Zedlewski, “Recent
Trends in Food Stamp Participation”, Urban Institute Publication 8867, Washington, D.C.,
hittp://www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=310995). Thus, the low participation rate observed for Florida’s Lifeline program
is unsurprising, particularly when it is noted that the benefits Lifeline provides are, in both relative and absolute

senses, modest compared to similar programs offering substantial assistance with food costs, heating, and electric
power.
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problem. And third, some customers may simply prefer to buy the unsubsidized service
to avold a perceived stigma associated with receiving a form of welfare assistance.

From the information available at this time, I cannot draw a conclusion about which, if
any, of these potential explanations accounts for this phenomenon. The only thing that is
clear is that the low rate of participation is not attributable to the eligibility requirements
themselves. Indeed, if the eligibility standards were the binding constraint, the observed
participation rate would approach 100 percent. The observed low participation must be

due to other causes, such as those described above.

IF THE LOW LIFELINE PARTICIPATION RATE IS NOT ATTRIBUTABLE TO
THE ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA, IS IT LIKELY THAT A MODEST
RELAXATION OF THOSE CRITERIA SUCH AS THAT PROPOSED HERE
WILL RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT EXPANSION OF THAT PROGRAM?

No. If only 14 percent of eligible customers currently subscribe to Lifeline service,
increasing the population of eligible recipients by expanding the maximum household
income criterion from 125 to 135 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines is unlikely to
increase the program’s participation substantially. Because the group of customers to
whom the new eligibility standard applies have, by definition, higher incomes than the
current population that is eligible, it is likely that they will: (1) have a higher pre-existing
rate of subscribership to local exchange service; and (2) be even less likely to choose to
participate in the Lifeline program. Therefore, the proposed liberalization of the
eligibility criteria is unlikely to promote effectively the goal of universal service. Nor is

it likely to increase significantly the costs of maintaining the Lifeline program.
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IF THERE IS NO SUBSTANTIAL EXPANSION OF THE LIFELINE PROGRAM,
IS THERE A NEED TO CREATE A STATE-LEVEL UNIVERSAL SERVICE
FUND?

No. If the current costs of maintaining the Lifeline program are not creating undue
burdens or causing obvious market distortions, then the small incremental costs
associated with the proposed revisions to the eligibility criterion are unlikely to create a
need for such a fund. In my opinion, creation of a state-level universal service fund
would represent a needless expansion of the regulatory burdens affecting this industry

and, frankly, would run the risk of creating more problems than it would solve.

IS IT POSSIBLE THAT YOU ARE WRONG — THAT, CONTRARY TO YOUR
OPINION, THE NEW ELIGIBLITY REQUIREMENTS WILL GREATLY
EXPAND THE PROGRAM’S PARTICIPATION RATE AND ITS ASSOCIATED

COSTS?

Of course that outcome is possible. My point is simply that it is unlikely and, therefore,

does not require the creation of any sort of state-level universal service fund at this time.

DO THE OTHER WITNESSES APPEAR TO AGREE WITH YOUR

ASSESSMENT OF THIS ISSUE?

Apparently not. Both Dr. Danner and Mr. McCabe seem to think that the proposed

changes are likely to expand program participation substantially. Dr. Danner’s testimony
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appears to be somewhat inconsistent on this subject. On the one hand, he believes that
the Lifeline program is generally inconsequential and, therefore, one would think that no
new action would be required. But, at the same time, he appears to be concerned that the
costs of this program are poised to expand greatly. Similarly, Mr. McCabe is concerned
that Lifeline program costs will grow. As a result, both witnesses propose the creation of
a state-level universal service fund. Mr. McCabe’s proposal is particularly troubling in
that he recommends that all providers of telecommunications services be required to

contribute to that fund.

WHY DO YOU OBJECT TO MR. MCCABE’S PROPOSAL TO REQUIRE ALL
TELECOMMUNICATIONS PROVIDERS TO CONTRIBUTE TO A

UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND?

From an economic standpoint, there are at least four reasons that this proposal should be
rejected. First, if the underlying justification for the Lifeline program is the network
externality argument described above, the direct beneficiaries of that program are the
other (unsubsidized) residential local exchange customers. Theoretically, recall, the
value of their telephone service is increased by the additional subscribership encouraged
by the Lifeline rates. Under the principle of cost causation, then, it is these unsubsidized
local exchange customers who should bear the costs of the subsidy program.

Second, channeling funding obligations through a myriad of telecommunications
providers that are constantly entering and exiting particular markets and that each face

different demand conditions and technological and market constraints is certain to
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increase the administrative costs of operating the program. It is also likely to magnify the
market distortions that invariably accompany subsidy programs.

Third, as Dr. Danner explains, shifting the funding burden to other telecommunications
services that exhibit relatively higher price elasticities of demand increases the overall
social welfare losses caused by funding the subsidy.? The welfare effects of the reduction
in consumption of those services may well exceed the welfare gain achieved from any
increase in subscribership.

Fourth, and perhaps most important, Mr. McCabe’s proposal would require the
imposition of what is, in effect, a tax on emerging telecommunications technologies, such
as voice-over-the-internet. Such a tax is likely to retard the growth of these new and
other yet-unseen technologies that, ultimately, hold the promise of breaking the

longstanding local exchange monopoly. Any policy that stifles such growth inflicts

substantial harm on consumers.

1II. SUMMARY
WOULD YOU PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY?
Yes. The Florida Public Service Commission has proposed a relatively small change in
the eligibility requirements associated with its Lifeline program. That program is
intended to preserve universal service in a more competition-friendly pricing
environment. Despite a relatively low participation rate (14 percent), that program

appears to have achieved its objective of preventing reduced subscribership rates under

the new, more efficient pricing regime.

¥See Danner Direct, pp. 25-27.

10



The modest changes proposed for the program’s eligibility requirements appear unlikely
to create a need for a state-level universal service fund. In my opinion, creation of such a
fund would not be justified on cost/benefit grounds. Moreover, proposals to institute
such a fund and to require all telecommunications carriers to contribute to it is a distinctly

bad idea on economic grounds.

DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.

11
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Comment" (with David M. Mandy and John W. Mayo), Southern Economic Journal, Vol. 59
(April 1993), pp. 822-827. '

"Modeling Regulatory Behavior: The Economic Theory of Regulation Versus Rules of Thumb"
(witl1.28teven B. Caudill and Bae-Geun Im), Journal of Regulatory Economics, Vol. 5 (1993), pp.
252-262.

"A Diffusion Model of Industrial Sector Growth in DeveloFin§ Countries" (with Don P. Clark
and Darrarat Ananatanasuwong), World Development, Vol. 21 (1993), pp. 421-428.

"Horizontal Mergers and the Balance of Trade" (with Francois Melese), Managerial and
Decision Economics, Vol. 14 (Jan/Feb 1993), pp. 83-90.

"Improving Organ Donation: Compensation Versus Markets" (with Andy H. Barnett and Roger
D. Blair), Inquiry, Vol. 29 (Fall 1992), pp. 372-378.

"Reimbursement Rates and Quality of Care in the Dialysis Industry: A Policy Discussion,"
Issues in Law and Medicine, Vol. 8 (Summer 1992), pp. 81-102.

"Domestic Market Structure and International Trade in an Open Economy” (with Don P. Clark

and Francois Melese), Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance, Vol. 32 (Autumn 1992), pp.
3-15.

"An Investment Model of Durable Good Diffusion" (with Jerry R. Jackson), Review of
Industrial Organization, Vol. 6 (1991), pp. 199-214. Reprinted in Technological Diffusion in
Third World, Sir Hans Singer, Neelambar Hatti, and Rameshwar Tandon, editors, B.R.
Publishing Corporation, Delhi, India, 1999.

"Competition for 800 Service: An Economic Evaluation” (with John W. Mayo), Tele-
communications Policy, Vol. 15 (October 1991), pp. 395-410.

"The Measurement of Vertical Economies and the Efficient Structure of the Electric Utility

Industry" (with John W. Mayo), Journal of Industrial Economics, Vol. 39 (September 1991), pp.
483-502.

"The Economics and Ethics of Alternative Cadaveric Organ Procurement Policies” (with Roger
D. Blair), Yale Journal on Regulation, Vol. 8 (Summer 1991), pp. 403-452.

"An Economic Analysis of Transplant Organs: A Comment and Extension" (with Andy H.
Barnett), Atlantic Economic Journal, Vol. 19 (June 1991), pp. 57-63.

"Regulation, Advertising and Economic Welfare" (with John W. Mayo), Journal of Business,

Vol. 64 (April 1991), pp. 255-267. Reprinted in The Foundations of Regulatory Economics,
Vol. III, Part I, Chapter 2, Robert B. Ekelund, editor, Edward Elgar Publishing Limited,
Cheltenham, UK, 1998.

"Exports and Antitrust: Complements or Substitutes?" (with Don P. Clark and Jay Cresswell),
Review of Industrial Organization, Vol. 5 (Summer 1990), pp. 41-51.
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"Cross-Subsidization in Telecommunications: Beyond the Universal Service Fairy Tale" (with

John W. Mayo and Joseph E. Flynn), Journal of Regulatory Economics, Vol. 2 (September
1990), pp. 231-249.

"Barriers to Trade and the Import Vulnerability of U.S. Manufacturing Industries" (with Don P.
Clark and John W. Mayo), Journal of Industrial Economics, Vol. 38 (June 1990), pp. 433-447.

"A Pedagogical Treatment of Bilateral Monopoly" (with Roger D. Blair and Richard E.
Romano), Southern Economic Journal, Vol. 55 (April 1989), pp. 831-841.

"Proof of Damages in Construction Industry Bid-Rigging Cases" (with Jeffrey H. Howard, Esq.),
Antitrust Bulletin, Vol. 34 (Summer 1989), pp. 359-393.

"Internalizing Externalities Through Union Mergers" (with John L. Conant), Journal of Labor
Research, Vol. 10 (Summer 1989), pp. 243-253.

"Equilibration in a Negotiated Market: Evidence from Housing" (with John L. Trimble and Ruth
C. Johnson), Journal of Urban Economics, Vol. 26 (July 1989), pp. 30-42.

"Endogenous Regulation and the Firm's Regulatory Expenditures” (with Bae-Geun Im and
Francois Melese), Applied Economics, Vol. 21 (1989), pp. 375-385.

"Rent Seeking and the Allowed Rate of Return: A Recursive Model" (with Bae- Geun Im and
Francois Melese), Review of Industrial Organization, Vol. 3 (Fall 1988), pp. 27-51.

"The Risin(% Incidence of Co-Authorship in Economics: Further Evidence" (with Andy H.

Barnett and Richard W. Ault), Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 70 (August 1988), pp.
539-543.

"Long Distance Telecommunications Policy: Rationality on Hold" (with John W. Mayo), Public
Utilities Fortnightly, Vol. 122 (December 22, 1988), pp. 18-27.

"Vertical Integration, Tying, and Alternative Vertical Control Mechanisms" (with Roger D.
Blair), Connecticut Law Review, Vol. 20 (Spring 1988), pp. 523-568.

"Superconductors and the Future of Electric Utilities" (with Francois Melese), Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management, Vol. 7 (Fall 1987), pp. 135-140.

"Competition on Trial: Florida's Experiment with Deregulated Trucking" (with Roger D. Blair
and James T. McClave), Challenge, Vol. 30 (September/October 1987), pp. 60-64.

"A Note on Bilateral Monopoly and Formula Price Contracts" (with Roger D. Blair), American
Economic Review, Vol. 77 (June 1987), pp. 460-463.

"Market Based Regulation of a Quasi-Monopoly: A Transition Policy for Telecommunications”
(with John W. Mayo), Policy Studies Journal, Vol. 15 (March 1987), pp. 395-413.

"The Ghosts of Deregulated Telecommunications: An Essay by Exorcists" (with John W.
Mayo), Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, Vol. 6 (Fall 1986), pp. 84-92.

"Motor Carrier Deregulation: The Florida Experiment" (with Roger D. Blair and James T.
McClave), Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 68 (February 1986), pp. 159-164.
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"Advertising and the Residential Demand for Electricity" (with John W. Mayo), Journal of
Business, Vol. 58 (October 1985), pp. 399-408.

"A Note on Purchased Power Adjustment Clauses” (with Roger D. Blair and Patricia L. Pacey),
Journal of Business, Vol. 58 (October 1985), pp. 409-417.

"A Note on Vertical Integration as Entry" (with Roger D. Blair and Thomas E. Copper),
International Journal of Industrial Organization, Vol. 3 (1985), pp. 219-229.

"Unanswered Questions About Franchising: Reply" (with Roger D. Blair), Southern Economic
Journal, Vol. 51 (January 1985), pp. 933-936.

"To Which Fiddle Does the Regulator Dance? Some Empirical Evidence" (with L. Roy
Kavanaugh and Richard C. Tepel), Review of Industrial Organization, Vol. 1 (Winter 1984), pp.
246-258. Reprinted in Business and Government in America Since 1870, Robert F.
Himmelberg, ed., Garland Publishing, Inc., Hamden, Connecticut, 1994.

"The Imlpact of Improved Mileage on Gasoline Consumption" (with Roger D. Blair and Richard
C. Tepel), Economic Inquiry, Vol. 22 (April 1984), pp. 209-217.

"The Measurement of Land Prices and the Elasticity of Substitution in Housing Production”

(with Jerry R. Jackson and Ruth C. Johnson), Journal of Urban Economics, Vol. 16 (July 1984),
pp. 1-12.

"Housing Market Capitalization of Energy-Saving Durable Good Investments" (with Ruth C.
Johnson), Economic Inquiry, Vol. 21 (July 1983), pp. 374-386.

"Ownership and Control in the Modern Corporation: Antitrust Implications" (with Roger D.
Blair), Journal of Business Research, Vol. 11 (1983), pp. 333-343.

"Automatic Fuel Adjustment Clauses: The Issues and the Evidence" (with Roger D. Blair),
Public Utilities Fortnightly, Vol. 110 (Nov. 25, 1982), pp. 27-32.

“Optimal Franchising" (with Roger D. Blair), Southern Economic Journal, Vol. 48 (October
1982), pp. 494-505.

"A Note on Dual Input Monopoly and Tying" (with Roger D. Blair), Economics Letters, Vol. 10
(1982), pp. 145-151.

"Franchisin%: Monopoly by Contract-Comment" (with Roger D. Blair), Southern Economic
Journal, Vol. 48 (April 1982), PP. 1074-1079.

"The Impact of the Automatic Adjustment Clause on Fuel Purchase and Utilization Practices in
the U.S. Electric Utility Industry" (with Richard C. Tepel), Southern Economic Journal, Vol. 48
(January 1982), pp. 687-700.

"The Albrecht Rule and Consumer Welfare: An Economic Analysis" (with Roger D. Blair),
University of Florida Law Review, Vol. 33 (Summer 1981), pp. 461-484. Reprinted in The
Journal of Reprints for Antitrust Law and Economics, William J. Curran 11, Esq., editor, Vol. 26
(1997), pp. 825-850.

"A Note on Predatory Vertical Integration in the U.S. Petroleum Industry" (with Patricia L.
Rice), Journal of Economics and Business, Vol. 33 (Spring/Summer 1981), pp. 262-266.
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"Default Risk on Home Mortgage Loans: A Test of Competing Hypotheses" (with Jerry R.
Jackson), Journal of Risk and Insurance, Vol. 47, (December 1980), pp. 678-690.

"Vertical Control With Variable Proportions: Ownership Integration and Contractual

Equivalents" (with Roger D. Blair), Southern Economic Journal, Vol. 47 (April 1980), pp. 1118-
1128.

"Default Risk and the Home Mortgage Insurance Industry: An Uncertainty Approach,"
Quarterly Review of Economics and Business, Vol. 18 (Winter 1978), pp. 59-68.

"A Methodological Note on the Evaluation of New Technologies: The Case of Coal
Gasification," Energy, Vol. 3 (1978), pp. 737-745.

"Theories of Vertical Integration: Implications for Antitrust Policy,” Antitrust Bulletin, Vol. 23
(Fall 1978), pp. 483-510. Reprinted in Economic Analysis of Antitrust, Terry Calvani and John
J. Siegfried, eds., Little-Brown and Company, Boston, Massachusetts, 1979. Also reprinted in
Corporate Counsel's Annual - 1979, Jeremiah J. Spires and Edward J. Burchell, eds., Matthew
Bender, Inc., New York, 1979.

"Uncertainty and the Incentive for Vertical Integration" (with Roger D. Blair), Southern
Economic Journal, Vol. 45 (July 1978), pp. 266-272.

"Vertical Integration, Tying, and Antitrust Policy” (with Roger D. Blair), American Economic
Review, Vol. 68 (June 1978), pp. 266-272.

"Evidence on the Decline of FHA," Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, Vol. 10 (May 1978),
pp. 194-205.

"Related Market Conditions and Interindustrial Mergers: A Comment" (with John R. Haring),
American Economic Review, Vol. 68 (March 1978), pp. 225-227.

"Regional Considerations of the Clean Air Act" (with Roger D. Blair and James M. Fesmire),
Growth and Change, Vol. 7 (October 1976), pp. 3-7.

"Market Structure and Costs: An Explanation of the Behavior of the Antitrust Authorities" (with
Roger D. Blair), Antitrust Bulletin, Vol. 21 (Winter 1976), pp. 691-702.

Books and Monographs

The U.S. Organ Procurement System: A Prescription for Reform (with A. H. Barnett), The
American Enterprise Institute, Washington, D.C., 2002.

Government and Business: The Economics of Antitrust and Regulation (with John W. Mayo),
The Dryden Press, Hinsdale, Illinois, 1995.

Antitrust Economics (with Roger D. Blair), Richard D. Irwin, Homewood, Illinois, 1985.

The Law and Economics of Vertical Integration and Control (with Roger D. Blair), Academic
Press, New York, 1983.
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Chapters in Books

“Shakeout or Shakedown? The Rise and Fall of the CLEC Industry” (with Mark L. Burton and
John W. Mayo), in Markets, Pricing, and Deregulation of Utilities, Michael A. Crew and Joseph
C. Schuh, editors, Kluwer Academic Publishers, MA, 2002.

“Competition in the U.S. Long Distance Market” (with John W. Mayo), in Handbook of
Telecommunications Economics, Martin E. Cave, Sumit K. Majumbar, and Ingo Vogelsang,
editors, North Holland Publishers, Amsterdam, 2002.

“Resale and the Growth of Competition in Wireless Telephony” (with Mark L. Burton and John

W. Mayo), in Expanding Competition in Regulated Industries, Michael A. Crew, editor, Kluwer
Academic Publishers, Boston, 2000.

“Monopoly Leveraging, Path Dependency, and the Case for a Local Competition Threshold for
RBOC Entry into InterLata Toll” (with T. Randolph Beard and John W. Mayo), in Regulation

Under Increasing Competition, Michael A. Crew, editor, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston,
1999.

“The Quest for Universal Telephone Service: The Misfortunes of a Misshapen Policy” (with
John W. Mayo), in Telecommunications Policy: Have Regulators Dialed the Wrong Number?
Donald L. Alexander, ed., Pracger, Westport, CT, 1997.

"Long-Distance Telecommunications: Expectations and Realizations in the Post-Divestiture
Period" (with John W. Mayo), in Incentive Regulation for Public Utilities, Michael A. Crew, ed.,
Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston, MA, 1994.

Monopoly Leveraging Theory: Implications for Post-Divestiture Telecommunications Policy
(with John W. Mayo), Center for Business and Economic Research, University of Tennessee,
Knoxville, Tennessee, March 1993.

"Deregulation and Market Power Criteria: An Evaluation of State Level Telecommunications
Policy" (with John W. Mayo), in Telecommunications Deregulation: Market Power and Cost
Allocation Issues, John R. Allison, ed., Quorum Books, New York, NY, 1990.

"The Economics of Regulation: Theory and Policy in the Postdivestiture Telecommunications
Industry" (with John W. Mayo), in Public Policy Toward Corporations, Arnold Heggestad, ed.,
University of Florida Press, 1988.

"Tying Arrangements and Uncertainty” (with Roger D. Blair), in Research in Finance:
Management Under Government Intervention, Robert F. Lanzillotti and Yoram C. Peles, eds.
JAT Press, Greenwich, Connecticut, 1983.

"Preservation of Quality and Sanctions Within the Professions" (with Roger D. Blair), in
Regulating the Professions: A Public Policy Symposium, Roger D. Blair and Stephen Rubin
eds., Lexington Books, Lexington, Massachusetts, 1979.

" An Econometric Analysis of the Decline in Federal Mortgage Default Insurance," in Capital
Markets and the Housing Sector: Perspectives on Financial Reform, R. M. Buckley, J. A.
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Tuccillo, and K. E. Villani, eds., Ballinger Publishing Company, Cambridge, Massachusetts,
1977.

"The Literature on Incentives" (with Roger D. Blair and Frank A. Sloan), Chapter 2 in The
Geographic Distribution of Nurses and Public Policy, Department of H.E.W. Publication No.
(NRA) 75-53, Washington, D.C., 1975.

Proceedings, Book Reviews and Others

Reviewed Managing Business Transactions: Controlling the Cost of Coordinating,
Communicating, and Decision Making, Paul H. Rubin (New York: The Free Press, 1990),
Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 30 (June 1992), pp. 900-901.

Reviewed Antitrust Economics: Merger, Contracting and Strategic Behavior, Oliver E.
Williamson (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990) Managerial and Decision Economics, Vol. 13
(September-October 1992), pp. 457-461.

Reviewed Private Antitrust Litigation: New Evidence, New Learning, Lawrence J. White, ed.

(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1988) Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 29 (June 1991), pp.
636-638.

Reviewed The Antitrust Revolution, John E. Kwoka and Lawrence J. White, eds. (Glenview, IL:

Scott, Foresman/Little Brown, 1989) Review of Industrial Organization, Vol. 4 (Fall 1989), pp.
143-146.

Reviewed New Developments in the Analysis of Market Structure, Joseph E. Stiglitz and G.

Frank Mathewson, eds. (Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1986) Antitrust Bulietin, Vol. 34
(Summer 1989), pp. 429-435.

Edited special memorial issue of the Survey of Business, Vol. 20 (Summer 1984) entitled
"Industrial Organization and Antitrust Policy," in honor of Professor P. David Qualls.

Reviewed Economic Regulation: Essays in Honor of James R. Nelson, Kenneth D. Boyer and
William G. Shepherd, eg:is. (East Lansing: MSU Public Utilities Paper, 1981) Southem
Economic Journal, Vol. 49 (April 1983), pp. 1197-1198.

"Electricity Demand Modelling as an Input to NRC Licensing Decisions" (with James Van
Dyke), Energy Modelling II: The Interface Between Model Builder and Decision Maker
Symposium Papers, Institute of Gas Technology, June 1980.

"The Relative Quality of Graduate Programs: A More Balanced Econometric Approach" (with
Jerry R. Jackson), American Statistical Association Proceedings of the Business and Economic
Statistics Section, American Statistical Association, Washington, D.C., 1974,

"The Forward Exchange Rate: Its Determination and Behavior as a Predictor of the Future Spot
Rate," American Statistical Association Proceedings of the Business and Economic Statistics
Section, American Statistical Association, Washington, D.C., 1974.
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VII. Papers in Progress

“On the Feasibility of Resolving the Organ Shortage.”

“The Impact of the Telecommunications Act on Incumbent Firm Investment” (with T. Randolph
Beard and George S. Ford).

“’Should We Sell Human Organs?’ Correction of a Faulty Analysis.”
“Inefficiency in Cadaveric Organ Procurement” (with T. Randolph Beard and Richard Saba)

“Common Costs and Cross-Subsidies: Why Do Common Costs Appear So Large in Regulated
Industries?” (with Mark L. Burton and John W. Mayo).

“Efficient Durable Good Pricing and Aftermarket Tie-In Sales” (with T. Randolph Beard).

“A Graphical Exposition of the Economic Theory of Regulation: A Unification” (with T.
Randolph Beard and John W. Mayo)

VIII. Testimony

Barb Bjerken, D.C., et al., v. Blue Cross Blue Shield of North Dakota, et al., In the United States

District Court for the District of North Dakota, Southwestern Division, Expert Report, August 1,
2002.

Dr. Jonathan Griffiths, et al., v. Blue Cross and Blue Shield of Alabama, In the United States

District Court for the Northern District of Alabama, Southern Division, Expert Report, May 13,
2002.

Eli Lilly and Company v. Zenith Goldline Pharmaceuticals, United States District Court,
Southern District of Indiana, Indianapolis Division, Expert Report, Damage Report, two
depositions, and written direct testimony on liability, 2000-2001.

In Re: Polypropylene Carpets Antitrust Litigation, The United States District Court for the

Northern District of Georgia, Rome Division, MDL Docket No. 107S, Expert Report, Rebuttal
Report and 2 depositions, 1999.

In the Matter of Intergraph Corporation, Plaintiff, vs. Intel Corporation, Defendant, The United
States District Court for the Northern District of Alabama, Northeastern Division, Civil Action
No. 97-N-3023-NE, Expert Report, October 29, 1999.

Affidavit of John W. Mayo and David L. Kaserman on Behalf of AT&T Corp., In the Matter of
GTE Corp., Transferor, and Bell Atlantic Corp., Transferee, for Consent to Transfer Control,
Federal Communications Commission, CC Docket No. 98-184, November 23, 1998.

Investigation by the Department of Telecommunications and Energy of Bell Atlantic-
Massachusetts” Fourth Annual Price Cap Compliance Filing, Before the Massachusetts
Department of Telecommunications and Energy, Docket No. D.T.E. 98-67, September, 1998.

Affidavit of David L. Kaserman and John W. Mayo Regarding the Economics of Declaring

Local Call Services, filed on behalf of Opos Communications Pty Limited, before the Australian
Competition and Consumer Commission, July, 1998.
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In Re: Intrastate Universal Service Fund, Before the Public Service Commission of South
Carolina, Docket 97-239-C, March 9, 1998.

Re: Establishment of Universal Support Mechanisms Pursuant to Section 254 of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996, before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket No.
P-100, Sub 133b, February, 1998.

United States of America v. Mark Albert Maloof, United States District Court, Southern District
of Texas, Houston Division, December 15, 1997. Testified on behalf of defendant in a price-
fixing case in the metal building insulation industry.

An Inquiry Into Universal Service and Funding Issues Before the Kentucky Public Service
Commission, Administrative Case No. 360, October 10, 1997.

Consideration of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.’s Entry into InterLATA Services Pursuant
to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Florida Public Service
Commission, Docket No. 960786-TL, July 31, 1997.

Consideration of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.’s Entry into InterLATA Services Pursuant
to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Alabama Public Service
Commission, Docket No. 25835, July 25, 1997.

Ex Parte to Determine Prices Bell Atlantic - Virginia, Inc. Is Authorized to Charge Competing
Local Exchange Carriers In Accordance With The Telecommunications Act of 1996 alndp
Applicable State Law, Before the State Corporation Commission, Commonwealth of Virginia,
Case No. PUC970005, April 23, 1997.

Hearing pertaining to the pricing standards that should apply to Bell Atlantic’s Statement of
Generally Available Terms and Conditions under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before

the Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia, Formal Case No. 962, March 24,
1997.

Consideration of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.’s Entry into InterLATA Services Pursuant
to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Louisiana Public Service
Commission, Docket No. , April, 1997.

Hearing pertaining to the pricing standards that should apply to both AT&T’s arbitrated
interconnection agreement and Bell Atlantic’s Statement of Generally Available Terms and
Conditions under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Public Service Commission
of West Virginia, Case Nos.: 96-1516-T-PC; 96-1561-T-PC; 96-1009-T-PC; 96-1533-T-T,
February 13, 1997.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and BellSouth Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Mississippi Public Service Commission, Docket
No. 96-UA-0559, February 10, 1997.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and GTE Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the South Carolina Public Service Commission,
Docket No. 96-375, February 5, 1997.
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Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and BellSouth Pursuant to Section 252 of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the South Carolina Public Service Commission,
February 3, 1997.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and GTE Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Kentucky Public Service Commission, Case No.
96-478, January 13, 1997.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and GTE Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Alabama Public Service Commission, December
17, 1996.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and BellSouth Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Louisiana Public Service Commission, Docket No.
U-22145, December 16, 1996.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and BellSouth Pursuant to Section 252 of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Alabama Public Service Commission, December
12, 1996.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and GTE Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the State Corporation Commission of the
Commonwealth of Virginia, November 21, 1996.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and BellSouth Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Georgia Public Service Commission, November
13, 1996.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and GTE Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket No.
P140, SUB 51 (GTE), October 24, 1996.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and BellSouth Pursuant to Section 252 of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Tennessee Regulatory Authority, Docket No. 96-
01152, October 23, 1996.

In the Matter of the Interconnection Contract Negotiations Between AT&T Communications of
the Midwest, Inc., and GTE Communications, Inc. Pursuant to U.S.C. Section 252, Before the
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. P-442,407/M-96-939, October 22, 1996.

AT&T Communications of Illinois, Inc., Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Terms,
Conditions and Prices from GTE North Incorporated and GTE South Incorporated, in their
respective service areas, Before the Illinois Commerce Commission, Docket No. 96-AB-005,
October 21, 1996.

In the Matter of the Interconnection Contract Negotiations Between AT&T and GTE Midwest
Incorporated Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. Section 252, Before the State of Iowa, Department of
Commerce, Utilities Board, Docket No. ARB-96-3, October 15, 1996.

In the Matter of the Interconnection Contract Negotiations Between AT&T Communications of
the Midwest, Inc., and USWest Communications, Inc., Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. Section 252,
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Before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, Docket No. P-442,421/M-96-855, October
14, 1996.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and BellSouth Pursuant to Section 252 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the Florida Public Service Commission, Docket No.
960833-TP, October 9, 1996.

Arbitration Hearing Between AT&T and BellSouth Pursuant to Section 252 of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996, Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, Docket No.
P-140, SUB 50, October 1, 1996.

In the Matter of the Interconnection Contract Negotiations Between AT&T and USWest
Communications, Inc. Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. Section 252, Before the State of Iowa, Department
of Commerce, Utilities Board, September 25, 1996.

In Re: Petition of AT&T Communications of the South Central States, Inc. for Exemption of

Services Pursuant to T.C.A. § 65-5-209(b), Docket No. 96-0650, Before the Tennessee Public
Service Commission, May, 1996.

In Re: U S West Communications, Inc., Docket No. RPU-95-11, Before the Department of
Commerce Utilities Board, State of Iowa, March, 1996.

In Re: An Inquiry into Local Competition, Universal Service, and the Non-Traffic Sensitive
Access Rate, Administrative Case No. 355, Before the Kentucky Public Service Commission,
February, 1996.

In the Matter of Application of GTE South Incorporated for, and Election of, Price Regulation,
Docket No. P-19, SUB 277, Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, February, 1996.

In the Matter of Petition of Carolina Telephone and Telegraph Company and Central Telephone
Company for Approval of Price Regulation Plan Pursuant to G.S. 62-133.5, Docket Nos. P-7,
SUB 825, and P-10, SUB 479, Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, January, 1996.

In the Matter of Application of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. for, and Election of, Price
Regulation, Docket No. P-55, SUB 1013, Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission,
January, 1996.

In Re: AT&T Communications of Illinois, Inc.’s Petition for a Total Local Exchange Wholesale
Service Tariff from Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Illinois and Central
Telephone Company Pursuant to Section 13-505.5 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act, Docket
Nos. 95-0458 and 95-0531, Before the Illinois Commerce Commission, December, 1995.

In Re: U S West Communications, Inc., Docket No. RPU-95-10, Before the Department of
Commerce Utilities Board, State of Iowa, November, 1995.

Application of BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., D/B/A South Central Bell Telephone
Company for a Price Regulation Plan, Docket No. 95-02614, Before the Tennessee Public
Service Commission, November, 1995.

Request of AT&T of the Southern States for Approval of an Alternative Regulation Plan for
Certain Services, Docket No. 95-661-C, Before the Public Service Commission of South
Carolina, June, 1995.
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Order of the Mississippi Public Service Commission Establishing an Inquiry into Whether
Regulation of South Central Bell Should Be Changed from Incentive Regulation to Price

Regulation and Related Issues, Docket No. 94-UA-536, Before the Mississippi Public Service
Commission, May, 1995.

Investigation Into IntraLATA Interconnection Arrangements (Presubscription), Docket No.
1-00940034, Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, March, 1995.

Ex Parte Presentation to the Staff of the Federal Communications Commission Regarding
Competitiveness of the Long-Distance Market, March, 1995.

A]pplication of Contel of Virginia, Inc. D/B/A GTE Virginia to Implement Community Calling
Plans in Various GTE Virginia Exchanges Within the Richmond and Lynchburg LATAs, Case
No. PUC930035, Before the Virginia State Corporation Commission, October, 1994,

City of Tuscaloosa, et al. vs. Harcros Chemicals, Inc., et al., Case No. CV-92-G-1614-8,
Northern District of Alabama. Retained by three of the defendants in a bid-rigging case in the
repackaged chlorine industry. Deposition taken in August, 1994.

Ex-Parte: In the Matter of Investigating Telephone Regulatory Methods Pursuant to Virginia

Code, Section 56-235.5, et cetera, Case No. PUC930036, Before the Virginia State Corporation
Commission, March, 1994.

In the Matter of Investigation to Consider Whether Competitive Intrastate Offerings of Long
Distance Telephone Service Should be Allowed in North Carolina and What Rules and

Regulations Should be Applicable to Such Competition if Authorized, Docket No. P-100, SUB
72, Before the North Carolina Utilities Commission, July, 1993.

Tariff Filing by South Central Bell Telephone Company for Presumptively Valid Regulation for
New Optional Services and for Rate Reductions in Existing Services (Tanff 93-039), Docket No.
93-03038, Before the Tennessee Public Service Commission, April, 1993

Petition of AT&T of the South Central States, Inc. for Reduced Regulation of Intrastate
Telecommunications Services, Cas¢ No. 92-297, Before the Public Service Commission,
Commonwealth of Kentucky, January, 1993.

Order of the Mississippi Public Service Commission Initiating Hearings Concerning (1)
IntraLATA Competition in the Telecommunication Industry and (2) Payment of Compensation
by Interexchange Telecommunication Carriers and Resellers to Local Exchange Companies in

Addition to Access Charges, Docket No. 90-UA-0280, Before the Mississippi Public Service
Commission, May, 1991.

AT&T Communications of the South Central States, Inc.--Application for Limited IntraLATA
Telecommunications Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, Docket No. 89-11065,
Before the Tennessee Public Service Commission, March, 1991.

Inquiry of the General Counsel into the Reasonableness of the Rates and Services of

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Docket No. 8585, Public Utility Commission of Texas,
March-April, 1990.
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In the Matter of the Application of AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc., to Institute
Flexible Price Cap Regulation of Its Intrastate Services, Docket No. 167, 493-U, 90-AT&T-19-
R, Before the State Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, February, 1990.

In the Matter of: An Inquiry into IntraLATA Toll Competition and Appropriate Compensation
Scheme for Completion of IntralL ATA Calls by Interexchange Carriers and WATS

Jurisdictionality, Administrative Case No. 323, Phase I, Before the Public Service Commission,
Commonwealth of Kentucky, February, 1990.

In Re: Investigation of the Revenue Requirements, Rate Structures, Charges, Services, Rate of
Return and Construction Program of AT&T Communications of the South Central States, Inc. in
its Louisiana Intrastate Operations, Appropriate Level of Access Charges and All Matters
Relevant to the Rates and Services Rendered by the Company, Docket No. U-17970, Before the
Louisiana Public Service Commission, June, 1989.

In the Matter of the Investigation for the Purpose of Determining the Classification of the
Services Provided by Interexchange Telecommunications Companies within the State of

Missouri, Case No. TO-88-142, Before the Public Service Commission of the State of Missour,
February, 1989.

In the Matter of the Petition of the General Counsel for an Evidentiary Proceeding to Determine
Market Dominance Among Interexchange Telecommunications Carriers, Docket No. 7790,
Before the Public Utility Commission of Texas, June 1988.

In the Matter of Alternative Regulatory Frameworks for Local Exchange Carriers, Docket 1.87-
11-033, Before the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California, January 1988.

The Review of Private Line Services, Case No. 6633, Before the Public Utilities Commission of
the State of Colorado, September, 1987.

Testified before the Texas State Legislature (committees in both the House and the Senate)

concerning appropriate regulatory policy in the post divestiture long-distance
telecommunications industry, March, 1987.

In the Matter of the Petition of AT&T Communications of the Pacific Northwest, Inc. for
Classification as a Competitive Telecommunications Company, Cause No. U-86-113, Before the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, November, 1986.

Performed a complete damage study for the City of Chattanooga in a bid-rigging case in the
sewer construction industry. Testified by deposition, July, 1986.

Testified by affidavit in Federal Court in Columbus, Georgia, on behalf of Royal Crown Cola.

Temporary restraining order hearing against the Coca- Cola/Dr. Pepper and the Pepsico/7-Up
mergers.

In the Matter of Occidental Petroleum Corporation and Tenneco Plastics Corporation (Merger
Case-Preliminary Injunction Hearing in Federal District Court, Washington, D.C.), March 1986.

Petition of General Counsel for Initiation of an Evidentiary Proceeding to Establish

Telecommunications Submarkets, Docket No. 6264, Before the Public Utility Commission of
Texas, September, 1985.
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In the Matter of an Investigation of Intrastate Separations, Settlements and Intrastate Toll Rate of
Return, Docket No. 83-042-U, Before the Arkansas Public Service Commission, April, 1985.

United States of America Before Federal Trade Commission in the Matter of the B.F. Goodrich
Company, Diamond Shamrock Chemicals Company, and Diamond Shamrock Plastics
Corporation (Merger Case), January, 1985.

Regulation of Interexchange Carriers, Docket No. 127, 140-U (Phase IV), Before the
Corporation Commission of the State of Kansas, October, 1984.
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Tallahassee, FL 32303
Mr. Thomas M. McCabe

Tracy W. Hatch, Esq. TDS Telecom
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Tallahassee. FL 32301
Vicki Kaufman, Esq.

Donna McNulty, Esq. McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin,
WorldCom Davidson, Rief & Bakas, P.A.
1203 Governors Square Blvd, Suite 201 117 S. Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301-2960 Tallahagsee, FL. 32301 _—

De O’Roark, Esq.
MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc.
6 Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200

Atlanta, GA 30328 FloydR. Telf J

Coralette Hannon, Esq.

AARP Department of State Affairs
Senior Legislative Representative
6705 Reedy Creek Road
Charlotte, NC 28215-6096




