
COMMISSIONERS:
E. LEON JACOBS, JR., CHAIRMAN

J. TERRY DEASON

LILA A. JABER

BRAULIO L. BAEZ

MICHAEL A. PALECKI

STATE OF FLORIDA

DIVISION OF POLICY ANALYSIS &
INTERGOVERNMENTAL LIAISON

CHARLES H. HILL

DIRECTOR

(850) 413-6800

Public Service CommissionPublic Service Commission

CAPITAL CIRCLE OFFICE CENTER • 2540 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FL 32399-0850
An Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Employer

PSC Website: http://www.floridapsc.com Internet E-mail: contact@psc.state.fl.us

December 26, 2001
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Dear Ms. Salas:

Forwarded herewith are comments of the Florida Public Service Commission regarding the
review of Lifeline and Link-up Service for all low-income consumers in the above docket.

Sincerely,

/ s /

Gregory D. Fogleman
Bureau of Intergovernmental Liaison

GDF:tf
cc: Brad Ramsay, NARUC
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COMMENTS OF THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
REGARDING THE REVIEW OF LIFELINE and LINK-UP

SERVICE FOR ALL LOW-INCOME CONSUMERS

The Florida Public Service Commission (FPSC) submits these comments in response to the

Public Notice (FCC 01J-2) released on October 12, 2001.  In this Notice, the Federal-State Joint

Board on Universal Service (Joint Board) seeks comment on the rules and effectiveness of the

current universal service programs that ensure affordable rates to low-income consumers.

Specifically, the Joint Board seeks comment on whether changes to the current Lifeline and Link-up

programs are warranted, and inquires about the effectiveness of outreach programs.  These programs

are designed to raise phone subscribership for low-income users by providing subsidies for recurring

monthly local phone bills (Lifeline), and a one-time installation charge for connection (Link-up).

According to the data provided by the Missouri Office of Public Counsel cited in the public

notice, the national participation rate for the Lifeline/Link-up discount is relatively low (26 percent).

To get a true understanding of the success of these programs, however, the Joint Board will have

to analyze differences in how the program is implemented in each state.  To that end, the FPSC is

happy to provide information relating to how eligible telecommunications carriers (ETCs)

implement these programs in Florida.

CURRENT EFFECTIVENESS

The FPSC continues to support the original intent of the Lifeline program, which is to

increase subscribership for low-income households that want, but cannot afford, telephone service.

Under existing rules, however, the federal low-income program has produced some unfavorable

results in that the majority of states are net contributors to the low-income support fund.  While one

may expect this to occur because a few states have most of the low-income population, this does not

appear to be the case.  According to data from the U.S. Census Bureau, approximately 60% of the
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1 U.S. Census Bureau, Table 25. Poverty Status by State in 2000, URL:
http://ferret.bls.census.gov/macro/032001/pov/new25_001.htm .  In order of largest to smallest: California, Texas,
New York, Florida, Illinois, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Michigan, North Carolina, Georgia.

2 Telecommunications Industries Analysis Project, Closing the Gap: Universal Service for Low-Income
Households, June 19, 2000; pp. 9-10.

3 FCC, Universal Service Monitoring Report, Table 2.11, released November 6, 2001.  Estimated
contributions in 2000 in California and New York were $48 and $37 million, respectively.  Payments from USF to
carriers for 2000 in California and New York are $285 and $50 million, respectively.  This results in net revenues for
California and New York of $237 and $13 million.  Only 6 states and 2 territories were net recipients under the
current rules for 2000.

nation’s population in poverty reside in ten states.1  Of these ten, only two, California and New

York, are net recipients under the low-income program.

The Telecommunications Industries Analysis Project (TIAP) issued a report on July 19, 2000

that sought to examine the effectiveness of the Lifeline program and identify strategies to improve

participation.2  TIAP measured the “take rate” as the ratio of individuals who are actually enrolled

in the program divided by the eligible population.  The report noted that there are significant

differences in take rates between states.  For example, Oklahoma had the lowest take rate at 1.6

percent, while Maine had the highest reported take rate at 91.1 percent.  While not providing

additional specific take rate data on a state-by-state basis, the report noted that both California and

the District of Columbia had take rates of over 100 percent.  Based on the most recent FCC data, the

number of consumers receiving Lifeline support in California is more than five times larger than the

participation by the next largest state.3  This suggests that the administration, enrollment efforts, and

eligibility criteria vary significantly from state to state and possibly from carrier to carrier.

FLORIDA DATA

In preparing to respond to this public notice, the FPSC conducted a Lifeline and Link-up

survey.  The survey specifically asked each eligible telecommunication carrier (ETC) in Florida how

it deals with certification, verification, promotion, and collection issues.  Attachment 1 is a summary

table that outlines the results of the survey on a carrier-by-carrier basis.  In general, the following

points can be gleaned about the low-income programs in Florida:
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4 Order No. PSC-97-1262-FOF-TP, issued October 14, 1997.

5 Order No. PSC-99-2503-PAA-TL, issued December 21, 1999.

6 Order No. PSC-01-1643-AS-TL, issued August 13, 2001.

• Verification methods for Lifeline eligibility vary across participating LECs.  Verification

ranges from the company confirming eligibility, to customer self-certification or state

agency certification.

• The time frame for determining the follow-up of verification also varies depending on the

ETC.  Many of the companies perform this task semi-annually.  Some companies, however,

choose to have periodic verification, while others opt to have no follow-up verification.

• Some LECs utilize their Customer Service office as a vehicle for Lifeline promotion.

Several advertise the availability of the program in newspapers and on the Internet.  (The

FPSC requires annual notification regarding the availability of Lifeline services on

customers' bills, as well as Lifeline and Link-up information being included in telephone

directories.4)

• A Lifeline customer's basic local service will not be disconnected for nonpayment of unpaid

toll charges or ancillary services, but may be disconnected for nonpayment of basic local

service charges.  A Lifeline customer's request for reconnection of basic local service will

not be denied if the service was previously denied for nonpayment of toll or ancillary

charges.  These actions are in accord with a stipulation approved by the FPSC.5

In addition, the FPSC has recently approved a joint stipulation between the Florida Office

of Public Counsel (OPC) and BellSouth regarding quality of service that will affect the lifeline

program in Florida.6  As part of the stipulation, BellSouth has agreed to:

• Establish a Community Service Fund for use in educating customers and promoting

BellSouth's Lifeline and Link-up services;

• Contribute $250,000 to the Community Service Fund in the first year of the settlement

(calendar year 2002);

• Contribute $150,000 to the Community Service Fund in the second year of the settlement

(calendar year 2003); and
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7 NARUC, Resolution Concerning low-income components of the Federal Universal Service Mechanism,
Sponsored by the Committee on Telecommunications, Second Resolved, Adopted by the NARUC Board of
Directors, Adopted February 28, 2001.

• File a tariff for an income eligibility test at 125% of the Federal poverty income guidelines

for Lifeline customers that will augment, rather than replace, the current eligibility

guidelines based on participation in certain low income assistance programs.

The stipulation states that another entity, such as the FPSC, OPC, non-profit organizations,

or other governmental entity may implement the eligibility standard in the agreement.  The OPC

stated that we may designate it to assume the responsibility for certifying eligibility.  The FPSC

agreed, and designated the OPC as the entity responsible for certifying claims of eligibility for

Lifeline customers under the standard contained in the stipulation.

RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS TO THE FCC’S EXISTING RULES

Given the above information, the FPSC proposes the following steps for increasing Lifeline

enrollment:

• Encourage states to adopt procedures that give consumers the option of automatically

enrolling in Lifeline and Link-up programs when they enroll in an eligible service.  Ideally,

this would occur though an automated process that would serve to both expand participation,

and verify eligibility.  This recommendation is consistent with the National Association of

Regulatory Utility Commissioners' (NARUC) resolution adopted February 28, 2001.7

• Bill inserts about Lifeline should occur more than once a year.  The absence of phone bill

inserts can undermine customer awareness and thus affect participation in the program.  The

feasibility of requiring companies to have quarterly or semiannual bill inserts should be

explored.

• All ETCs should be required to post their Lifeline services on the Lifeline Support website

located at www.lifelinesupport.org.

The Joint Board also invited comment on whether individuals should be able to qualify for

Lifeline and Link-up support merely by being eligible for low-income assistance programs, rather

than actually participating in them.  While this proposal has merit, the FPSC has concerns about the

ability to verify eligibility.  Attempts to expand eligibility in this way may be ineffective and make
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Adopted February 28, 2001.

any process of verification administratively burdensome for both the consumer and a verifying

entity.  We believe that it is necessary to certify consumers' eligibility and perform periodic

verifications in order to prevent waste, fraud, and abuse, and ensure the integrity of the program

consistent with the Joint Board’s previous recommendation.8  NARUC, in its aforementioned

resolution, also noted its support for implementing mechanisms “to insure accountability of the

low-income programs.”9

States already have the ability to expand the list of qualifying programs, and thereby increase

the pool of eligible consumers, by establishing a state funded low-income program.  Customers

participating in the state fund would be eligible for additional federal support as long as the criteria

used in the state program are income-related.  The FPSC is concerned, however, since it does not

appear that there are any other restrictions as to how states can tap into the federal support.  The

FPSC believes that it would be appropriate for the FCC to review states’ qualifying programs to

ensure that the income criteria for the federal qualifying programs are comparable to the criteria for

any state program.  Federal Lifeline support should not extend to subscribers eligible under

expanded state program requirements unless the income criteria is comparable.

The Joint Board specifically asked if low-income consumers should be removed immediately

from Lifeline rolls when they no longer meet the eligibility standards.  The FPSC believes that

customers should be removed from Lifeline rolls when they are no longer eligible.  States then have

the ability to step in if they so choose to ease the transition for these customers.  In Florida, the state

legislature has done just that.  Specifically, under Section 364.105, Florida Statutes, each local

exchange telecommunications company is required to offer discounted residential basic local

telecommunications service at 70 percent of the local service rate for any Lifeline subscriber who

no longer qualifies for Lifeline, for up to one year.  We believe that similar approaches would be

reasonable and consistent with the intent of the Telecommunications Act.
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CONSUMER OUTREACH EFFORTS IN FLORIDA

The FPSC has made consumer education about Lifeline a priority.  The FPSC operates an

innovative "warm transfer line" which allows consumers who call the agency with Lifeline questions

to be automatically transferred to the appropriate ETC providing phone service in their service area.

The warm transfer line assures consumers that they will be in touch directly with the company who

can initiate service.

The FPSC also works closely with key state agencies, such as the Florida Department of

Children and Families (DCF) and Department of Community Affairs, to ensure that the materials

get into the hands of the target population.  The FPSC created a postcard-sized flier to be sent to

eligible Florida consumers using the DCF’s mailing lists and mail system.  Approximately 35,000

of the fliers, which were written in English on side and Spanish on the other, were mailed to

consumers in 2000.  If low awareness is a principal barrier to Lifeline participation, timely

dissemination of information about the program's benefits should translate into higher enrollment

figures for participating local exchange phone companies.

A positive impact on enrollment depends on eligible consumers receiving information and

responding according to the program's financial incentives.  The latter point is particularly important

given recent DCF observations that low subscriber enrollment in Lifeline may reflect consumer

rejection of the credit due to the stigmatizing effect (enrollees must reveal socio-economic status)

often associated with participation.  If the stigma effect is significant, neither timely information nor

market incentives will be sufficient to raise Lifeline enrollment figures.

Table 1 examines whether or not the DCF December 2000 distribution of the Lifeline insert

affected enrollment. The data captures the distribution of Lifeline enrollment across ETCs between

December 2000 and March 2001.  This time frame allows for the normal lags common for these

types of mailings.

The data show that most companies experienced an increase in Lifeline enrollment during

this time period.  Overall, the Lifeline enrollment growth rate was 1.93%.  While the data does not

provide definitive evidence about the impact of the recent Lifeline insert mailing, the results are

nonetheless encouraging; growth has accelerated somewhat since year-end.  The three largest

companies, BellSouth, Verizon and Sprint-FL combined for 97.5% of Lifeline enrollment at the end
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of both quarters.  While Verizon and Sprint-FL show significant growth in Lifeline enrollment,

BellSouth exhibited a slight quarterly decline in enrollment.

TABLE 1

Lifeline Participation by Eligible Telecommunications Carrier

Florida
ETCs

December 2000
Participants

March 2001
Participants

Growth Rate

BellSouth 104,575 104,507 Less than (.01%)

Verizon 18,685 20,164 7.92%

Sprint-FL 7,712 8,767 13.68%

GT Com 1,504 1,560 3.72%

ALLTEL 1,128 1,159 2.74%

TDS 289 296 2.42%

Northeast 253 281 11.06%

Frontier 47 59 25.53%

ITS 34 31 (8.82%)

Smart City 0 0 N/A

Total 134,227 136,824 1.93%

Finally, the FPSC is partnering with the American Association of Retired Persons (AARP),

the Florida Association of Counties, and the Florida League of Cities (FLC) to further promote

Lifeline.  In January 2002, AARP will be launching a special Lifeline campaign in Florida.  The

FPSC will be providing Lifeline literature and a special toll-free number to assist in this statewide

outreach effort.  The FLC has agreed to include Lifeline advertisements in its monthly statewide

newsletter.

CONCLUSION

Before proceeding with changes to the current Lifeline program, the FCC should endeavor

to understand the reasons for low versus high participation rates in the various states.  The FPSC

continues to support the original intent of the Lifeline program, which is to increase subscribership

for low-income households that want, but cannot afford, telephone service.
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States should make every effort to ensure that eligible households with and without

telephone service are aware of and can easily enroll in the Lifeline/Link-up programs.  Keeping the

program objective in mind, low program participation should not be cause to manipulate eligibility

criteria to increase the number of households that could qualify.

The FPSC recommends that the Joint Board and the FCC encourage states to explore various

automatic enrollment strategies to effectively target funding to consumers and determine eligibility

for Lifeline and Link-up support.  We believe that it is necessary to certify consumers' eligibility and

perform periodic verifications in order to prevent waste, fraud, and abuse, and to ensure the integrity

of the program.  We recommend increased promotion of the program through more frequent bill

inserts and requiring all ETCs to post application information about their Lifeline service on the

Lifeline Support website.

Respectfully submitted

/ s / 

Gregory D. Fogleman
Bureau of Intergovernmental Liaison

DATED: December 26, 2001
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Attachment 1

Florida
ETCs

Initial Eligibility Certification Follow Up Eligibility Verification

BellSouth Proof of participation in a qualifying
program.

Continued eligibility is reviewed periodically by
sending a sample of participants to Florida
Department of Children and Families (DCF). 
Ineligible participants are identified.

Verizon New customers must provide proof of
participation in a qualifying program or
certification by DCF.
Existing customers can self certify.

Continued eligibility is reviewed twice a year by
sending a list of participants to DCF.  Ineligible
participants are identified.

Sprint-FL Application plus proof of participation
in a qualifying program.

None.  The application requires the customer to
advise the company when they are no longer
eligible.

GT Com Proof of participation in a qualifying
program or certification by DCF.

Continued eligibility is reviewed periodically on a
one-on-one basis.

ALLTEL Customers sign an application form
certifying that they are eligible under
one of the qualifying programs.

None.

TDS Application plus proof of participation
in a qualifying program.

None.  The application requires the customer to
advise the company when they are no longer
eligible.

Northeast Application certified by authorized
representative of DCF or other agency.

Continued eligibility is reviewed twice a year by
sending a list of participants to DCF.  Ineligible
participants are identified.

Frontier Verbal statement from customer
regarding their eligibility to participate
in one of the qualifying programs.

None.

ITS Application certified by representative
of qualifying agency.

Continued eligibility is reviewed annually in the
same manner as the initial certification.

Smart City Application certified by representative
of qualifying agency via fax or email.

Continued eligibility is reviewed twice a year by
sending a computer tape of participants to the
qualifying agency.  Ineligible participants are
identified.



Before the
Federal Communications Commission

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of: )
)

Federal-State Joint Board on ) CC Docket No. 96-45
Universal Service )

)

 Certificate of Service

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Comments of the Florida

Public Service Commission is being furnished this date to the parties on the attached list.

/s/

Cynthia B. Miller, Esquire
Bureau of Intergovernmental Liaison

DATED: December 26, 2001



The Honorable Michael Powell
Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW., Room 8-B201
Washington, D.C.  20554

The Honorable Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW., Room 8-B115
Washington, D.C.  20554

The Honorable Michael J. Copps
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW., Room 8-A302
Washington, D.C.  20554

The Honorable Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, SW., Room 8-A204
Washington, D.C.  20554

Mary E. Newmeyer
Federal/Congressional Affairs
Alabama Public Service Commission
100 N. Union Street, Ste. 800
Montgomery, AL  36104

The Honorable Nanette G. Thompson, Chair
Regulatory Commission of Alaska 
1016 West Sixth Ace, Suite 400
Anchorage, AK 99501

Lori Kenyon, Common Carrier Specialist
Regulatory Commission of Alaska
1016 West Sixth Ace, Suite 400
Anchorage, AK   99501-1693

Virginia J. Taylor
California Department of Consumer Affairs
400 R Street, Suite 3090
Sacramento, CA   95814-6200

Richard A. Elbrecht
California Department of Consumer Affairs
400 R Street, Suite 3090
Sacramento, CA   95814-6200

California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA   94102-3298

Deborah S. Waldbaum
Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel
1580 Logan Street, Suite 610
Denver, Colorado   80203

David A. Beckett
Colorado Public Utilities Commission
1580 Logan Street, Office Level 2
Denver, CO   80203

Peter A. Pescosolido
Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control
10 Franklin Square
New Britain, CT 06051

Lawrence D. Crocker, III
District of Columbia Public Service Commission
1333 H Street NW, 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20005

Earl Poucher, Legislative Analyst
Office of Public Counsel
111 West Madison Street, Room 812
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400

B.B. Knowles, Director
Utilities Division
Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Washington Street, SW
Atlanta, GA   30334-5701

Eileen Benner
Idaho Public Utilities Commission
P. O. Box 83720
Boise, ID  83720-0074

Donald L. Howell, II
General Counsel
Idaho Public Utilities Commission
P. O. Box 83720
Boise, ID   83720-0074



Sarah A. Naumer
Federal/Congressional Affairs
Illinois Commerce Commission
160 N. LaSalle Street, Suite C-800
Chicago, Illinois 60601

Jennifer A. Gilmore
Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
302 W. Washington Street, Suite E306
Indianapolis, IN   46204

Anne Becker
Office of Utility Consumer Counsel
100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2215

Indiana Office of the Consumer Counsel
100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2215

Larry M. Stevens
Iowa Utilities Board
350 Maple Street
Des Moines, IA   50319

James Maret
Office of Consumer Advocate
350 Maple Street
Des Moines, Iowa 50319

Amy E. Dougherty
Kentucky Public Service Commission
Post Office Box 615
Frankfort, Kentucky  40602

General Counsel
Kansas Corporation Commission
1500 SW Arrowhead Road
Topeka, Kansas 66604-4027

Lawrence C. St. Branc
Louisiana Public Service Commission
P. O. Box 91154
Baton Rouge, LA   70821-9154

Gayle T. Kellner
Louisiana Public Service Commission
P. O. Box 91154
Baton Rouge, LA   70821-9154

Joel B. Shifman, Esq.
Maine Public Utilities Commission
242 State Street
State House, Station 18
Augusta, Maine   04333-0018

Nancy Zearfoss, Ph.D
Maryland Public Service Commission
6 Saint Paul Street, 16th Floor
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-6806

Susan Stevens Miller, Assistant General Counsel
Maryland Public Service Commission
6 Saint Paul Street, 16th Floor
Baltimore, MD   21202-6806

Mike Travieso
Office of People’s Counsel
6th St. Paul Street, Suite 2102
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

John G. Strand, Chairman
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
Lansing, Michigan   48911

Richard J. Johnson
Minnesota Independent Coalition
Moss & Barnett,  4800 Northwest Center
90 South Seventh Street
Minneapolis, MN   55402-4129

Brian T. Grogan
Minnesota Independent Coalition
Moss & Barnett,  4800 Northwest Center
90 South Seventh Street
Minneapolis, MN   55402-4129

Eric Swanson
Office of Attorney General
445 Minnesota Street
Suite 1200 WCL Tower
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2130



Barbara Meisenheimer
Missouri Office of Public Counsel
Truman Bldg, 301 West High St, Ste 250
Jefferson City, MO   65101

Martha S. Hogerty
Missouri Office of Public Counsel
Truman Bldg, 301 West High St, Ste 250
Jefferson City, MO   65101

Eric B. Witte, Assistant General Counsel
Missouri Public Service Commission
P. O. Box 360
Jefferson City, Missouri  65102

The Honorable Bob Rowe
Montana Public Service Commission
1701 Prospect Avenue
P.O. Box 202601
Helena, MT 59620-2601

Mike H. Lee
Montana Public Service Commission
1701 Prospect Avenue
P. O. Box 202601
Helena, MT   59601-2601

Jeff Pursley
Nebraska Public Service Commission
300 The Atrium, 1200 N Street
PO Box 94927
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Charles Bolle, Policy Adviser
Nevada Public Utilities Commission
1150 E. William Street
Carson City, NV   89701-3105

The Honorable Thomas J. Dunleavy
New York Public Service Commission
One Penn Plaza, 8th Floor
New York, New York 10119

Carl Johnson, Telecom Policy Analyst
New York Public Service Commission
3 Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY   12223-1350

Illona A. Jeffcoat-Sacco, Director
Public Utilities Division
State of North Dakota
600 E. Boulevard, Dept 408
Bismarck, North Dakota  58505-0480

Robert S. Tongren
Ohio Consumers Counsel
77 South High Street, 15th Floor
Columbus, Ohio   43266-0550

Andrea M. Kelsey,
Ohio Consumers Counsel
77 South High Street, 15th Floor
Columbus, Ohio   43266-0550

David C. Bergman, 
Ohio Consumers Counsel
77 South High Street, 15th Floor
Columbus, Ohio   43266-0550

Richard W. Pace
Ohio Consumers Counsel
77 South High Street, 15th Floor
Columbus, Ohio   43266-0550

Karen J. Hardie
Ohio Consumers Counsel
77 South High Street, 15th Floor
Columbus, Ohio   43266-0550

General Counsel
Oklahoma Corporation Commission
P. O. Box 52000
Oklahoma City, OK   73152-2000

The Honorable Joan H. Smith
Oregon Public Utility Commission
550 Capitol Street, NE, Suite 215
Salem, OR   97301-2551

Barbara Combs
Oregon Public Utility Commission
550 Capitol Street, NE, Suite 215
Salem, Oregon 97301-2551



Philip F. McClelland
Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street
Forum Place, 5th Floor
Harrisburg, PA   17101-1923

General Counsel
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
P. O. Box 3265
Harrisburg, PA   17105-3265

David F. Johnson
Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission
89 Jefferson Boulevard 
Warwick, R.I.  02888

Scott Sawyer
Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission
89 Jefferson Boulevard 
Warwick, R.I.  02888

R. Glenn Rhyne, Manager, Research Department
South Carolina Public Service Commission
P. O. Drawer 11649
Columbia, S.C.  29211

The Honorable James A. Burg
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
The Capitol, 500 East Capitol
Pierre, SD   57501

Christopher Klein
Tennessee Regulatory Authority
460 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0505

Texas Public Utility Commission
Post Office Box 13326
Austin, TX   78701-3326

Suzi Ray McClellan
Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel
Post Office Box 13326
Austin, TX   78701-3326

Vicki Oswalt
Office of Policy Development
Public Utility Commission of Texas
Post Office Box 13326
Austin, TX   78701-3326

Laurie Pappas
Office of Public Utility Counsel
Post Office Box 12397
Austin, Texas 78711-2397

Peter Bluhm, Director of Policy Research
Vermont Public Service Board
112 State Street, 4th Floor, 
Montpieller, VT   05620-2701

William Irby, Director
Division of Communications
Virginia State Corporation Commission
1300 East Main Street - 9th Floor
Richmond, VA   23218

The Honorable Marilyn Showalter
Washington Utilities &  Transportation
Commission
1300 S. Evergreen Park Drive, SW
Olympia, Washington 98504

Tom Wilson
Washington Utilities &  Transportation
Commission
1300 S. Evergreen Park Drive, SW
Olympia, Washington 98504

Honorable Steve Ellenbecker, Chairman
Wyoming Public Service Commission
2515 Warren Avenue, Suite 300
Cheyenne, Wyoming   82002

Honorable Steve Furtney, Deputy Chairman
Wyoming Public Service Commission
2515 Warren Avenue, Suite 300
Cheyenne, Wyoming   82002

Kristin H. Lee, Commissioner
Wyoming Public Service Commission
2515 Warren Avenue, Suite 300
Cheyenne, Wyoming   82002



Michael A. McRae
D.C. Office of the People's Counsel
1133 15th Street, NW, Suite 500
Washington, D.C.   20005

Honorable Albert Vann
National Black Caucus of State Legislators 
  Telecommunications & Energy Committee
New York State Assembly
Legislative Office Building #422
Albany, New York   12248

Mark Savage,  Stefan Rosenzweig,
Carmela Castellano
Public Advocates, Inc.
1535 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA   94103

Terry D. Blackwood
Billy Jack Gregg
West Virginia Consumer Advocate
700 Union Building
Charleston, West Virginia   25301

Elizabeth A. Noel
Sandra Mattavous-Frye
DC Office of the People's Counsel
1133 Fifteenth Street, NW, Suite 500
Washington, D.C.   20005-2710

Lisa M. Zaina
Ken Johnson
OPASTCO
21 Dupont Circle, NW, Suite 700
Washington, D.C.   20036

Kevin J. Donnellan, Legislation and Public Policy
Bradley C. Stillman, Telecommunications Policy
American Association of Retired Persons
601 E Street, NW
Washington, D.C.  20049

John Rother, Esquire
American Association of Retired Persons
601 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20049

Nancy C. Garrison
Catherine O’Sullivan
U.S. Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Room 3224
Washington, DC 20530-001

Ronald J. Binz,  Debra R. Berlyn
  John Windhausen, Jr.
Competition Policy Institute
1156 15th Street, NW, Suite 310
Washington, DC 20005

David L. Deming
Senecom Voice Processing Systems
6 Blossomwood Court
St. Louis, Missouri 63033-5202

Regina McNeil
National Exchange Carrier Association
80 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

Richard A. Askoff
National Exchange Carrier Association
80 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

National Telephone Cooperative Association
4121 Wilson Boulevard, Tenth Floor
Arlington, Virginia   22203-1801


