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I A!.I DELTGHTED TO BE HERE WITH YOU THIS AFTERNOON. I WANT TO

THANK AT&T FOR THE INVITATION AND THE OPPORTIJNITY TO DISCUSS

SEVERAL II'ATTERS WITH WHICH WE SHARE SIGNIFICANT MUTUAL INTEREST.

I AIt{ ALSO EXTREIT{ELY PLEASED TO SEE SEVERAL OF It{Y FELLow

COII{MISSIONERS FROIT{ NARUC. SO LET ME HASTEN TO SAY, 'IFOR THE

RECORD,X THAT I AM HERE TODAY IN !{Y CAPACITY AS CHAIRMAN OF THE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUUBIA AND MY

REII{ARKS ARE ATTRIBTITED SOLELY TO UE AND NOT IN MY CAPACITY AS

CHAIRMAN OF NARUC I S COI,TMT'NICATIONS COMIT{ITTEE.

WE HAVE NOW LIVED THROUGH NEARLY A DECADE OF THE NINFORMATION

AGErr AND, THE TEcHNoLocIcAL ADVANCES wE HAVE SEEN IN oUR

TELECOMMUNICATIONS SYSTET{ HAVE CHALLENGED ALL OF US, REGULATORS

AND PRIVATE INDUSTRY ALIKE. I VENTURE TO SAY THAT THE CHALLENGES

FACING US WILL CONTINUE, WITH GREATER RAPIDITY AND COMPLEXITY. IN

LIGHT OF THE STAGGERTNG DECREE OF TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGE AND THE

ASSOCTATED TSSUES CttRRENTLy BEING DEBATED rN THrS TNDUSTRY, r
DECIDED TO LII{IT l{Y REI,IARKS TO TWO SPECIFIC TOPICS: (1) WHETHER

AT&T IS CONSIDERED TO BE A "DOI{INANT CARRIERTT; AND (21 OF COURSE

MY FAVORITE, THE CONTINUING DEBATE OVER THE MODTFTED FINAL JUDGMENT

(I,IFJ).
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AS YOU ARE AWARE, IN APRIL OF THIS YEAR, THE FEDERAL

coMMttNrcATroNs coMMIssIoN (Fcc) INSTITUTED A COI{PREHENSM REVIEW

oF THE LONG DISTANCE I{ARKETPLACE. SPECIFICALLY, THE FCC EXA},!rNED

THE ISSUE OF WHETHER AT&T WAS STILL THE DOMINANT PI,AYER. RATHER

THAN DETAIL THE FCC'S NOTTCE, I WANT TO SHARE OIJR COMMTSSTONTS

PERSPECTM OF THE PROPOSAL, AND WHy, IN My OPINION, THE

TNSTITUTTNG OF THIS PROCEEDTNG AT THIS TIME, IS PREI'{ATURE..

I FIND IT RATHER CURIOUS THAT THE FCC INSTITUTED THIS

PROCEEDING SHORTLY AFTER THE rI.{PLH.{ENTATfON oF PRICE CAPS FOR AT&T.

WHILE I AIt! NOT HERE TO ESPOUSE I.{Y POSITION CONCERNING PRICE CAPS,

THERE IS NO QUESTION THAT THTS NEW REGUI"ATORY II{ETHODOLOGY GAVE AT&T

SUBSTANTIALLY MORE FLEXIBILITY FOR PRICING SARVICES THAN WAS

PRESENT TTNDER TRADITIONAL RATE OF RETT'RN REGUI,ATION. I ALSO

BELIEVE THAT, WHILE THE FCC HAS PRESENTED SOME DATA CONCERNING

AT&T|S EXPERIENCE WITH PRICE CAPS, ONE YEARTS EXPERIENCE CREATES

A LIMITED RECORD UPON WHICH TO DETERII{INE WHETHER THIS FLEXIBILITY

PROVTDES THE PUBLIC TNTEREST BENEFTTS THAT THE FCC HAD ARGUED WOULD

occt R. MoREovER, A NWBER OF PETITTONS FOR RECONSIDERATION ARE

STILL PENDING BEFORE THE COMI,IISSION, THEREFORE, THE PRICE CAP

PROCEEDING IS NOT TECHNICALLY OR LEGALLY FINAL. THUS, I rIND IT

IRONIC THAT THE FCC HAS UNDERTAKEN SUCH A BROAD AND SWEEPING REVIEW

OF THE INTERSTATE MARKETPLACE WHEN ITS NEW PREVIOUS REGULATORY

EFFORTS TO GRANT AT&T FLEXIBILITY HAVE NOT BEEN ADEQUATELY TESTED.

I AI{ QUITE SURE THAT SOME OF YOU HAVE HEJARD SIUII,AR CONCERNS,

AND THAT I'{Y OBSERVATIONS ARE NOT NEW OR STARTLING. I DO BELIEVE,

HOWEVER, THAT THE CONCERNS EXPRESSED ARE VALTD. LET US NOT FORGET



THAT, AS A RESULT OF THE NrNTH CIRCUIT COI.{PUTER ffl DECfSION, THE

FCC HAS RECENTLY DISCOVERED THAT CONFUSTON AND UNCERTAINTY CAN

RESULT WHEN THE PIVOTAL ASSIIMPTIONS ARE OVERTTJRNED. WHILE I DO NOT

ENVY THOSE WHO SIT AT 1919 M STREET, N.W., I WOULD THINK THAT

PRUDENCE DTCTATES A SLOI{ER, METHODTCAL APPROACH TO REGUT,ATORy

REFORI{.

IN RESPONSE TO THE FCC'S PROPOSAL ITSELF, OUR COMII{ISSION

ARGUED THAT THE FCC SHOULD TAKE A STRUCTURED ANALYTTCAL APPROACH,

I{ODELED AFTER THE ''INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONAL'I THEORY. I'NDER THTS

APPROACH' THE FCC WOULD FIRST DEFINE THE RELEVANT MARKET AND THEN,

BASED ON THAT II{ARKET, DETERUTNE THE LEVEL OF MARKET POWER FOR A

GrvEN ENTrrY, PRESIII{ABLY AT&T. THE D.c. colr{Ir{rssroN rN rrs REcENT

DECISION CONCERNING THE APPROPRIATE COII{PETITIVE CRITERTA TO BE

APPLTED TO SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE CHESAPEAKE AND PoToljtAC

TELEPHONE COMPANY (C&P) , FOLLOWED A SIIr{ILAR APPROACH. pERMIT ME

TO BRIEFLY DESCRIBE BOTH THE THEORY AND OI'R DECISION.

THE ITNDUSTRIAL-ORGANIZATIONAL'I THEORY, OR WHAT I WILL RETER

TO AS THE III-OII APPROACH, RECOGNIZES THAT THE STRUCTURE OF THE

MARKET AND THE CONDUCT oF ENTITTES WITHIN THE Ir{ARKET cAN pROVIDE

A MEANINGFUL ANALYTICAL CONSTRUCT WITHTN WHICH A DETERMTNATION AS

TO THE DEGREE OF COMPETTTION CAN BE DETERMINED. THE I.O APPROACH

FIRST LOOKS TO THE DEFINITION OF AN APPROPRIATE MARKET. THE

CONCEPT OF I'SUBSTITUTABILITY'I IS THE GUIDING PRTNCIPLE FOR

DETERMINING THE APPROPRTATE DEFINITTON FOR THE !,TARKET LOOKING AT

BOTH SUPPLY AND DEII{AND SUBSTITUTES FOR A GIVEN SERVTCE. AII{ONG THE

TOOLS THAT WE FOT'ND TO BE OF ASSISTANCE IN THTS TASK WERE CROSS-



ET,ASTICTTy Or DEIIAND STUDIES, AND USER SURVEYS DESIGNED TO PROVIDE

OBJECTIVE INFORI.TATTON. ONCE THE III,TARI(ETII IS DEFINED, THE T-O

APPROACH THEN LOOKS TO THE CONCEPT OF III{ARKET POWERII TO DETERMINE

THE DEGREE TO I{HICH COI{PETITION EXISTS WITHIN THE I.{ARKET. IN

ASSESSING WHETHER IIII{ARKET POWER'' EXISTS, WE DIRECTED C&P TO PROVTDE

DATA ON rTS I{ARKET SHARE, EVTDENCE REGARDTNG THE EXTSTENCE AND

REI,ATIVE II,IPORTANCE OF ECONOIT{IES OF SCALE OF SCOPE, AND INCREIT{ENTAL

cosTs sruDIEs. MOREOVER, EVIDENCE WITH RESPECT TO BARRIERS TO

ENTRY, PRICE DISCRMINATTON, CROSS-SUBSTDIZATION, AND TYING

CONTRACTS WOULD ALSO BE CONSTDERED.

IN ADDITION, C&p COULD SEEK REDUCED REGULATION BASED ON A

sHowrNG oF ACTUAL LOSSES ATTRIBUTABLE TO COMPETITION, OR

SUBSTANTIALLY SUPPORTED PROJECTIONS OF ANTICIPATED REVENUE LOSSES,

WITH THE PROVISION THAT C&P'S SHAREHOLDERS WOULD BEAR THE BT'RDEN

OF ANY LOSSES DUE TO SERVICES FOR WHICH THERE WAS REDUCED

REGULATION, WHAr WE CALL THE IICENTREX TEST. 'r THE CENTREX TEST WAS

ESTABLISHED BY THE COMI.{ISSION IN ITS L987 DECISION PERMTTTTNG C&P

TO USE AN INDIVIDUAL CASE BASIS TARIFF APPROACH FOR I"ARGE CENTREX

CUSTOMERS.

WHILE OI'R COMI{ISSION HAS YET TO REVIEW SPECIFIC APPLICATIONS

BY C&P TO TMPLEI,IENT THE INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATION APPROACH, I DO

BELIEVE THAT IT PROVfDBS FOR A CONCRETE, SYSTE!,IATIC REVIEW AND

ANALYSIS OF THE TELECOMIT{I'NICATIONS MARKETS AND SUB-I,IARKETS THAT MAY

EXTST. II{OREOVER, TH8 APPROACH IS FOUNDED UPON ECONOMIC THEORY AND

LITERATURE BY A NTIMBER OT' RESPECTED ECONOIT{ISTS.



rN THE CONTEXT OF THE FCC PROCEEDING, I BELTEVE THAT OtR

FTNDTNGS OF IHE NEED FOR A I'IORE STRUCTURED APPROACH rS EQUALLY

APPLICABLE. WHILE THE FCC'S NOTTCE SUGGESTS A I{ORE STRUCTURED

APPROACH, T FEAR THAT IT IS IN NAI,IE ONLY. FOR EXAMPLE, IT IS TRUE

THAT THE TCC DISCUSSES A NT'II{BER OF I.TARKET cHARAcTERIsTIcs.

HOWEVER, IN THE FCC|S DISCUSSION CONCERNfNG IIARKETS, fT DOES NOT

APPEAR THAT THE FCC WILL ENGAGE IN ANY ANALYSTS REGARDTNG

EI,ASTICITY OF DEII{AND NOR DOES IT REFER To PRICING LEADERSHIP THAT

WOULD TEND TO SHOW A LACK OF EI"ASTICITY. THE FCC|S PRoPOSAL ALSO

DOES NOT DISCUSS ANY STUDY OF THE ECONOI{IES OF SCALE rN THE CONTEXT

OF BARRIERS TO ENTRY.

wHrLE ECONOUTCS IS NOT AN EXACT SCTENCE, THE SUGGESTTON THAT

TO ENGAGE IN SUCH ECONOII'TC ANALYSTS IS A WASTE oF TIuE AND ENERGIES

IS TO BEG THE QUESTION. IF THE ANSWERS ARE NOT THE SAI{E UNDER

ETTHER THE ANECDoTAL oR THE srRucrtRED APPRoACH, THAT, rN AND oF

fTSELF, SHOULD BE KNOI{N. FOR EXAIT{PLE, CIJRRENT DATA SUGGESTS THAT

Al&TrS I'{ARKET SHARE Is soMEwHERE BETwEEN 6o-zot. Bur DoEs THIs
REALLY ILLUSTRATE THAT AT&T IS CONFRONTED WITH ACROSS-THE-BOARD

COI.{PETITION?

THE DEBATE OVER THE IIDOII{INANCE'I OF AT&T IS NOT CONFINED TO THE

FCC. FOR EXAUPLE, THE TSSUE RECENTLY HAS BEEN ADDRESSED IN A

RECENT ARTICLE IN NPUBLTC UTILITIES FORTNIGHTLY. '' ROBERT M.

ATKTNSON IT, GEORGE M. NEELY, AND SANDRA DRUI{MING, ALL AFFILIATED

wrTH FLORTDA A&l,t ttNIvERSrTy, coNcLUDED THAT ||AT&T rS NOT DOMTNANT

AND ASYMMETRf CAL REGULATfON OF AT&T r S ACTMTIES CAN BE ENDED

WTTHOUT FEAR OF T'NREASONABLE OR DOMINANT MARKET BEHAVIOR.
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THEREFORE, AT&T SHOT'LD BE SUBJECT TO NO II{ORE REGUI"ATORY CONSTRAINTS

THAN ITS COMPETITORS. "1/ WHILE A COI,IPLETE CRITIQUE OF THESE

AIIIHORST POSITION IS BEYOND THE SCOPE OF t-ty RS,IARKS TODAY, I DO

WANT TO RESPOND TO THREE POINTS RAISED IN THEIR ARTICLE.

FIRST, THE AIIIHORS SUGGEST THAT AT&T FACES STIrF COI.{PETrTrON

FROM MCI, U.S. SPRINT, AND THE VAST NIIMBER OF RESELLnRS. THE

AUTHORS CTTE PRIOR FCC PRONOT'NCruENTS AND CI,RRENT EII{PIRTCAL

EVIDENCE. UNFORTIJNATELY, NO STATISTICAL OR ECONOI.{IC ANALYSIS OF

THErR FTNDINGS rS PRESENTED rN THE ARTTCLE. SECOND, THE AUTHORS

ARGUE, BY ANALOGY, THAT LEADERS IN OTHER INDUSTRIES, IN PARTICULAR

BOEING AIRCRAFT AND PROCTOR AND GAII{BLE, HAVE HIGH MARKET SHARES AND

THAT THIS FACT ALONE DOES NOT NECESSARILY MEAN THAT THESE COMPANIES

HAVE MARKET POT{ER WITHIN THETR RESPECTIVE INDUSTRIES. WHILE I
AGREE WrTH THrS OBSERVATTON, TIARKET SHARE SHOULD NOT BE EXAUTNED

IN A VACUUIII. OTHER DATA SHOULD BE EXAI{INED, SUCH AS ECONOIT{IES OF

SCALE, TO DETERMINE WHETHER I,I.ARKET POWER EXISTS INDEPENDENT OF

MARKET SHARE. r BELTEVE THAT THrS rS REQUTRED BECAUSE AT&T'S

INDUSTRY, THE LONG DISTANCE MARKETPI"ACE, IS GUIDED BY THE PRINCIPLE

THAT THE PUBLIC INTEREST I.IUST BE SERVED.

THE THIRD AND FINAL POINT THAT I WOI'LD LIKE TO DTSCUSS TS THE

CONCEPT OT CARRIER OF I,AST RESORT. ACCORDING TO THE AUTHORS, IIAT&T

IS REQUIRED TO OFTER LONG-DISTANCE SERVICE EVERYWHERE, BUT AT&T

CoMPETTTORS ARE FREE TO CHOOSE WHERE SERVTCE rS OFFERED -- THAT rS,

Ll Atkinson II, Neely, Druruning, rrTesting AT&Trs Dominance in the
Long-Distance Marketr'r Pubric utilities Fortniqhtly, vol. 126 No.5 (Aug. 30, 1990) at 29.



WHERE THEY WANT TO TAKE AWAY UARKET SHARE FROT.{ AT&T. NATI'RALLY,

THEY CHOOSE TO FOCUS THEIR EFTORTS ON THE MOST PROFITABLE SEGMENTS

OF THE !,!ARKET I{HTL8 LEAVING LESS PROFITABLE UARKET SEGMENTS TO

AT&T.'tZl r WOULD LTKE TO MAKE TWO POINTS REGARDTNG THIS

CONTENTION.

FrRsT' THE CARRIER oF I"AST REsoRT, As SUGGESTED By THE

AUTHORS' CENTERS ON THE DIFFERENCE BETI{EEN RESIDENTIAL AND BUSINESS

CUSTOMERS. WHILE THE I'NDERPINNINGS OF THE COMI{ITNICATIONS ACT

SUGGEST THAT ALL INDIVIDUALS SHOULD BE AFTORDED NATTONWIDE

TELEcol'tMuNrcATroNs sERvrcEs AT JUST AND REASoNABLE RATES, THE

D8crsroN oN WHERE AND wHolit ro sERvE ARE coRpoRATE DEcrsroNs MADE

BY YoU AND THE OTHER CARRIERS, NoT THE rCc. IF THE coNcEpT oF A
CARRIER oF LAST RESoRT HAS HAD UNTNTENDED coNsEeUBNcEs, I woULD

SUGGEST THAT YOU FrRSI LOOK TO THE CORPORATE BOARD ROOMS. SECOND,

AS I T'NDERSTAND THE PROCESS, THE ABILITY TO DISCONTTNUE SERVICE BY

BOTH AT&T AND THE OTHER LONG DISTANCE CARRIERS IS STTLL RELEGATED

TO THE FCC PURSUANT TO SECTTON 2L4 OR THE COMPI,AINT PROCEDURES

EUBODIED IN THE COMMUNTCATIONS ACT. IF TH8 OBLIGATIONS IMPOSED BY

THE AcT ARE RESTRICTING AT&Tts ABILITY To colt{PETE, t{EcHANIsMs ExfsT
TO CORRECT THE PROBLB{ IF TT TS TRULY PRESENT.

THE FTNAL POINT I WOULD LTKE TO DISCUSS TODAY IS THE MFJ. T

WAS HEARTENED TO READ THE RECENT COMMENTS GIVEN BY UR. TERRY BANKS

IN BTLLTNGS, MONTANA, WHERE HE REAFFIRMED THAT ''AT&T IS FIRMLY

2/ fd. at 25.



oPPOSED TO ANY LEGISLATION THAT WOULD MODIFY THE DECREE."3.l

I'NFORTI'NATELY, I{R. BANKS WENT ON TO DTSCUSS ONLY THE MFJ

RESTRTCTIONS ON MANUFACTURING AND INTEREXC}TANGE SERVTCES. WITH

REGARD TO THESE T,ATTER RESTRICTTONS, r CONCUR WITH THE GENERAL

SENTTUENT THAT REGIONAL BELL OPERATTNG COMPANY (RBOC) ENTRY WOULD

CREATE LITTLE, TF ANY, PUBLTC INTAREST BENEFITS, AND PROBABLY COULD

COST AI,TERICA JOBS AND AI,TERICAT{ FTR!,TS THEIR SHARE OF THE

SOPHISTICATED TELECOMI,IIINICATIONS EQUIPI.{ENI UARKET.

I AI.{ NOT, HOWEVER, IN AGREEMENT WITH AT&TIS POSITION REGARDING

INFORMATION SERVICES. PLEASE LET ME EXPI,AIN.

AS YOU ALL MAy BE AWARE, OUR COMMISSTON, IN CONJIINCTION WITH

THE DISTRICT OF COLUIIBIATS OFTICE OF CORPORjITION COI'NSEL, FILED

COI{II{ENTS IN THE CI'RRENT INFORMATION SERVICE REI{.AND PROCEEDING

BEFORE JUDGE GREENE. IN THOSE COII{I{ENTS, WE URGED JUDGE GREENE NOT

TO FURTHER I.{ODIFY THE INFORI,IATION RESTRICTION PLACED UPON THE RBOCs

AFTER HIS TWO DECISIONS IN SEPTEI{BER OF 1987 AND MARCH OF 1988.

SPECIFICALLY, I{E ARGUED THAT

IUINDER CITRRENT MARKET coNDrTIoNs, ITHE RBoCsl HAVE BOTH THE
TNCENTIVE AND ABILITY TO EXERCISE MARKET POWER IN INFORMATION
SERVICES I.{.ARKETS BY CROSS-SUBSIDIZING THE NEW INFORMATION
SERVICE OPERATIONS OF THEIR T'NREGUI,ATED AFFILIATES AND BY
DISCRIMINATING AGAINST INFORI{ATION SERVICE COMPETITORS. THTS
INCENTIVE AND ABILITY AR8 ENOUGH TO SUPPORT A FINDING THAT IF
THE RBOCS ARE PERI{TTTED TO PROVIDE INFORIT{ATION SERVICES, THEIR
ENTRY WILL BE CERTAIN TO LESSEN COMPETITION IN INFORMATION

3l Banks Remarks at 2.



SERVICES MARKETS.4/

WITHOUT ST'MII{ARIZING IN DETAIL OT'R COIi${ENTS, THE THRUST OF OUR

POSITIoN IS: (1) THAT THE RBOcs PRESENTED NO INFORMATION coNcERNING

THE APPROPRIATE MARKET DEFINITION FOR TNFORI.IATION SERVICES, BUT

INSTEAD ARGUED FOR A BROAD OR TAILORED DEFINITION DEPENDING UPON

WHICH DEFINITION WAS ADVANTAGEOUS IN THE CONTEXT OF A GIVEN

ARGU!{ENT;!/ (21 THAT THEY HAVE CONTROL OVER THE ACcEss To THE

PUBLIC SWITCHED NETWORK TNCLUDING THE ABILITY, TO SOME EXTENT, TO

DETERI{INE How TRAFFTC I{ILL BE ROUTED;6/ (3) THAT THERE wAs No

EVIDENCE THAT THE THREAT OF BypASS, ASSttl,tING IT EXISTS, rS VERY

EXTENSMiT I AND (4 ) THAT CITRRENT REGUI"ATORY OVERSIGHT IS

TNSUFFTCIENT TO OVERSEE THE THREAT OF DISCRIMINATION AND CROSS-

suBsrDrzATIoN,g/ A THREAT THAT STrLL EXTSTS.9/ THE POINTS WE

RAISE, I BELIEVE, cO TO THE HEART OF CERTAIN OF THE RBOC

CoNTENTIONS, AND, HOPEFULLY, WILL ASSIST IN CRYSTALLIZTNG THE

DEBATE CONCERNING FURTHER RBOC ENTRY INTO INFORI,IATION SERVICES.

AT&TIS COMI{ENTS, ON THE OTHER HAND, DID LITTLE TO ENHANCE THE

4 | l,[enorandun of Points and Authorities of the Of f ice of the
Corporation Counsel and the Public Service Conmission of the
District of Colurnbia in Opposition to the Removal of the Section
II(D) (1) Restriction Against the Provision of Information Services,
Civil Action No. 82-OL92 (HHG), filed October L7, 1990 at I-2.
sl See !Q. at 5-6.

6l See id. at 8-9.

7 I See id. at 11-13.

8l see iS!. at 13-15;

9l See j.S!. at 15-16.

see also id. at 18-26.



DEBATE.

I WAS SOMEWHAT DISAPPOINTED BY AT&T'S FILING. THE GIST OF

YOttR COMMENTS, AS I READ THEIr{, IS THAT AT&T WAS ASSIJRED THAT IHE

RBOCs DID NOT INTEND TO HAVE THEIR ARGI,MENTS EXTSND TO

III{PERMISSTBLE INTEREXCITANGE SERVICE. AND THAT, BECAUSE THE RBOCS

WOT'LD CI,ARTFY THIS INTENT IN THEIR REPLY !{EI{ORJANDUU, AT&T IIWAS

SATISFIED THAT IT NEED NOT OPPOSE REI.{OVAL OF THE INFOR!{ATION

SERVICES RESTRICTION TO PROTECT THE DECREEIS CORE INTEREXCHANGE AND

II{ANUFACTURING INJI,NCTIONS."LOI IT APPE.ARS THAT AT&TIS POSITION

IS TTIAT IT DOES NOT OPPOSE THE REI{OVAL OF THE INFORMATION SERVICES

RESTRICTION BECAUSE IT DOES NOT INTRUDE UPON THE I,T.ANUFACTT'RING AND

TNTEREXCIIANGE RESTRTCTTON. APPARENTLY, THrS POSTTION RESULTED FROM

ASSI'RANCES BY THE RBOCS THAT ''THEY WILL NOT CONTEND THAT A

FAVOR,ABLE DECISION ON THE PENDING INFORMATION SERVICES MOTION

ENSITLES THEII{ TO WAIVNRS OR REX{OVAL OF THE INTEREXCHANGE

RESTRTCTTON TTNDER SECTTON VIrr(C) OF THE DECREE."LtI r FrND THrS

POSITION INTERESTING BECAUSE THE RBOCS ALSO STATE THAT

AT&T IS RAPIDLY PENETRATING ALL VARIOUS MARKET NICHES
TNCLUDING VOrCE !,I8SSAGrNG, ELECTRONTC MArL, FAX MESSAGING,
DIRECTORY SERVICES, DATA TRANSPORT, TRANSACTION PROCESSING,
AND RE!,TOTE MONITORING EITHER ON ITS OWN OR IN JOINT
VENTURES Y|ITH DO!{ JONES, AI'IERTCAN EXPRESS, AND OTHER
GIANTS....EARLY THIS YE.AR, AT&T ANNOTINCED ITS ACQUISITION OF

LO I AT&T I s Comments on the Mot,ions to Remove the Inforrnation
Services Restriction, Civil Action No. 82-oL92 (HHG), filed october
L7 , 1990 at 3.

LLI rd. at 2.
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THREE DMSIONS OF WESTERN ITNION, I{OST NOTABLY THOSE INVOLVED
IN COMPUTER MArL AND DATA TRANSMISSTON SERVICES. .. .!21

I RECOGNIZE THAT AT&T'S POSITION MAY BE THAT THIS FIGHT TS

THAT OF THE RBOCS, AND THAT AT&T, SO LONG AS THE RBOCs DO NOT

MANUFACTURE OR OFFER INTEREXCHANGE SERVICE, HAS NO STAKE IN THE

OUTCOI{E. BT'T I STRONGLY DISAGREE.

AT&T HAS PRIDED ITSELF IN BEING AN INDUSTRY LEADER SINCE ITS

INCEPTION AND TO SKIRT ONE OF THE MOST VOCAL AND CHALLENGING

DEBATES OCCI'RRING TODAY IS A DISSERVICE TO THE PUBLIC TNTEREST.

AT&T POSSESSES THE TECHNICAL EXPERTISE AND NETWORK EXPERIENCE TO

ASSURE THAT THE RECORD BEFORE THE COI'RT IS AS COMPLETE AS POSSTBLE.

IN MY VIEW, WHILE IT I.{AY NOT BE A LEGAL OBLIGATION, AT&T, AS ONE

OF THE PARTIES TO THE INITIAL MFJ, HAS THE PUBLIC INTEREST

OBLIGATION TO ASSIST IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE RECORD AND BASE ITS

POSITION ON II{ORE TEAN THE I'ASSURANCESX OF THE RBOCS. THESE

ASStrtaNcEs WILL, rN MY OPTNION, CLE;LRLY EVAPORATE OVER TIME SrNCE

I BELIEVE THAT THE INFORMATION RESTRICTION IS THE FIRST MOVE TOWARD

LIFTING ALL OF THE MFJ RESTRICTIONS. I I{OULD STRONGLY AND

SINCERELY T'RGE A RETHINKING OF YOT'R POSITION. I FIRMLY BELIEVE IT

IS SHORTSIGHTED AND WILL PROVE TO BE EXTRH{ELY COSTLY -F'OR YOU AS

A COMPANY AND TOR THE NATION AS A WHOLE.

AGAIN, I THANK yOU FOR YOttR INVITATION, AND I WOULD BE PLEASED

TO RESPOND TO ANY QUESTIONS yOU l.{Ay HAVE.

Lzl Memorandun of the Bell Conpanies in Support of Section VII
Motions for Renand of the section rr(D) (1) Restriction on the
Provision of Information Services, Civil Action No. 82-LOg2 (HHG),
filed August L7, 1990 at 29 n.13 (citations ornitted).
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