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licenses began on April 12, 2000 and closed on May 8, 2000. The 18 bidders who claimed small business
status won 849 licenses. Consequently, the Commission estimates that 18 or fewer 39 GHz licensees are
small entities that may be affected by the rules and policies adopted herein.

183.  Local Multipoint Distribution Service. Local Multipoint Distribution Service (LMDS) is
a fixed broadband point-to-multipoint microwave service that provides for two-way video
telecommunications.”* The auction of the 1,030 Local Multipoint Distribution Service (LMDS) licenses
began on February 18, 1998 and closed on March 25, 1998. The Commission established a small
business size standard for LMDS licenses as an entity that has average gross revenues of less than $40
million in the three previous calendar years.”* An additional small business size standard for “very small
business” was added as an entity that, together with its affiliates, has average gross revenues of not more
than $15 million for the preceding three calendar years.”* The SBA has approved these small business
size standards in the context of LMDS auctions.”” There were 93 winning bidders that qualified as small
entities in the LMDS auctions. A total of 93 small and very small business bidders won approximately
277 A Block licenses and 387 B Block licenses. On March 27, 1999, the Commission re-auctioned 161
licenses; there were 40 winning bidders. Based on this information, we conclude that the number of small
LMDS licenses consists of the 93 winning bidders in the first auction and the 40 winning bidders in the
re-auction, for a total of 133 small entity LMDS providers.

184.  218-219 MHz Service. The first auction of 218-219 MHz spectrum resulted in 170
entities winning licenses for 594 Metropolitan Statistical Area licenses. Of the 594 licenses, 557 were
won by entities qualifying as a small business. For that auction, the small business size standard was an
entity that, together with its affiliates, has no more than a $6 million net worth and, after federal income
taxes (excluding any carry over losses), has no more than $2 million in annual profits each year for the
previous two years.”*® In the 218-219 MHz Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, we
established a small business size standard for a “small business” as an entity that, together with its
affiliates and persons or entities that hold interests in such an entity and their affiliates, has average
annual gross revenues not to exceed $15 million for the preceding three years.”*’ A “very small business”
is defined as an entity that, together with its affiliates and persons or entities that hold interests in such an

(Continued from previous page)
31 See Letter to Kathleen O’Brien Ham, Chief, Auctions and Industry Analysis Division, Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau, FCC, from Aida Alvarez, Administrator, SBA (Feb. 4, 1998).

25ee Rulemaking to Amend Parts 1, 2, 21, and 25 of the Commission’s Rules to Redesignate the 27.5-29.5 GHz
Frequency Band, to Reallocate the 29.5-30.0 GHz Frequency Band, and to Establish Rules and Policies for Local
Multipoint Distribution Service and for Fixed Satellite Services, CC Docket No. 92-297, Second Report and Order,
12 FCC Red 12545 (1997).

543[d.
MSee id.

3See Letter to Dan Phythyon, Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, FCC, from Aida Alvarez,
Administrator, SBA (Jan. 6, 1998).

 Implementation of Section 309(j) of the Communications Act — Competitive Bidding, PP Docket No. 93-253,
Fourth Report and Order, 59 FR 24947 (May 13, 1994).

T Amendment of Part 95 of the Commission’s Rules to Provide Regulatory Flexibility in the 218-219 MHz Service,
WT Docket No. 98-169, Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, 64 FR 59656 (Nov. 3, 1999).
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entity and its affiliates, has average annual gross revenues not to exceed $3 million for the preceding three
years.”*® The SBA has approved these size standards.”® We cannot estimate, however, the number of
licenses that will be won by entities qualifying as small or very small businesses under our rules in future
auctions of 218-219 MHz spectrum.

185. 24 GHz — Incumbent Licensees. This analysis may affect incumbent licensees who were
relocated to the 24 GHz band from the 18 GHz band, and applicants who wish to provide services in the
24 GHz band. The applicable SBA small business size standard is that of “Cellular and Other Wireless
Telecommunications” companies. This category provides that such a company is small if it employs no
more than 1,500 persons.” According to Census Bureau data for 1997, there were 977 firms in this
category that operated for the entire year.”' Of this total, 965 firms had employment of 999 or fewer
employees, and an additional 12 firms had employment of 1,000 employees or more.””> Thus, under this
size standard, the great majority of firms can be considered small. These broader census data
notwithstanding, we believe that there are only two licensees in the 24 GHz band that were relocated from
the 18 GHz band, Teligent™> and TRW, Inc. It is our understanding that Teligent and its related
companies have less than 1,500 employees, though this may change in the future. TRW is not a small
entity. Thus, only one incumbent licensee in the 24 GHz band is a small business entity.

186. 24 GHz — Future Licensees. With respect to new applicants in the 24 GHz band, the
small business size standard for “small business” is an entity that, together with controlling interests and
affiliates, has average annual gross revenues for the three preceding years not in excess of $15 million.>**
“Very small business” in the 24 GHz band is an entity that, together with controlling interests and
affiliates, has average gross revenues not exceeding $3 million for the preceding three years.” The SBA
has approved these small business size standards.® These size standards will apply to the future auction,
if held.

548[d.

*¥See Letter to Daniel B. Phythyon, Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, Federal Communications
Commission, from Aida Alvarez, Administrator, Small Business Administration (Jan. 6, 1998).

3913 C.F.R. § 121.201, NAICS code 517212.

>1U.S. Census Bureau, 1997 Economic Census, Subject Series: Information, “Employment Size of Firms Subject
to Federal Income Tax: 1997,” Table 5, NAICS code 513322.

33214, The census data do not provide a more precise estimate of the number of firms that have employment of
1,500 or fewer employees; the largest category provided is “Firms with 1,000 employees or more.”

3 Teligent acquired the DEMS licenses of FirstMark, the only licensee other than TRW in the 24 GHz band whose
license has been modified to require relocation to the 24 GHz band.

% Amendments to Parts 1, 2, 87 and 101 of the Commission’s Rules to License Fixed Services at 24 GHz,
WT Docket No. 99-327, Report and Order, 15 FCC Red 16934, 16967 (2000); see also 47 C.F.R. § 101.538(a)(2).

55 Amendments to Parts 1, 2, 87 and 101 of the Commission’s Rules to License Fixed Services at 24 GHz,
WT Docket No. 99-327, Report and Order, 15 FCC Rcd at 16967; see also 47 C.F.R. § 101.538(a)(1).

>6See Letter to Margaret W. Wiener, Deputy Chief, Auctions and Industry Analysis Division, Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau, FCC, from Gary M. Jackson, Assistant Administrator, SBA (July 28, 2000).
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187.  Satellite Service Carriers. The SBA has developed a size standard for small businesses
within the category of Satellite Telecommunications. Under that SBA size standard, such a business is
small if it has 1,500 or fewer employees.”’ According to Commission data, 31 carriers reported that they
were engaged in the provision of satellite services.”® Of these 31 carriers, an estimated 25 have 1,500 or
fewer employees and six, alone or in combination with affiliates, have more than 1,500 employees.*”’
Consequently, the Commission estimates that there are 31 or fewer satellite service carriers which are
small businesses that may be affected by the rules and policies proposed herein.

188.  Cable and Other Program Distribution. This category includes cable systems operators,
closed circuit television services, direct broadcast satellite services, multipoint distribution systems,
satellite master antenna systems, and subscription television services. The SBA has developed small
business size standard for this census category, which includes all such companies generating $12.5
million or less in revenue annually.’® According to Census Bureau data for 1997, there were a total of
1,311 firms in this category, total, that had operated for the entire year.” Of this total, 1,180 firms had
annual receipts of under $10 million and an additional 52 firms had receipts of $10 million or more but
less than $25 million. Consequently, the Commission estimates that the majority of providers in this
service category are small businesses that may be affected by the rules and policies adopted herein.

189.  Internet Service Providers. The SBA has developed a small business size standard for
Internet Service Providers (ISPs). ISPs “provide clients access to the Internet and generally provide
related services such as web hosting, web page designing, and hardware or software consulting related to
Internet connectivity.”*** Under the SBA size standard, such a business is small if it has average annual
receipts of $21 million or less.’® According to Census Bureau data for 1997, there were 2,751 firms in
this category that operated for the entire year.”® Of these, 2,659 firms had annual receipts of under $10
million, and an additional 67 firms had receipts of between $10 million and $24, 999,999. Consequently,
we estimate that the majority of these firms are small entities that may be affected by our action.

190.  All Other Information Services. This industry comprises establishments primarily

engaged in providing other information services (except new syndicates and libraries and archives).”*®

3713 CFR § 121.201, NAICS code 517410.
¥ Telephone Trends Report at Table 5.3.
1d.

013 CFR § 121.201, NAICS code 517510.

S1U.S. Census Bureau, 1997 Economic Census, Subject Series: Information, “Establishment and Firm Size
(Including Legal Form of Organization),” Table 4, NAICS code 513220.

6213 CFR § 121.201,NAICS code 518111.
<WWW.Census.gov>.

3313 C.F.R. § 121.201, NAICS code 518111.

%41.S. Census Bureau, 1997 Economic Census, Subject Series: Information, "Establishment and Firm Size
(Including Legal Form of Organization)," Table 4, NAICS code 514191.
<WWW.Census.gov=>.

365U.S. Census Bureau, “2002 NAICS Definitions: 519190 All Other Information Services” (Feb. 2004)
(continued....)
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We note that, in this Further Notice, we have described activities such as email, online gaming, web
browsing, video conferencing, instant messaging, and other, similar [P-enabled services. The SBA has
developed a small business size standard for this category; that size standard is $6 million or less in
average annual receipts.’®® According to Census Bureau data for 1997, there were 195 firms in this
category that operated for the entire year. Of these, 172 had annual receipts of under $5 million, and an
additional nine firms had receipts of between $5 million and $9,999,999.>7 Consequently, we estimate
that the majority of these firms are small entities that may be affected by our action.

4. Description of Projected Reporting, Recordkeeping and Other Compliance
Requirements for Small Entities

191.  This supplemental IRFA seeks comment on several rule changes and intercarrier
compensation reform proposals under consideration that may affect reporting, recordkeeping and other
compliance requirements for small entities. The type of rule changes under consideration are described
below.

192.  Any intercarrier compensation reform measures that achieve the Commission’s goal of
moving toward a more unified regime will relieve small entities of some administrative, recordkeeping,
and other compliance requirements, but may also create new burdens.® As discussed within this Further
Notice, the Commission is considering, and seeks comment on, several options for moving to a unified
intercarrier compensation regime.’® Each of these options relieves certain compliance burdens that exist
under the current system, but, no option under consideration would be burden-free. Consequently, in this
Supplemental IRFA the Commission seeks comment on burdens to small entities associated with each
reform proposal under consideration.

193.  Small entities face significant recordkeeping and compliance burdens under the current
intercarrier compensation system, including determining the appropriate regulatory category for all traffic
they send or receive, measuring the quantity of each type of traffic, and maintaining administrative
systems and processes for intercarrier payments. Additionally, small entities must devote considerable
resources to resolving disputes arising due to ambiguities in the rules defining the current intercarrier
compensation regimes. A unified intercarrier compensation system with clear rules would reduce the
need for small entities to devote resources to these tasks.

a. Bill-and-Keep

194.  Some of the intercarrier compensation reform proposals received in this proceeding are

(Continued from previous page)
<WWW.Census.gov=>.

6613 C.F.R. § 121.201, NAICS code 519190.

¥7U.S. Census Bureau, 1997 Economic Census, Subject Series: Information, “Establishment and Firm Size
(Including Legal Form of Organization),” Table 4, NAICS Code 514199 (issued Oct. 2000). This category was
created for the 2002 Economic Census by taking a portion of the superseded 1997 category, “All Other Information
Services,” NAICS code 514199. The data cited in the text above are derived from the superseded category.

%8 See infira paras. 194-202.

3% See supra para. 39; See, e. 2., ARIC Proposal; CBICC Proposal; EPG Proposal.
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based on a bill-and-keep approach.’™ Under a bill-and-keep approach, carriers would look to their own
customers, rather than to other carriers, to recover costs. Carriers, including small entities, might have to
modify their systems and processes to reflect this change in cost recovery. These modifications may
present a compliance burden to small entities. Any compliance burden, however, may be outweighed by
the burdens eliminated by the elimination of intercarrier charges. Additionally, carriers, including small
entities, already have systems and processes designed to bill customers with which they have a retail
relationship. While these systems and processes may have to be modified, these modifications are similar
to those that occur in the normal course of business already.

195.  If a bill-and-keep approach were adopted, the current network interconnection rules may
have to be revised or replaced. Carriers would have to ensure that their agreements or arrangements with
other carriers comply with any new network interconnection rules. Complying with any new or modified
interconnection rules may impose a compliance burden on all carriers, including small entities. This
burden may be offset by streamlined operation under new interconnection rules that resolve or eliminate
the potential for the types of interconnection disputes that arise under the current rules.

196.  The bill-and-keep plans under consideration include new universal service
mechanisms.””' Under these plans, carriers will have to determine their costs and demonstrate a shortfall
between their costs and revenues in order to qualify for funding from cost recovery mechanisms. Further,
some types of carriers, including small entities, may not be eligible for some of the cost recovery
mechanisms included in some of the plans. Determining costs, determining eligibility under any new
universal service plan, and administration related to any new universal service plan may represent
significant burdens to small entities under a bill-and-keep plan.

b. Unified CPNP

197.  The Commission is considering several unified CPNP plans submitted by industry groups
comprised of small and medium sized rural LECs and CLECs.”” Although these proposals are designed
to reduce the overall compliance burdens associated with each compensation regime by applying the same
rate to all types of traffic, they may cause certain specific compliance burdens to increase.

198.  Under any CPNP approach, carriers would continue to look to other carriers to recover a
portion of their costs, and would have to maintain systems and processes to bill other carriers for these
new charges. The cost standard that would be used to determine the rates varies with each plan.’”® Under
plans that apply a TELRIC or embedded cost methodology, carriers may need to perform cost studies
using a methodology they have not previously used. Such cost calculations potentially represent a
significant compliance and recordkeeping burden for small entities. Moreover, some of the unified CPNP

31See ICF Proposal; Western Wireless Proposal.
See ICF Proposal; Western Wireless Proposal.

"2See ARIC Proposal, EPG Proposal, CBICC Proposal; ARIC is comprised of small rural LECs. EPG is comprised
of small and medium sized rural LECs. CBICC is comprised of small and medium sized CLECs.

BFor instance, the CBICC plan uses the TELRIC cost methodology to set compensation rates, CBICC Proposal at
1, the ARIC plan uses embedded carrier costs, ARIC Proposal at 39, and the EPG plan uses interstate access rates,
EPG Proposal at 21.
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plans under consideration in this proceeding propose rates that would vary by carrier and/or by state.”™ If
such plans were adopted, carriers would have to design and implement administrative systems that track
the origin and destination of traffic and account for differing state or carrier rates. Developing and
implementing such administrative systems may present a significant compliance burden for small entities.

199. The Further Notice seeks comment on the need for new or revised network
interconnection rules. Some of the CPNP plans submitted for consideration in this proceeding retain the
current network interconnection rules. Varying and inconsistent interpretations of these interconnection
rules have led to numerous disputes and uncertainty about how the rules are to be applied.””> A CPNP
plan that retains the current network interconnection rules will inherit this uncertainty surrounding the
existing rules. Any changes in such rules also could result in new burdens for some carriers.

200.  Adoption of a unified CPNP plan may necessitate changes in interconnection agreements.
Interconnection agreements may be premised on rates that would be modified under a unified CPNP plan.
Similarly, any change in interconnection rules could lead to renegotiation of agreements. Carriers,
including small entities, would likely seek to renegotiate their existing interconnection agreements as a
result of any new regime. Renegotiation of existing interconnection agreements may present a significant
burden to small entities under a CPNP approach.

201.  Each of the unified CPNP plans under consideration assumes revenue neutrality for
incumbent LECs with significant funding coming from universal service mechanisms. Some of the plans
also include new universal service mechanisms.”’® Under some plans, carriers will have to determine their
costs and demonstrate a shortfall between their costs and revenues in order to qualify for funding from
cost recovery mechanisms. Further, some types of carriers, including small entities, may not be eligible
for some of the cost recovery mechanisms included in some of the plans. Determining costs, determining
eligibility under any new universal service plan, and administration related to any new universal service
plan may represent significant burdens to small entities under a unified CPNP plan.

c. Other Issues

202. In this Further Notice, the Commission seeks comment on several issues related to transit
service.””’ If, as a result of this Further Notice, new rules related to transit service come into existence,
these rules may impose burdens on some entities. Rules imposing transit service obligations would likely
have no significant impact on ILECs already providing, or carriers already using transit service. For
carriers that would be affected, the burdens may include determining the price of transit service purchased
or provided, and developing additional administrative capabilities to account for providing or receiving
transit service.

203.  The Commission also seeks comment regarding possible changes to the intraMTA rule,

MSee e.g., ARIC Proposal.

B See e.g., Sprint Corp. Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding the Routing and Rating of Traffic by ILECs, CC
Docket No. 01-92, Petition of Sprint (filed May 9, 2002) (Sprint Petition).

For example, the ARIC plan proposes a State Equalization Fund, and the EPG plan includes an Access
Restructure Charge. See ARIC Proposal at 73; EPG Proposal at 22.

1See supra Section ILH.1.
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negotiation of CMRS interconnection agreements, and rating of CMRS traffic, as discussed in this
Further Notice.”™ 1f the Commission changes the intraMTA rule, or otherwise changes parties’
obligations, the new rules will likely relieve some burdens, including lowering the level of resources
carriers must devote to resolving disputes arising from ambiguities in the current rules. Carriers may also
experience burdens associated with bringing operations and interconnection agreements into compliance
with the new rules.

5. Steps Taken to Minimize Significant Economic Impact on Small Entities,
and Significant Alternatives Considered.

204.  The RFA requires an agency to describe any significant alternatives that it has considered
in reaching its proposed approach, which may include the following four alternatives (among others): (1)
the establishment of differing compliance or reporting requirements or timetables that take into account
the resources available to small entities; (2) the clarification, consolidation, or simplification of
compliance or reporting requirements under the rule for small entities; (3) the use of performance, rather
than design, standards; and (4) an exemption from coverage of the rule, or any part thereof, for small
entities.

205.  Inthis Further Notice, the Commission seeks comments on a variety of intercarrier
compensation reform plans submitted in the record in this proceeding, as well as on other issues related to
reform of the existing intercarrier compensation system. The Commission is aware that some of the
proposals under consideration may create burdens for small entities. Consequently, the Commission
seeks comments on alternatives that will minimize burdens, discussed below.

206.  Several commenters have expressed a preference for maintaining a CPNP regime, and
have submitted plans to replace or reform the current intercarrier compensation system with a more
unified CPNP approach.’” For instance, the ARIC plan includes a single rate based on embedded costs
for each carrier.”® The EPG plan uses current interstate access rates as a cost standard.®' The CBICC
plan uses the TELRIC costs of ILEC tandem switching to determine the intercarrier compensation rate.
The Commission seeks comment on the economic impact on small entities of these plans relative to other
plans contained in the record, and to a bill-and-keep approach.

582

207.  One non-unified option under consideration for intercarrier compensation system reform
is to maintain a CPNP based system without immediately adopting a unified approach. For instance,
NASUCA recommends a plan that reduces intrastate access charges over a five-year transition period, and

38See supra Section ILH.2.

1See supra paras. 45-47; 48-50; 51 (discussing the EPG proposal, ARIC proposal, and CBICC proposal).
¥9See ARIC Proposal at 39.

*¥1See EPG Proposal at 21.

3828ee CBICC Proposal at 1.
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then moves to more unified rates.’*

208.  Another non-unified approach the Commission is considering includes use of an
incremental cost methodology to meet the section 252(d) “additional cost” standard for reciprocal
compensation.® The Commission seeks comment on the economic impact of such a plan relative to
other plans contained in the record, and to a bill-and-keep approach.

209.  Throughout this proceeding, the Commission has recognized the unique needs and
interests of small entities.” In this Further Notice the Commission seeks comment on several issues and
measures under consideration that are uniquely applicable to small entities. Specifically, the Commission
seeks comment on whether any intercarrier compensation reform measures adopted should be revenue
neutral.’® The Commission also seeks comment on the impact of reduced intercarrier revenues to small
entities in the event that a bill-and-keep approach is adopted.’’

210. The Commission also seeks comment on whether separate network interconnection rules
are necessary or appropriate for small entities, such as rate-of-return carriers.”® Parties responding to this
supplemental IRFA supporting such an approach should explain how separate rules would be structured,
and what criteria would be used to determine whether an entity qualified to use the separate rules.

211.  Additionally, the Commission seeks comment on whether separate cost recovery
mechanisms unique to small entities are necessary or appropriate. Parties responding to this
Supplemental IRFA in support of separate cost recovery mechanisms for small entities should explain
how the separate cost recovery mechanisms would operate, how they would be funded, and what criteria
would be used to determine what entities qualify for funding from the separate mechanisms. Further, the
Commission seeks comment on the feasibility of retaining an intercarrier compensation mechanism for
small entities only, while moving to another system (e.g. bill-and-keep) for all other entities. Parties
advocating this approach should explain how a system of intercarrier payments available only to small
entities would be integrated with another intercarrier compensation mechanism, such as a bill-and-keep
system, that is in place for other carriers.

212.  Finally, the Commission seeks comment on whether separate consideration for small
entities is necessary or appropriate for each of the following issues previously discussed in this Further
Notice: the potential impact of rules imposing transit service obligations;** the potential impact of rules

8 See NASUCA Intercarrier Compensation Proposal, December 14, 2004, attached to Letter from Phillip F.
McClelland, Senior Assistant Consumer Advocate, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, CC Docket No. 01-92 (filed December 14, 2004).

¥ See supra para. 72.

85 See Intercarrier Compensation NPRM, 16 FCC Red at 9656, para. 128.
%6 See supra para. 100.

¥7See supra para. 106.

¥ See supra para. 94.

¥ See supra paras. 127-33.
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related to negotiation of CMRS interconnection;™" and the potential impact of rules related to rating and
routing of CMRS traffic.”’

6. Federal Rules that may duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the proposed
rules

213.  Implementation of any of the rule changes the Commission is considering in this Further
Notice may require extensive modifications to existing Federal Rules. The need for modifications does
not necessarily mean that the new rules duplicate, overlap, or conflict with existing rules. Rather,
amendments to the existing rules would be necessary to codify the policies the Commission adopts. The
sections of the Commission’s rules that would likely have to be amended include, without limitation, the
following: Part 32: Uniform System of Accounts for Telecommunications Companies;’’* Part 36:
Jurisdictional Separations Procedures; Standard Procedures for Separating Telecommunications Property
Costs, Revenues, Expenses, Taxes, and Reserves for Telecommunications Companies;5 % Part 51:
Interconnection; Part 54: Universal Service;”” Part 61: Tariffs;”’° and Part 69: Access Charges.5 o7

B. Comment Filing Procedures

214.  Pursuant to sections 1.415 and 1.419 of the Commission's rules,”® interested parties may
file comments within 60 days after this Further Notice is published in the Federal Register and reply
comments within 90 days after this Further Notice is published in the Federal Register. Comments may
be filed using the Commission's Electronic Comment Filing System (ECFS) or by filing paper copies.’”
Comments filed through the ECFS can be sent as an electronic file via the Internet to
http://www.fcc.gov/cgb/ects/. Generally, only one copy of an electronic submission must be filed. If
multiple docket or rulemaking numbers appear in the caption of the proceeding, commenters must
transmit one electronic copy of the comments to each docket or rulemaking number referenced in the
caption. In completing the transmittal screen, commenters should include their full name, U.S. Postal
Service mailing address, and the applicable docket or rulemaking number, in this case, CC Docket No.
01-92. Parties may also submit an electronic comment by Internet e-mail. To get filing instructions for e-

MSee supra paras. 139-40.
3 See supra paras. 141-43.
39247 CFR § 32.1 et seq.
%347 CFR § 36.1 et seq.
%47 CFR § 51.1 et seq.
%47 CFR § 54.1 et seq.
%47 CFR § 61.1 et seq.
39747 CFR § 69.1 et seq.
%47 CF.R. §§ 1.415, 1.419.

% See Electronic Filing of Documents in Rulemaking Proceedings, GC Docket No. 97-113, Report and Order, 13
FCC Red 11322 (1998).
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mail comments, commenters should send an e-mail to ecfs@fcc.gov, and should include the following
words in the body of the message, “get form.” A sample form and directions will be sent in reply. Parties
who choose to file by paper must file an original and four copies of each filing. If more than one docket
or rulemaking number appears in the caption of this proceeding, commenters must submit two additional
copies for each additional docket or rulemaking number.

215.  Filings can be sent by hand or messenger delivery, by commercial overnight courier, or
by first-class or overnight U.S. Postal Service mail (although we continue to experience delays in
receiving U.S. Postal Service mail). Parties are strongly encouraged to file comments electronically
using the Commission’s ECFS.

216.  The Commission's contractor, Natek, Inc., will receive hand-delivered or messenger-
delivered paper filings for the Commission's Secretary at 236 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E., Suite 110,
Washington, D.C. 20002.

-The filing hours at this location are §:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
-All hand deliveries must be held together with rubber bands or fasteners.
-Any envelopes must be disposed of before entering the building.

-Commercial overnight mail (other than U.S. Postal Service Express Mail and Priority Mail) must
be sent to 9300 East Hampton Drive, Capitol Heights, MD 20743.

-U.S. Postal Service first-class mail, Express Mail, and Priority Mail should be addressed to 445
12th Street, SW, Washington, D.C. 20554.

217.  All filings must be addressed to the Commission's Secretary, Marlene H. Dortch, Office
of the Secretary, Federal Communications Commission, 445 12™ Street, SW, Washington, D.C. 20554.
Parties should also send a copy of their filings to Victoria Goldberg, Pricing Policy Division, Wireline
Competition Bureau, Federal Communications Commission, Room 5-A266, 445 12" Street, SW,
Washington, D.C. 20554, or by e-mail to victoria.goldberg@fcc.gov. Parties shall also serve one copy
with the Commission’s copy contractor, Best Copy and Printing, Inc. (BCPI), Portals 11, 445 12th Street,
SW, Room CY-B402, Washington, D.C. 20554, (202) 488-5300, or via e-mail to fcc@bcpiweb.com.

218.  Documents in CC Docket No. 01-92 are available for public inspection and copying
during business hours at the FCC Reference Information Center, Portals I1, 445 12" St. SW, Room CY-
A257, Washington, DC 20554. The documents may also be purchased from BCPI, telephone (202) 488-
5300, facsimile (202) 488-5563, TTY (202) 488-5562, e-mail fcc@bcpiweb.com.

C. Initial Paperwork Reduction Act Analysis

219.  This document does not contain proposed information collection(s) subject to the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA), Public Law 104-13. In addition, therefore, it does not contain
any new or modified “information collection burden for small business concerns with fewer than 25

employees,” pursuant to the Small Business Paperwork Relief Act of 2002, Public Law 107-198, see 44
U.S.C. 3506(c)(4).

Iv. ORDERING CLAUSES
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