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BY THE COW SSI ON:

| nt r oducti on

By Oder R96-3(1),! dated July 24, 1996, the Comm ssion
began an inquiry into inplenentation of the federal Tel ecommunica-
tions Act of 1996 (The Act).? As a result of that inquiry, the
Comm ssion, at its February 6, 1997, Public Meeting, adopted a
recommendati on by the Comm ssion Staff to open five new rul emaki ng
Dockets dealing with private pay tel ephones, directory assistance,
access charge reform wuniversal service, and various market
structure issues. The Comm ssion |later determned that it would

divide its review of market structure issues into two segnents,

That proceeding is entitled: In the Matter of the Inquiry
To Determine the Need for Rules To Implement the Telecommunica-
tions Act of 1996.

247 U.S.C. 151 et seq., as anmended by The Act.
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nanely | ocal exchange® and intrastate interexchange carrier (1XC
issues. This Oder initiates the investigation into reformof the
intrastate interexchange market structure and associ ated policies
in light of The Act, Federal GConmmuni cation Conm ssion (FCC policy

changes, and changing conditions in Al aska.

Part I. Background

The current intrastate interexchange market structure
in Al aska was developed in 1990 as a result of extensive review
by this Comm ssion through Docket R90-1.% Since that time, the
nunber and variety of long distance carriers in Al aska have
proliferated, and nondom nant conpetitors collectively hold over

30 percent intrastate market share.® |Interexchange facilities

3On Novenber 19, 1997, the Conm ssion opened Docket R-97-12
to investigate |ocal exchange market structure issues. Docket
R-97-12 is entitled: 1In the Matter of the Consideration of Market
Structure Rules Governing Local Exchange Competition in Alaska.

“That proceeding is entitled: In the Matter of Consideration
of Regulations Governing the Market Structure for Intrastate
Interexchange Telecommunications Service.

°The estimate of nmarket share was calculated based on
reported intrastate interexchange mnutes of the |argest non-
dom nant carrier in the interexchange market, GClI Conmmuni cation
Corp. d/b/a CGeneral Communication, Inc., and d/b/a & (G). 3
asserts it had 121.2 mllion intrastate mnutes in 1996. GCl
Securities and Exchange Comm ssion Form 10-K for 1996, at 12. The
ot her nondom nant carriers in the market have historically had
relatively | ow market share. There were roughly 364 mllion total
intrastate mnutes for the entire market in 1996, based on access
m nute data identified in the Mnitoring Report filed by the
Al aska Exchange Carriers Association, Inc. (AECA), in March 1997.
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conpetition has expanded to rural areas of Al aska.® New satellite
technol ogy’” that is being installed in many areas of the state
hol ds the potential to inprove the quality of teleconmunications
servi ces statew de

On the interstate side, in 1994, the FCC established a
new i nterstate market structure and new policies through CC Docket
No. 83-1376.8 These new policies altered the |[|ong-standing
rel ati onship between AT&T Al ascom and AT&T Corp. and inproved
opportunities for | XC conpetition in the interstate market. On
February 8, 1996, The Act was signed into law, leading to dramatic
changes in how state and federal agencies may regulate utilities.

Recently, the Comm ssion received proposals and
criticisns regarding the existing intrastate market structure.

For example, GCl, through Docket R-97-1° argued that under The

®Thr ough Docket U-95-38, GCl received authority to construct
a denonstration project based on Demand Assigned Miultiple Access
(DAMA) satellite technology in 50 rural locations in Al aska
previously limted to facilities service fromAl ascom Inc., d/b/a
AT&T Al ascom (AT&T Al ascom.

"Both AT&T Al ascom and GCl are enploying DAMA satellite
t echnol ogy. DAMA technol ogy has the advantage of reducing or
elimnating double satellite hops when conpleting a call.

8The interstate nmarket structure adopted by the FCC in CC
Docket No. 83-1376, is in the final stages of a four-year
i npl enent ati on phase-in. See Menorandum Qpinion and Order, CC
Docket No. 83-1376, FCC 94-116, at n. 15 (May 1994).

°That proceeding is entitled: In the Matter of the Petition
Filed by GCI COMMUNICATION CORP. d/b/a GENERAL COMMUNICATION,
INC., and d/b/a GCI for a Declaratory Ruling That Facilities-based
Restrictions of 3 AAC 52.355(a) Are Invalid under the Telecommuni-
cations Act of 1996.
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Act, existing facilities restrictions of 3 AAC 52.355 nust be
elimnated. The Comm ssion has al so received nunerous comments
arguing for review of existing whol esal e service policies and the
rel ati onshi p between interexchange whol esale and retail rates.?
Finally, the Comm ssion observes the growi ng concern over the |ast
several years about the growi ng disparity in interexchange service
between urban and rural areas of the state and the role the
Comm ssion’s policies should play to prevent widening rift.

Gven all of the above and consistent with the |ong-
range policy plan devel oped through Docket R-96-3, the Conm ssion
opened this docket to review the existing policies and regul ati ons
governing the intrastate interexchange market.

Key issues to the Conmssion in this proceedi ng are how
best to reform the existing regulations to renove barriers to
entry and pronote conpetitive neutrality while ensuring high-
quality wuniversal service; protecting consuner rights; and

pronoting the public interest. As part of its investigation, the

Comm ssion will focus on Part Il (Renoval of Barriers to Entry and
Rate Issues) and Part 111 (Universal Service |Issues) delineated
bel ow. The Comm ssion also seeks coments on whether other

changes need be nmade to its existing | XC regul ati ons.
In sunmary, the Commssion desires to perform a

conprehensive review of its interexchange carrier policies and

1°See Docket R-97-1, Position Statenment of Tel Al aska, Inc.
and Arctic Sl ope Tel ephone Associ ati on Cooperative in Support of
3 AAC 52.355(a) at 8.
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regul ations. The Conm ssion will evaluate whether its existing
regul ations remain reasonabl e or whether change is needed. To
assist in the review of comments, comentors are requested to
organi ze their responses based on the sectional structure of this

or der.

Part Il1. Removal of Barriers to Entry and Rate Issues

Both state and federal |aw supports conpetitive
provi si oni ng of interexchange services. Section 253(a), of The
Act is designed to renove barriers to entry and, in part, require
that no individual state prohibit "the ability of any entity to
provide any interstate or intrastate tel ecommuni cations service"
unl ess such prohibition is an allowable exception under
Section 253(b). Simlarly, through AS 42.05.800(2), the Al aska
Legi slature concluded that "facilities-based, |ong-distance
tel ephone service should be provided conpetitively wherever
possi ble.™

The Comm ssi on recogni zes the many benefits of conpeti -
tion and invites comments and proposals suggesting how best to
revise its existing policies and regulations to pronote fair | XC
conpetition, renove barriers to entry, and ensure fair and
reasonable IXC market rates for both end-users and carrier
cust oners. Specifically, the Comm ssion seeks coments on
3 AAC 52.355 facilities restriction, methods of pronoting facility
noder ni zation in Al aska, | XC wholesale and retail rate policies,

and network i nterconnection issues. The Conmni ssion also invites
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comments on which, if any, of the |ocal exchange related require-
ments, such as, interconnection requirenents of Section 251,
specified under The Act should be applied to the interexchange

mar ket .

A. 3 AAC 52.355. Facilities Restriction

Currently, the Commssion's regulations at 3 AAC 52. 355
places limts on where interexchange carriers may construct
facilities for termnating and originating intrastate interex-
change tel ephone services. Specifically, in many rural areas of
Al aska, only AT&T Alascommay build facilities absent a Comm ssion
waiver. |In Oder R90-1(6), dated Septenber 6, 1990, the public
i nterest reasons for creating Section 355 are fully discussed and
shall only briefly be addressed herein. |In general, the Comm s-
sion found that allowing conpetition in |ocations served by
approxi mately 20-25 channels, or fewer, would not be in the public
interest and would drive costs drastically higher given (a) the
cost characteristics of serving |ow density areas of the State
(using technol ogy available at that tine) and (b) the expectation
that GCI would gain approximately one-half of the intrastate
traffic after entry. Concerns were also raised that allow ng
facilities-based conpetition throughout Al aska m ght place various
federal policies providing support to AT&T Alascom at risk and
woul d ri sk depl oynent of specul ative technol ogy in Al aska.

Since Section 355 went into effect, GCI has been the

only conpany to request and be granted a wai ver of the provisions
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of that section. |n Docket U 95-38,! the Conm ssion allowed GCl
toinstall a fifty-site denonstration project using DAVA technol -
ogy in rural A aska. |In February 1997, GCI proposed an industry-
wi de wai ver or nonenforcenment of Section 355 stating the regul a-
tion was contrary to The Act (Docket R-97-1).

The Comm ssi on does not seek comments as to the legality
of Section 355 in this proceeding. | nstead, the Conm ssion
requests comments on whether it remains in the public interest for
there to be a restriction on facilities construction in rura
areas. For example, is it economcally in the best interest of
the public to allow duplicative facilities in high-cost, |ow
density areas of the State? WIIl lifting the 3 AAC 52.355
restriction (either in part or in whole) harmuniversal service?
What policy protections, if any, would be needed if the provisions
of 3 AAC 52.355 were revoked? Wat |[imtations or conditions, if
any, should be placed on duplicative construction to protect
uni versal service and the public interest? Should the Conm ssion
apply quality of service and safety standards on construction and
facilities operation? |In general, respondents are directed to
address how their proposals on Section 355 will affect conpetitive

neutrality; statew de rates and overall costs of |XC and LEC

"That proceeding is entitled: In the Matter of the Request
by GENERAL COMMUNICATION, INC., for Waiver of 3 AAC 52.355(a) and
Approval of a 50-Site Demonstration Project.
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services; wuniversal availability of quality service; and the

public interest as a whole. !?

B. IXC Facilities Modernization

In March 1996, the Alaska 2001 Advisory Commttee,
chaired by Lt. Governor Fran U nmer, released its Report to the
Comm ssi on. The report, anmong other things, noted the grow ng
di sparity between urban and rural tel ecommunications service. The
Advi sory Committee adnoni shed the Comm ssion that its regulatory
policies were closely linked to service quality in the bush and
coul d have negative consequences for rural econom c devel opnent:

As conpetition is introduced into tel econmuni ca-
tions markets, nonopoly firnms are forced to becone
increasingly conpetitive and are facing new and differ-
ent market incentives. Regulators need to be aware of
t hose changi ng i ncentives and refocus their priorities
if they wish to ensure a quality conmmunications infra-
structure.

A case in point is the growing disparity in
servi ce between urban and rural areas of the state for
i nterexchange service. In urban areas service is very
good and getting better. Currently Anchorage is
connected to the lower 48 by fiber optic cable and
Fai rbanks and Juneau are connected to Anchorage by
digital mcrowave. The transmssion facilities between
Anchor age and Fai rbanks may soon be upgraded to fi ber
and AT&T has announced its intentions of installing a
$25 mllion switch in Anchorage. |Interexchange service
in the bush, as discussed in a previous section, is
characterized by poor voice quality, slow data trans-
m ssi on speeds and nodem connections that spontaneously

di sconnect.

Part of the problem in the bush has to do with
i nvestnent incentives faced by Al ascom As noted
previously, wupgrading all bush earthstations from

2The Conmmission notes that by Oder U 95-38(10), dated
January 26, 1996, GClI and AT&T Alascom were required to provide
data regarding their DAMA systens by March 31, 1998.
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analog to digital was originally schedul ed for conpl e-
tion by 1994, but has been delayed to the 1997-2000
time period. As the state agency responsible for
overseeing the quality of the state conmunications
infrastructure, the APUC needs to be aware of the
econom ¢ devel opnent inplications of this delayed
depl oynent and how it mght be related to its regul a-
tory policies.

Whi | e sone depl oynent of new technol ogy has occurred
since the Al aska 2001 Report was released,® it is true today that
rural service quality remains, in general, inferior to that in
urban areas. The Comm ssion seeks comments on what regulatory
policies it needs to change in order to increase the depl oynent

of new technol ogy and rate of investnent in rural Al aska.

C. 3 AAC 52.375. Wholesale Rates

The policy requirenments for |XC wholesale rates are
identified in the Commssion's regulations at 3 AAC 52.375.
Requi rements of Section 375 include that an | XC offer "all [of]
its services for resale to other carriers", at wholesale tariffed
rates "to the extent determned appropriate in view of the
facilities and general service offerings of the interexchange
carrier." The Conm ssion seeks coments on whether it should
amend its regulations at 3 AAC 52.375 and ot her rel ated policies.

Comrents are requested on the foll ow ng key issues:

13Bot h AT&T Al ascom and GCl have recently depl oyed DAMA earth
station technology in many rural areas of Al aska.
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a. how should the whol esale rates of any | XC be
structured (e.g., extent of unbundling, necessary rate
el enents, extent of geographic rate averaging);

b. what requirenents, if any, should be placed on
whol esal e servi ces;

C. what should be the appropriate relationship
bet ween whol esal e and retail rates;

d. which entities may purchase whol esal e ser-
Vi ces;

e. what net hodol ogy shoul d be enpl oyed to devel op
whol esal e rates for dom nant and nondom nant carriers
(e.g., enbedded costs, forward-|ooking econom c costs,
di scount fromretail rates); and

f. how often shoul d whol esal e rates be eval uat ed?

Through this Oder the Commssion is not seeking
proposals to adjust a specific carrier's wholesale tariff.?
Rat her, the Comm ssion seeks comments on a conprehensive general
policy to be applied to all wholesale/retail tariffs and services
to pronote conpetition; universal service; and fairness to the
public, the seller, and the purchaser of whol esale services. The

proposer should explain to the extent possible:

“The Commi ssion will evaluate at a | ater date whether to open
a separate proceeding to investigate the wholesale tariff of AT&T
Al ascom
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a. how t he proposal pronotes an adequate rel a-
tionship between wholesale and retail rates, and
bet ween whol esale rates and whol esale costs in both
hi gh-cost rural and | ow cost urban markets;

b. whet her the proposal pronotes or prevents
inplicit subsidies and who would ultimately bear the
costs of | XC services in high-cost areas of the State;
and

c. Wwhether the proposal would have any affect on
the need for intrastate universal service funding of
toll services in Al aska.

Those advocati ng the Comm ssion set whol esal e rates at

a discount from retail rates should also address how such a
proposal could be inplenented and the details involved. For
exanple, which retail rates should be used as the standard(s) for
setting whol esale rates given the nunerous, conplex retail rate
prograns and pronotional offerings currently avail able? Should
anal ysis and recal cul ati on of whol esale rates occur in response
to each new carrier retail rate filing? Wat should be the stand-
ard basis for the discount level(s)? How should rates be set for
whol esal e service when there is no conparable retail service
of fering? How woul d special contracts for whol esal e services be
rated under this nethodol ogy? How may the Comm ssion ensure that
whol esal e services and rates will be sufficiently unbundled to

allow flexibility of purchase by resellers? Wul d setting
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whol esal e rates at a discount below retail rates allow appropriate
conpensation of costs to the facility provider? Under what
ci rcunstances should a carrier be able to price either bel ow or
above the discounted |level? Answers to the above questions wl|
aid the Commssion in evaluating whether it is appropriate to
require wholesale rates be set at a discount fromretail rates.

The Comm ssion nust al so consider whether it will allow
automatic waiver of 3 AAC 52.375. The Comm ssion has often
conditionally waived the provisions of 3 AAC 52.375 for those
carriers without facilities in Al aska. The Conm ssion seeks
coments on whether it should anend its regulations to apply the
provisions of 3 AAC 52.375 only to (a) cases where an | XC owns
facilities, and (b) upon Conm ssion approval, cases where an | XC
is requested by another carrier to provide services at whol esal e

rates.

D. 3 AAC 52.370. IXC Retail Rates
Section 370 provides the rules governing retail rates
for interexchange services. Anobng these rules are requirenents
that an | XC nmust mai ntain statew de geographically averaged retai
i nterexchange rates. Discounts, if offered, nmust be available in

all locations in the state where the interexchange carrier offers

BRetail services are services designed primarily for purchase
by the end-user custoner. Whol esal e services are services
designed to neet the needs of carrier custoners who purchase
service wusually on a high volune basis, wth the intent of
reselling the service to end-users.
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services. The Conm ssion seeks comments on whether any or al
portions of Section 370 require reform especially in |Iight of
potential changes to 3 AAC 52. 375.

Secondly, current regul ation® and AS 42.05.411 requires
public notice of retail and wholesale tariff filings. It has been
the Comm ssion's standard practice to draft and arrange publica-
tion of these notices. The current noticing procedures are often
costly both to the utility (due to notice publication costs) and
to the agency (due to staff tinme and resources devel oping and
arranging for publication of the notice). These high costs may
create a conpetitive disadvantage to small carriers as the notice
costs may represent a large relative proportion of total revenues.
Furthernore, it is not clear that the current public notice pro-
cedures are adequate or beneficial given the expense, as the
Commi ssion rarely receives public response to any of its |IXC
public notices. The Comm ssion, therefore, seeks comments on how
it may inprove its public notice procedures, whether public notice
is necessary in all retail tariff filing cases, and whether
responsibility for public notice should be shifted to the carrier
proposing the tariff change. The Conm ssion al so seeks comments
on what should be the mninmum requirenents for public notices

concerning I XC retail tariff filing.

1See 4 AAC 48. 280.
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E. Access to IXC Networks
Currently Comm ssion regulations do not specify where
and under what conditions an | XC nust allow interconnection to its
facilities. Should the Comm ssion adopt any specific regul ation
or policy regarding interconnection? For exanple, should the
Comm ssion institute a policy that connections to an | XC network
must occur at any technically feasible point? 1f so, how should

the term"technically feasible point" be defined?

Part I11. Universal Service Issues

Many Al askans live, work or visit in renote areas of the
state where |local access to critical services is limted.
Al askans daily depend upon the long distance network to access
governnmental and energency services, conduct critical business,
obtain key data, and obtain health and educational services.
Therefore, it is critical that the interexchange policies adopted
by this Comm ssion pronote quality universal availability of tol
services at affordable rates. In this regard, the Comm ssion w ||
revi ew what changes, if any, are necessary regarding its dom nant
carrier, service abandonnent, carrier of last resort (COLR), and
generic universal service policies as all of these policies are
interrelated and affect availability of toll services. The
Comm ssi on wel conmes specific proposals or comments suggesti ng how
best to pronote universal toll service in Alaska in |ight of the

conpetitive market.
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A 3 AAC 52.363. Dominant Carrier Status

Section 363 states that the Conm ssion, either upon
petition or its own notion, may determ ne whether an |XC has
mar ket power, and as appropriate, deem a carrier dom nant or
nondom nant. Section 363 designates AT&T Al ascom as the dom nant
carrier with all other |1XCs being nondom nant. Under existing
regul ati ons, dom nant status brings added responsibilities as the
COLR and thus affects provisioning of universal service.

The Comm ssi on seeks comments on whet her any changes are
needed to Section 363. The Conmm ssion observes AT&T Al ascom
remai ns the nonopoly provider of interexchange services throughout
the majority of rural locations in Al aska and handles the mgjority
of interstate and intrastate Al aska calls. Should the Conm ssion
concl ude AT&T Al ascomretains market power and is domnant? Are
t he key reasons the Comm ssion desi gnated AT&T Al ascom a doni nant
carrier in the early 1990's still applicable today?"’

Secondly, should any other carrier be deened dom nant
in the Al aska | XC narket? Interested parties are invited to
provi de evidence and argunent as to what changes, if any, are
needed to Section 363.

B. 3 AAC 52.365. Discontinuance, Suspension, or Abandon-
ment of Service by Nondominant Carrier.

Section 365 identifies the rules governing when

nondom nant carriers may exit the market, discontinue, suspend,

7See Docket R-90-1(6) at 14-16.
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or abandon intrastate services. The Comm ssion seeks comments on
whet her any changes to Section 365 are needed or desired.

The Comm ssion believes Section 365 requirenents are
linked to the Comm ssion's COLR policy. For exanple, Section 365,
as it exists today, assunes AT&T Al ascomresponsi ble as the sole
intrastate i nterexchange COLR in Al aska and, therefore, ineligible
for the sinplified market exit/service abandonnent procedures
al | oned under Section 365. I f the Comm ssion concludes there
should be multiple COLRs or no COLRs, Section 365 may require
revision for consistency and to ensure uninterrupted service to
t he public. Those presenting proposals on Section 365 should
i ndi cate what COLR policy is assuned under their proposal and how
their proposal adequately protects the public from di sconti nuance,

suspensi on, or abandonnment of interexchange services.

C. 3 AAC 52.390(c). Carrier of Last Resort

Under Section 390(c), the dom nant carrier (currently
AT&T Al ascom) is responsible for providing intrastate inter-
exchange tel ephone service as the COLR The Conmm ssion seeks
comments on whether it is in the public interest to nodify the
COLR requi renments given that AT&T Alascomremains the only carrier
wth statewde facilities and AT&T Alascomretains a facilities
monopoly in the majority of rural locations in Al aska. 1Is there
an alternative carrier to AT&T Al ascom capabl e of providing COLR
services? Are there disadvantages or advantages to the public in

dividing or duplicating the COLR responsibilities anong carriers?
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Wul d dividing COLR responsibilities between carriers increase the
potential for double-hop satellite connections in rural areas?!®
| f AT&T Alascoms obligation as the COLR were lifted, would
customers in rural areas of Alaska continue to receive adequate
service? In summary, the Comm ssion seeks comments on whet her

changes are needed to its COLR policy in Al aska.

D. Universal Service Availability

The Comm ssi on seeks general comments on what conprehen-
sive | XC market policy should be adopted to ensure that inter-
exchange services remain universally avail able. Shoul d the
Comm ssion encourage a specific technology, mninmm |evel of
service, or system redundancy in provision of COLR services?
Shoul d the Comm ssion inplenent a new universal service fund to
pronote universal toll service at reasonable rates in Al aska,

beyond or in place of the Bulk Bill systenP!® How should such a

81t is the Conmi ssion's understanding that AT&T Al ascom and
&Cl DAMA networks are not conpatible, do not use the sane vendor
for DAMA equipnent, and do not necessarily enploy the sane
satellite for communications. As a result, a call froman AT&T
Al ascom DAMA | ocation to a GCI DAMA |ocation, and vice versa
cannot be directly linked, leading to a double-satellite hop. In
ot her words, while service may be provided statew de using two
i nterconnect ed DAMA networks, such a configuration could lead to
multiple satellite hops along certain routes, degrading service
qual ity.

¥The Commi ssion recogni zes that many of the issues related

to toll wuniversal service in this proceeding are also to sone
degree the subject of Dockets R 97-5 and R 97-6. As a result, the
Conm ssion expects that any decision on this issue in this
proceeding would be made in conjunction with the decisions in
t hose Dockets. Docket R-97-5 is entitled: In the Matter of the
(continued. . .)
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program affect wholesale and retail rates? Should all carriers
have access to the fund or only the COLRs? To the extent parties
have already filed comments on these issues in Dockets R-97-5 and
R-97-6, parties may incorporate their coments by reference.
Finally, if in response to this Oder any carrier
contends that it should receive support for provision of tol
services in high-cost areas of the state, that carrier should be
prepared to present specific data and studies in support of the

anount of universal service fundi ng needed.

Part IV. Other Regulation Changes

The Comm ssion seeks coments on whether changes are
needed to any of its remaining | XC narket regulations at 3 AAC
52. 350 through 399, not otherw se addressed in this Order. I n
addition, the Commssion will accept comrents on any other inpor-
tant intrastate narket structure issues which an entity believes
requires immediate action by the Conm ssion. The Conmm ssion
bel i eves, however, that sone market structure issues are best
addressed in other proceedings. Specifically, the Comm ssion is
not seeking coments at this time on debit-card service and de

minimis carrier regulations as these issues were recently

19C. .. continued)
Consideration of Reform of Intrastate Interexchange Access Charge
Rulles. Docket R 97-6 is entitled: In the Matter of the Consider-
ation of Intrastate Universal Service.
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addr essed t hrough Docket R-94-3.%° Simlarly, policy regarding LEC
provi sion of | XC services is the subject of Docket R-97-12 and is
nore appropriately addressed therein. Additionally, the Comm s-
sion observes that issues related to the reassignnment of access
lines is the subject of Docket R-95-2.%' As such, the Commi ssion
does not plan to further address the access line issue in this

proceedi ng, absent a convincing argunent to the contrary.

Part V. Miscellaneous Provisions

The Comm ssi on encourages conmentors to submt proposed
draft regulations® in support of their positions in response to
this notice of inquiry. Commentors are directed to include a
summary of the comments submtted as well as a diskette of those
comments in either IBM conpatible text (.txt) format or Wrd-
Perfect for Wndows 6.1 format.

After review of the comments and reply comments in

response to this Oder, the Conmm ssion anticipates release of

XThat proceeding is entitled: In the Matter of the Consider-
ation of Regulation of Resale of Intrastate Interexchange Telecom-
munications Public Utility Service within the State of Alaska.

2IThat proceeding is entitled: In the Matter of the Consider-
ation of Regulations Governing Use of Recorded Messages To Change
a Customer®™s Intrastate Interexchange Carrier.

21 f proposed draft regul ations include anendnents to current
regul ations, they should be submtted in legislative drafting
style, i.e., proposed deletions to current |anguage should be
indicated in [ BRACKETS AND ALL CAPI TAL LETTERS] and additions to
current | anguage shoul d be underli ned.
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specific I XC reqgul ati on changes for public coment, followed by

hearing, if necessary, to address key outstanding issues.

ORDER
THE COW SSI ON FURTHER ORDERS:

1. By 4 pm, June 1, 1998, any interested person nmay
file with the Comm ssion comrents addressing the issues and
guestions nore specifically addressed in the body of this Oder.?
Conmentors are encouraged to submit proposed draft regul ati ons?
with their comments and nust include a summary of the comments as
well as a diskette of the comments in either |IBM conpatible text

(.txt) format or WordPerfect for Wndows 6.1 fornmat.

B1f you are a person with a disability who may need a speci al
accommodation, auxiliary aid, or service or alternative conmuni ca-
tion format in order to comment in this proceeding, please contact
Christy Hlde at 1-907-276-6222 or TTY 1-907-276-4533 at | east two
weeks before the filing deadline to nake the necessary arrange-
ment s.

24See n. 21.
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2. By 4 p.m, June 15, 1998, any interested person nmay
file wwth the Comm ssion reply comments to those filed in response
to Ordering Paragraph No. 1 of this Order.?

DATED AND EFFECTI VE at Anchorage, Al aska, this 1st day of My,
1998.

BY DI RECTI ON OF THE COWM SSI ON

( SEAL)

25See n. 22.
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