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IN THE MATTER OF DISSEMINATION OF

)

CUSTOMER PROPRIETARY NETWORK )

INFORMATION BY ) Docket No. RT-00000J-02-0066
)

TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS

MCT’S EXCEPTIONS TO PROPOSED ORDER

The regulated subsidiaries of MCI, Inc., fka WorldCom, Inc., (“MCI”’) submit these
exceptions to the recommended opinion and order (“RO&Q”) issued in this docket on
October 25, 2005. Without repeating its previously filed comments in this proceeding,
MCI again requests the Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) issue Customer
Proprietary Network Information (“CPNI”) rules that are consistent with the current CPNI
rules issued by the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”).

The Commission and its Staff were concerned about Qwest Corporation’s use of
CPNI in 2001, as is described several times in the summary of comments and analysis

attached to the RO&O. However, there is no evidence that the current FCC CPNI rules do
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not address those concerns. Nevertheless, the proposed CPNI rules are stricter than those
of the FCC, especially regarding the opt-out option described in proposed Rule R14-2-
2108. The FCC specifically and intentionally established two methods of customer
approval (opt-in and opt-out). However, the additional proposed opt-out verification
requirements effectively negate the distinction between the two approval methods. MCI
does not believe the added burden of the verification requirements is justified.

The proposed rules also adopt some other stricter requirements such as the issuance
of notices by mandating a specific font size and requiring a specific statement on the
mailing envelope. These requirements add costs without a corresponding customer
benefit.

As a national provider of telecommunications services, MCI must comply with
rules issued by the FCC and various state jurisdictions. Unique requirements in a given
state require MCI to train its employees to know, understand, and fully implement any
unique requirements and require MCI to modify its systems in order to comply with
unique requirements. Accordingly, MCI must incur additional costs to conduct its
business in Arizona that could result in such increases being passed on to its customers,
both within and without Arizona in the form of higher rates or charges.

Therefore, for the reasons stated here as well as in its prior comments and

consistent with the comments of other telecommunications carriers, MCI respectfully

requests the Commission adopt CPNI rules consistent with those issued by the FCC.
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Respectfully submitted this 3™ day of November, 2005.

ORIGINAL and thirteen (13) copies
of the foregoing filed this 3™
day of November, 2005 with:

The Arizona Corporation Commission
Utilities Division — Docket Control
1200 W. Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

COPY of the foregoing hand-delivered
this 3" day of November, 2005, to:

Maureen Scott

Legal Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Ernest Johnson, Director

Utilities Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

LEWIj\AND ROCA LLP
SOV ”

Thomas H. Campbell J
Michael T. Hallam

40 N. Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85004
(602) 262-5723

- AND -

Thomas F. Dixon

707 17™ Street, Suite 4200
Denver, Colorado 80202
(303) 390-6206

Attorneys for MCImetro Access Transmission
Services, LLC
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Lyn Farmer, Chief Administrative Law Judge
Arizona Corporation Commission

1200 W. Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Christopher Kempley

Legal Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

CQPY of the foregoing mailed this
3™ day of November, 2005, to:

Timothy Berg

Fennemore Craig, P.C.

3002 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 2600
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2913

Joan S. Burke

Osborn Maledon, P.A.

2929 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 2100
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2794

Michael W. Patten

Roshka Heyman & DeWulf, PLC
One Arizona Center

400 E. Van Buren Street, Ste. 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004
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Gregory Kopta

Davis Wright Tremaine

2600 Century Square

1501 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101-1688

Mary B. Tribby

Richard S. Wolters

AT&T Communications

1875 Lawrence Street, Ste. 1503
Denver, Colorado 80202
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Jon Poston

ACTS

6733 E. Dale Lane

Cave Creek, Arizona 85331-6561

Eric S. Heath

Sprint Communications

100 Spear Street, Ste. 930

San Francisco, California 94105-3114
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Robert E. Kelly

Allegiance Telecom of Arizona, Inc.
1919 M Street NW, Ste. 420
Washington, DC 20036

Scott Wakefield Residential Utility Consumer Office
1110 W. Washington Street, Ste. 220
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Jeffrey W. Crockett

Snell & Wilmer LLP

One Arizona Center

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2202

Steven J. Duffy

Isaacson & Duffy P.C.

3101 N. Central Avenue, Ste. 740
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2638

Curt Hutsell

Citizens Communications
4 Triad Center, Ste. 200
Salt Lake City, UT 84180

Teresa Ono

AT&T

795 Folson Street

Room 2159

San Francisco, CA 94107-1243

Bradley S. Carroll

Cox Communications
20402 North 29th Avenue
Phoenix, AZ 85027-3148
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