
EXHIBITC 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

MURPHY, FRANCIS J (SBCSI) 
Monday, January 28, 2002 12:42 PM 
KERBER, MARK A (Legal): MCFADDEN, RUSS (SBCSI): WARD IN, KENT W (SBC-OPS): 
WILLIAMS, MARGARET E (OHB): MACKEY, MARYANN H (OHB): ZURO, DAVID A (AIT): 
FENLON, MARYI<AY R (Legal): SLIWA, JOAN M (SBC-OPS): PERDIOU, DENO (lLB): 
TERWILLIGER, CYNTHIA M (SBCSI) 

Subject: 
HARRISON, SHARON ,) (SBCSI): KLEKER, JIM (SBCSI) 
RE: Ohio and Michigan Date Stamp 

Kent, 
Thanks for your note. I agree with you thai we need to tool( al the big picture and whal SBC is trying 10 do wililin the AIT 
region. It Ihis is detrimental to our corpora Ie plans going forward, I have no prolJlern retreating. However, I think il is 
importanl 10 have Ihe discussion. 

Just 10 clarify your slatemenl 011 the $125 thousand - you didn'l tal(e into account additional cosls for DR or operational 
issues associated with this. Our concern leans more on the operational variance issues than financial. We have an option 
to incorporale Ihe date within the statemenl and make it much more conducive from a production perspective without 
sacrificing the information to the customer or the PUC, 

Fran Murphy 
Senior Manager BST 
(916) 376-2155 V/\!l 
(877) 318-05'9 PG 

Mark 

----Original Message-----
From: MCFADDEN, RUSS (SBCSI) 
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2002 7:50 AM 
To: WARDIN, KENT W (AIT): MURPHY, FRANCIS J (SBCSI); WILLIAMS, MARGARET E (AIT); MACKEY, MARYANN H (AIT); 

ZURD, DAVID A (AIT); FENLON, MARYKAY R (Legal); SLIWA, JOAN M (AIT); PERDIOU, DEND (AIT); KERBER, 
MARK A (Legal); TERWILLIGER, CYNTHIA M (SBCSI) 

Co: HARRISON, SHARON J (SBCSI): I(LEKER, JIM (SBCSI) 
Subject: RE: Ohio and Michigan Date Stamp 

Sorry for my confusion on this Kenl but thai is why at the end of the call, I asked if anyone hael a concern so that 
we could collectively discuss, My sense on the call was thai this was a fairly minor efFori 10 produce the waiver 
and cover with IIle comillission. IF it generales value for SBC - Ihal is why they said they coutd produce the waiver 
by the next call. tf il is fairly straightforward, nol sure why we wanl to add 10 the process/cos I? 

Russ 

-p--OriginaJ Message----
From: WARDIN, KENT W (AIT) 
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2002 6:56 AM 
To: MURPHY, FRANCIS J (SBCSI); WILLIAMS, MARGARET E (AIT); MACI(EY, MARYAI~N H (AIT); ZURO, DAVID A (AIT); 

. FENLON, MARYKAY R (Legal): SLIWA, JOAN M (AIT): MCFADDEN, RUSS (SBCSI); PERDIOU, DEND (AIT); 
KERBER, MARK A (Legal): TERWILLIGER, CYNTHIA M (SBCSI) 

2ATT 1 



Cc: HARRISON, SHARON J (SBCSI); KLEI(ER, JIM (SBCSI) 
Subject! RE; Ohio and Michigan Dale Stamp 

Fran, 

We left Qui a few items aboul the discussion. We failed 10 ash if regulatory has the spare capacity to work on 
Ihis waiver and where would iI be on the priorily list. 

SBe under Ihe Amerilech brand has several iniliatives for 2002. I would assume il would be close 10 Ihe 
boltom of the current lisl of activities. I believe iI is nol in SBe best inlerest La pursue this above any initiative 
grealer than $125,000. I am nol familiar with the waiver process - but I assume it is time 10 create the 
response and present it to a staffer. The olher question is how many waivers can be sought in a year without 
irritaling the Siaff? 

Deno and Margaret can you direct me to who has the Regulatory list of items being pur5Ued in 2002, 
assume due 10 the personnel cuts in Regulatory over the lasl two years we do not have spare capacity, If this 
was to be pursued when would a body be available 10 review and present? 

I think we need to look at the big picture of what SBe is trying 10 move forward in the AIT region and see if this 
is a dislraction for the work that is being asked to be compleled, The dale slamp only increments the per unit 
cost by $0.00026 - We understand the need for standardization - I hope you also un<:i.erstand th~ . .o.tb!'tL 
regulatory work being purSlled may be of greater imporlane-e to sse and·this item'may not'b8''Pors\J9'ctuntii 
olher priorities are worl(ed. Dina and Margaret you will let us Imow if there is staff time (SSe) available for this 
based on the dollar impact vs. other project being worked. 

Thanks for your consideralion, 

Kent 

-Original Message---
From: MURPHY, FRANCIS J (SBCSI) 
Sent: Friday. January 25,20025;02 PM 
To: WILLIAMS, MARGARET E (AIT); WARDIN, KENT w (AIT); MURPHY, FRANCIS J (SBCSI); MACKEY, 

MARYANN H (AIT); ZURO, DAVID A (AIT); FENLON, MARYKAY R (Legal); SLIWA, JOAN M (AIT); 
MCFADDEN, RUSS (SBCSI); PERDIOU, DE NO (AIT); KERBER, MARKA (Legal); TERWILLIGER, CYNTHIA 
M (SBCSI) 

Cc: HARRISON, SHARON J (SBCSI); KLEKER, JIM (SBCSI) 
Subject: FW: Ohio and Michigan Date Stamp 

All, 
Per our discussion this morning, we agreed to meet to address the method of idenlifying Ihe Senl Date on 
tile Illinois and Ohio billing statement as mandated by the commission in the MTSS rules in two weeks. I 
have included Jon Kelly's summary of the Ohio Minimum Telephone standards, Although our discussion 
this morning focused on Ohio, a similar rule is in place in Illinois and I have included Dena Perdiou and 
Marl( Kerber in this nole, 

For Dena and Mark's benefil, BST is responsible for sending 40 million bills and products throughout the 
SBe region. Because of the high volume, BST sends Ihe statements using a permit imprinl in order 10 
achieve large postal discounts, A permil imprinluses prinled indicia instead of an adhesive postage 
stamp or meter slamp. In order to meel the "poslmarl(" requiremenl in Ohio and Illinois, BST uses an 
inkjello spray the date the mail is senl to the posl office for delivery on the outside of Ihe mailing 
envelope. The method is unique 10 Ohio and Illinois and is based on language Ihal is in Ihe current 
MTSS. 

As we all strive La keer] our cosl under tight conlrol, BST would like to reduce it malerial and operational 
costs thai are associated with this requirement. In our discussions loday, SST would like to change the 
language of Ihe MTSS so Ihal it is similar to olher stal81; (i.e. Michigan) Wllich would allow us 10 forgo the 
poslmark requirement. Given the challenges it ,,!ould take 10 eliminate the requiremenl by Regulalory, the 
other option is to insert Ihe date above Ihe address on Ihe slalel1lent. SST will provide a 11l0ck documenl 
of the possible change and a decision will be discussed to delermine if an exception or waiver provision 
will be sough I by Ihe company. 
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