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Dear Commissioners , 

In the past , I have worked hard with the FTC and others to 
protect the legitimacy of the local telephone bill and I commend 
the FTC's efforts to p r otect consumers from the growing problem 
of " cramming" by revising its 900 Number ru l e . 

In general , the proposed rules are an important step forward 
in curbing telephone bill cramming and other t ypes of 
telephone-billed fraud. However , I want t o encourage the 
Commiss ion also t o keep in mind its role in protecting consumers 
f rom more expensive bills as a result of potent i a l lack of 
competition when considering the final rules. 

New and small communications providers that o ffer vo i ce 
mail , cal ler ID, wireless service , paging, Internet access and 
other services are currently competing vigorous ly in the 
marketplace using the local telephone billing platform. In 
practical terms , the phone bill is the only economical ly viable 
option currently available for these companies to reach t heir 
c ustomers. 

A number of competitive communications serv i ce providers 
have expressed concern to me that local exchange carriers (LECs ) 
may be using anti-cramming initiatives as an e x cuse to impose 
anti-competitive conditions on thei r competitors. In specific, 
they are concerned that LECs that are offering services through 
their own subsidiaries are using these initiatives to stop 
billing fo r competitors who receive a relatively small number of 
cramming complaints. It is not clear whether LECs are applying 
the same standards to their own competing services . 

Using anti - cramming policies as an excuse to discontinue 
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billing for services consumers might want from other companies 
could potentiallY threaten competition. Given the LECs' 
continuing dominance of the billing platform for communications 
and information services, I encourage the Commission to ensure, 
within the scope of the cramming rules, that the local telephone 
bill remains open and competitive. 

In specific, I believe that the anti-cramming rules should 
apply equally to LECs, their subsidiaries and other similarly 
positi?ned en~ities, such as bi lling houses and vendors . 

I look forward to continuing to work with you on this 
critical consumer issue . 

BART GORDON 
Member of Congress 


