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I.  Introduction
1 

.
On December 29, 1998, AT&T Corporation (AT&T) filed an

application under Section 63.71 of the Commission's rules,
 seeking authorization to discontinue its offer of High Seas radio-telephone service (High Seas Service), to be effective February 28, 1999, and to close the three public coast radio stations (KMI, WOM and WOO) it uses to offer the service.  AT&T stated in its application that it had directly notified its customers by letter dated December 28, 1998, of its proposal to discontinue High Seas Service on February 28 and had presented them with alternatives that it asserts would suit the needs of most customers.  The International Bureau (Bureau) placed the application on public notice on January 22, 1999.
  In response to the December 28 letter and the public notice, 25 users of High Seas Service and one employee of AT&T filed informal comments opposing a grant of AT&T's application.  Additionally, two users filed formal oppositions.  

2 

.
On February 19, 1999, Bureau staff notified AT&T that it was suspending AT&T's application to allow the Commission to consider the comments and to allow AT&T to pursue negotiations with third persons for the assignment of AT&T's radio licenses.
  Subsequently, AT&T met several times with Bureau staff to review available service alternatives and to present a plan for assisting its existing customers to avail themselves of such alternatives.  On June 24 and June 30, 1999, two persons filed formal oppositions to AT&T's application, citing High Frequency (HF) radio propagation problems and safety concerns.  Because we believe that the plan proposed by AT&T demonstrates that users can obtain viable alternatives to AT&T's current High Seas Service, we conclude that discontinuance of High Seas Service will not unduly harm the public convenience and necessity and that we should grant AT&T's application.  In order to ensure that AT&T has sufficient opportunity to notify the bulk of its active customers of its intention to discontinue service on a specific date, and to allow users adequate time to make alternative arrangements, we make the authorization to discontinue service effective 60 days from the release of this order.

II.  Background
3 

.
AT&T's High Seas Service is a High Frequency (HF) radio-telephone service offered between AT&T's public coast radio stations in the United States and ships in the Atlantic and Pacific oceans and the Gulf of Mexico.  High Seas Service provides radio-telephone service between ships within its service area and telephones connected to the U.S. public switched telephone network.  AT&T offers High Seas Service via three public coast radio stations, located in Dixon, California (call sign:  KMI), Pennsuco, Florida (call sign:  WOM), and Ocean Gate, New Jersey (call sign:  WOO).  

4 

.
In its application, AT&T included a copy of the letter that it had sent to its customers notifying them of its intention to discontinue High Seas Service on February 28, 1999.
  The letter also informed High Seas Service customers that AT&T offers an INMARSAT international satellite-based service, called SeaCallSM, that AT&T believes could be a substitute for High Seas Service.  The letter noted, however, that use of SeaCall service would require users to purchase an INMARSAT Mini-M satellite terminal at a cost of $5,000.  AT&T further noted that, although SeaCall would require an up-front investment, the service would provide the user with faster and easier placement of calls and flat-rate pricing from any ocean basin.  The letter then noted, without elaboration, that users would have the additional option to continue to purchase HF radio-telephone service from other providers or (for users operating solely within North American waters) to subscribe to SkyCell M-SAT service or (for users operating within 10-40 miles of the U.S. coast) to use Maritel Very High Frequency (VHF) service or AT&T wireless service.

5 

.
In opposing a grant of AT&T's application, comments and oppositions have raised essentially four issues.  First, they argue that SeaCall service is not a viable alternative to High Seas Service because the $5,000 purchase price for a satellite terminal is too high for small users.
  Second, they argue that the services offered by the alternative HF providers are not adequate substitutes for AT&T's service because none of the alternative HF providers serves an area as large as that served by the three AT&T coast stations.
  Third, the oppositions argue that the alternative HF stations are not viable substitutes for High Seas Service on technical grounds.
  The oppositions note that HF radio transmission is greatly affected by interference and atmospheric conditions, such as storms, that degrade HF signal propagation and prevent communications with any particular station at any time.  They note that each of the alternative HF operators operates from only one transmitter location and, therefore, does not adequately counter such propagation problems.  They note that AT&T, on the other hand, operates from three widely separate locations, each of which has numerous frequencies, thereby increasing the likelihood that a ship can make contact with a coast station.  Finally, some argue that High Seas Service is necessary in the event of an emergency.
  

6 

.
Subsequent to the filing of comments, AT&T met with Bureau staff, on May 6, May 25, June 29, July 8 and July 16 to supplement the information provided in its application and to request action on its application so that AT&T could discontinue High Seas Service.  In materials provided in those discussions, AT&T noted that it currently has 2,006 "active customers" for High Seas Service and that in the most recent twelve months (April 1998 through March 1999) AT&T handled 40,563 calls for an average of 3,380 per month.
  These calls generated a total revenue of $235,587 for an average monthly revenue of $19,632.25.
  AT&T's information also shows that over the last two years the number of calls, minutes and revenues per month for High Seas Service have steadily declined.  For example, the number of calls AT&T handles declined from 6,722 in May of 1997 to 5,283 in March of 1998 and then to 1,424 in March 1999.
  AT&T did not provide specific evidence as to the expenses for High Seas services during this period, but did state that, in 1998, it had experienced a "negative Earnings Before Interest and Taxes" of approximately $5 million for High Seas Service and that it projects a loss in 1999 in excess of 1998 levels.
  AT&T therefore argues that its High Seas Service is no longer economically viable.  AT&T also provided a plan for notifying the active users of its High Seas Service and working with each user to identify alternative providers of HF radio-telephone service.

III.  Discussion
7 

.
The standard for assessing a request for authority to discontinue service is found in Section 214(a) of the Communications Act.
  The Commission may grant such a request upon a finding that "neither the present nor the future public convenience and necessity will be adversely affected" by discontinuance of service.  This assessment involves a balancing of the financial burden that would be imposed upon the applicant by continuing to offer service with the needs of the users of the discontinued service.
  In passing on a request to discontinue service, we also must look at whether users will have alternative services.  We also must look at whether the reasonably available alternatives are adequate to handle the redistribution of traffic resulting from discontinuing a public service.
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.
From the information provided by AT&T, it is apparent that the customer base for its High Seas Service is relatively small and steadily shrinking.  AT&T also has asserted that it is now losing $5 million or more each year on its provision of High Seas Service.  We therefore conclude, from the evidence on the record, that there would be a burden on AT&T were we to require it to continue providing such service indefinitely.  We next look to see if discontinuance of High Seas Service would adversely affect the public.  If AT&T discontinues High Seas Service, its current customers would be required to find alternative services.  We conclude that reasonable alternative services are available.  
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.
One alternative would be one of the satellite-based radio-telephone services such as AT&T's INMARSAT satellite-based SeaCall service or Iridium's low-earth-orbit satellite-based mobile telephone service.  Although both the satellite-based services and High Seas Service provide a similar voice communications service, we agree with the users that the two are not exact substitutes for each other.  First, use of SeaCall service would require current users of High Seas Service to incur an additional expense to purchase new equipment.  For example, AT&T's SeaCall service would require users to spend from $5,000 to $6,500 for an INMARSAT Mini-M satellite terminal, antenna and computer.  While this cost is not substantially out of line with the $2,000 to $2,500 required to purchase a new HF single sideband (SSB) radio set, we recognize that current High Seas Service customers have already bought their HF radios.  On the other hand, the charges for air time on satellite-based service are substantially lower than those imposed by AT&T for High Seas Service.  

10 

.
AT&T currently charges $15.39 to initiate a High Seas Service call, with a three-minute minimum.  AT&T charges $5.13 for each additional minute.  If the call is to terminate at a telephone connected to the U.S. public switched network (PSTN), AT&T imposes an additional charge of $1.78 for the first three minutes and $.60 for each additional minute.
  In contrast, air time for INMARSAT-based services range from $2.20 to $3.50 per minute with no surcharge for connection to the U.S. PSTN.  AT&T, for example, charges $2.50 per minute for its SeaCall INMARSAT service.  These differing charging systems make it difficult precisely to compare the cost of satellite-based and HF-based services.  Additionally, satellite-based transmissions are less affected by atmospheric conditions than HF radio transmission, so users of satellite-based services will in many cases receive better quality communications than users of HF services.  In any event, the Commission has made it clear that the mere fact that an alternative service costs more than the discontinued service, or requires customers to purchase additional equipment, does not render the alternative service nonviable as a substitute.
     

11 

.
A second difference between INMARSAT-based and HF-based services is that INMARSAT service is not available at latitudes above 80 degrees North or below 80 degrees South.  For a small number of users traveling in polar regions, INMARSAT-based services may not be a good substitute.  On the other hand, below 80 degrees north and above 80 degrees south, INMARSAT-based service would give complete global coverage regardless of atmospheric conditions.  As a result, for most users, INMARSAT-based services would give more than adequate coverage of the world's oceans.  In any event, it should be noted that Iridium satellite-based service, because it relies upon non-geostationary low-earth-orbit rather than geostationary satellites, is available in polar regions.  Again, we cannot conclude that service coverage limitations of satellite-based service render it nonviable as a substitute for High Seas Service for most users.   

12 

.
In any event, however, material filed by AT&T subsequent to its application has shown that High Seas Service customers have several alternatives that do not require them to purchase new equipment, including HF radio-telephone service from other providers.
  For example, HF maritime radio-telephone services are currently available in the United States from one other U.S.-licensed maritime public coast station, Mobile Marine Radio Co. (call sign: WLO).  WLO is located in Mobile, Alabama, and provides service covering the entire U.S. East Coast, portions of the U.S. West Coast and the Gulf of Mexico.  Additionally, U.S. ships can obtain HF radio-telephone service from four other, foreign-licensed stations whose service coverage areas overlap to greater and lesser degrees those of AT&T's High Seas Service.  Stratos Mobile Networks, a Canadian firm operating in St. John's, Newfoundland, provides service covering most of the North Atlantic Ocean basin, including the northern part of the U.S. east coast.  The Mexican government-owned Marine Coast Station, Telecom-Telegrafos (call sign: XDA), provides service covering parts of the Atlantic and Pacific Ocean basins, including most to the east coast of the United States and the southern portion of the Pacific coast, and the Gulf of Mexico.  Telstra, an Australian licensee, provides service covering virtually the entire Pacific and Indian Ocean basins.  Finally, Telia, a Swedish licensee, provides service covering the eastern portion of the Atlantic Ocean basin.  Four of these providers, Mobile Marine, Stratos, Telia and Telstra, state that they offer service in English twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week.
  The fifth provider, XDA, also offers service 24 hours a day and states that most of its operators speak English.
  All of these alternative providers will make arrangements with users for direct billing or billing through an accounting authority.
  All of them, except XDA, state that they will also accept major credit cards.
  

13 

.
While no single one of these providers serves the entire service area of AT&T's High Seas Service, taken together they cover all areas served by the AT&T stations and areas that AT&T's stations do not cover.
  AT&T's current customers can use any or all of these services by merely re-tuning their radio sets, without the need to purchase new equipment.  Of course, users who need global coverage would need to establish advance billing arrangements with more than one of these alternative providers or with an accounting authority that operates with multiple providers.  With respect to whether these alternative HF radio services will be adequate to handle the traffic that would be redistributed to them, AT&T asserts that it has talked to these service providers and that they have assured it that they can handle all additional traffic likely to result from AT&T's closure of High Seas Service.  Mobile Marine Radio Co., the U.S. licensee, states that it can handle a doubling of its current traffic loads without having to add facilities or personnel.
  Because AT&T's traffic load is likely to be distributed among several or all of the alternative HF providers, we conclude that current facilities are likely to be adequate to handle increased traffic arising from AT&T's discontinuance of High Seas Service.

14 

.
From the materials provided by AT&T, it does not appear that use of the alternative providers of HF radio-telephone service would increase AT&T's current customers' cost of communications.  Charges imposed by other HF providers compare favorably to those imposed by AT&T for High Seas Service.  As stated in paragraph 10 above, AT&T's current High Seas Service charges of $15.39 for the first three minutes and $5.13 per minute thereafter (plus $1.78 for the first three minutes and the $.60 per-minute PSTN surcharge) are higher than those of any of the alternative providers.  The per-minute charges for the alternative providers range roughly $2.60 to $4.66.
  As a result, we conclude that cost does not preclude these alternative HF radio services from being a viable substitute for High Seas Service.

15 

.
We are also unpersuaded by the oppositions' arguments concerning propagation problems affecting HF radio broadcasting.  We agree that interference and atmospheric conditions can affect the range of HF coverage and the quality of particular transmissions.  That is true, however, with respect to AT&T's High Seas Service as much as to the alternative HF service providers.  Taken individually, each of the five alternative providers does not provide the identical diversity that AT&T's three coast stations provide; collectively, however, they do provide significant diversity.  While each of the five alternative HF providers may transmit from only one location, each operates over a number of frequencies.  Each of the five also operates from a different part of the world.  As a result, HF users should be able to reach one of the five providers under virtually any atmospheric condition.  In this connection, it should be noted that HF radio service is not designed as are cellular telephone and personal communications services (PCS), (i.e., to provide seamless transfer of the mobile unit from one frequency to another as the unit moves out of the range of one transmitter and into that of another).  If a ship communicating with a particular coast station on a particular frequency were to move out of the range of that station during the call, contact would be lost.  It would be necessary for the ship to hail a new HF station on a new frequency to continue its communication.  This is true both of AT&T's multiple transmitter locations and of those of the alternative HF providers.  However, due to the relatively long range of HF communications and the slow speed of ships, such occurrences are unlikely to occur often.  What is more likely is for a ship to lose communication with a particular coast station due to atmospheric conditions.  Such an occurrence would require the ship to place a new call with a new station.  All of these issues, however, are true with respect to AT&T's High Seas Service as well.

16 

.
In addition to these alternative HF services, U.S. ships in U.S. coastal waters also can avail themselves of other services such as cellular telephone service, American Mobile Satellite Corporation service and Iridium global satellite telephone service.
  U.S. ships in international waters (beyond 35 miles from the coast) can also subscribe to INMARSAT satellite-based radio-telephone services or Iridium.  These services are different from HF service and would require users to invest in new equipment in order to subscribe to the service, but would provide them with radio-based voice telephony services.

17 

.
Finally, we conclude that discontinuance of AT&T's High Seas Service would not likely have a significant negative impact upon safety at sea.  The international responsibility of the United States with respect to maritime radio communications for safety purposes is set forth in the Safety of Life at Sea Convention (SOLAS), to which it is a Signatory.
  The SOLAS does not rely upon HF radio for distress or safety communications.  Rather, the Signatories to SOLAS have agreed to provide a comprehensive international safety communications system, known as the Global Mobile Distress and Safety System (GMDSS),
 that is carried over the INMARSAT satellite system.  As a result, neither the SOLAS nor the Commission's regulations implementing the SOLAS in the United States, place responsibility on AT&T or other providers of commercial HF radio-telephone service for distress or safety communications.
  In the United States it is the responsibility of the U.S. Coast Guard to monitor maritime radio communications to ensure safety.  Other countries have similar entities charged with that function.  Neither the U.S. Coast Guard nor the foreign entities monitor the commercial HF frequencies.  The Coast Guard does monitor the 2182 KHz (2.182 MHz) distress channel.
  Ship operators may use HF to comply with the GMDSS, so long as the HF radio sets are equipped with a digital selective calling (DSC) device.
  The use of DSC allows the Coast Guard to respond directly to a ship placing a distress call, without the participation of privately owned HF coast stations.  Although we recognize that some boat operators have used High Seas Service to reach AT&T's operators to send distress calls, the service is not intended for this purpose.  The fact is, however, that GMDSS operates apart from commercial HF radio-telephone services.  As a result, discontinuance of AT&T's High Seas Service will not affect the operation of the GMDSS or the ability of the United States to carry out its commitments under SOLAS.

18 

.
Even though HF radio-telephone service is not intended to be the medium for maritime safety communications, we recognize that some customers have used AT&T's High Seas Service to place distress calls.  We are also aware that many customers also use High Seas Service for communications requesting assistance that do not rise to the level of a distress call.  There is, however, nothing unique about AT&T's High Seas Service among HF radio-telephone services in this respect.  So long as users have adequate time to make arrangements with alternative HF radio providers, they can make use of those providers' services for the same purpose.  

IV.  Conclusion
19 

.
For all the above reasons, we conclude that, because current AT&T customers can find adequate substitutes, discontinuance of AT&T's High Seas Service will not unduly adversely affect the present or future U.S. public convenience and necessity.  We further conclude that requiring AT&T to continue to provide service indefinitely would place an unjustifiable financial burden on AT&T.  Accordingly, we conclude that we should grant AT&T's request to discontinue service.



20.
We are concerned, however, that AT&T's customers must receive adequate notice of AT&T's intention to discontinue High Seas Service, or may be confused about when such discontinuance would occur.  At the time AT&T filed its application, it began to notify its active customers by letter and through information bulletins broadcast from its three public coast stations that it intended to discontinue High Seas Service, as of February 28, 1999, subject to approval from the Commission.  When the Bureau informed AT&T by letter that it would not receive authorization to discontinue service on that date, AT&T did not send a new letter but changed its broadcast information bulletins to state that it would discontinue service when it was authorized to do so, without specifying a date.  On June 17, 1999, after it met with Bureau staff the second time, AT&T again notified its active customers of its intention to discontinue service on June 30, 1999, and began to broadcast a new information bulletin also citing the June 30 date.  At the meeting with Commission staff on June 29, 1999, AT&T stated that, of its 2,006 active customers, 1,206 have direct billing arrangements with AT&T.  AT&T stated that it notified these 1,206 customers by letter.  AT&T stated that the remaining 800 customers do not have direct arrangements with AT&T but that AT&T  bills them through a number of accounting authorities
 around the world.  For these customers, AT&T stated that it sent notices to all relevant accounting authorities and asked them to notify their customers of AT&T's intention to discontinue High Seas Service on June 30.  AT&T further stated that it attempted to reach its 1,206 directly billed customers.  AT&T's August 4 Letter stated that it has actually talked with about 75 percent of its customers and left messages, where possible, for the remaining 25 percent.  Because the Commission did not authorize it to discontinue service on June 30, AT&T is now informing its customers that it intends to discontinue service "soon."  



21.
Because AT&T's letter specifying the June 30 date did not go out until June 17, Bureau staff told AT&T that it would not grant authorization for discontinuance on June 30.  Bureau staff was concerned that 13 days was not adequate notice.  Although Section 63.19 of the Commission's rules requires only that written notice be sent, the nature of HF service suggests that such constructive notice might not be adequate to allow users to make a transition to an alternative service.  Many small boat operators are at sea for extended periods of time and may not have received the letter from AT&T.  Further, because AT&T has twice changed the date on which it proposes to discontinue service, some users may have concluded that AT&T has changed its mind to discontinue service and not made alternative arrangements.  We therefore believe that it would be desirable to require AT&T to continue to try to notify users directly and to notify users of a date certain on which it will discontinue service.  To provide time for AT&T to reach as high a percentage of its customers as possible, and for those customers to arrange for substitute service, we shall make authorization to discontinue service granted by this order effective 60 days from the release of this order, that is, on October 8, 1999.
  We shall require AT&T, within two weeks of the release of this order, to send letters to its active customers informing them of the precise date on which they will discontinue High Seas Service.  This letter should include a listing of alternative services available to current High Seas Service customers, information on how to contact such providers and a telephone number at AT&T that customers can call for assistance in arranging alternative service.  During this period we also shall require AT&T to continue its attempts to reach its customers by telephone, for those who have direct billing arrangements with AT&T, and the relevant accounting authorities, for those who are billed through such authorities.  We also shall require AT&T to continue to broadcast a notice from its coast stations of its intention to close the stations until the day it actually discontinues service.  Upon the conclusion of the 60-day period, and AT&T's discontinuance of High Seas Service, the frequencies AT&T uses to provide the service shall revert automatically to the Commission.     

IV.  Ordering Clauses


22.
Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to Section 63.19 of the Commission's rules, 47 U.S.C. § 63.19 (1998), Application File No. ITC-MSC-19981229-00905 is GRANTED and AT&T is authorized to discontinue its High Seas HF radio-telephone service through its three Maritime Mobile Public Coast Stations, KMI (at Dixon, California), WOM (at Pennsuco, Florida) and WOO (at Ocean Gate, New Jersey), effective 60 days after release of this order.



23.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this authorization is conditioned upon AT&T's continuing to notify customers through personal contacts and broadcast messages concerning its intention to discontinue service and the availability of alternative services. 



24.
This order is issued under Section 0.261(a)(10) of the Commission's rules, 47 C.F.R. § 0.261(a)(10) (1998), and is effective upon release provided that the right to discontinue service is effective 60 days after release, that is, on October 8, 1999.  Petitions for reconsideration under Section 1.106 (a)(1) of the rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.106(a)(1) (1998), or

 applications for review under Section 1.115 of the rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.115(a) (1998), may be filed within 30 days of the date of the release of this order (see Section 1.4(b)(2) of the rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.4(b)(2) (1998)) .







FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION







Donald Abelson







Chief, International Bureau

     �	47 C.F.R. § 63.71 (1998).  Section 63.71 provides the procedures for the discontinuance of service by domestic carriers.  AT&T High Seas Service provides communication from the United States to points outside the United States and is, therefore, a "foreign" communication within the meaning of the Communications Act.  See Section 3(17) of the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. § 153(17).  As such, it falls under the rules applicable to international communications. When the Commission placed AT&T's application on Public Notice, it cited the rules applicable to discontinuance of international communications, Section 63.19 of the rules, 47 C.F.R. § 63.19 (1998).





     �	Public Notice, Report No. TEL-D-0001, released January 22, 1999.


     �	Letter from Troy Tanner, Chief, Policy and Facilities Branch,Telecommunications Division, International Bureau, FCC, to Richard B. Miller, Administrator--Rates and Tariffs, AT&T, dated February 19, 1999.


     �	Form Letter from AT&T to "John Q Public," dated December 28, 1999, attached to AT&T's application.


     �	See, e.g., Letter from Paul Svornich to FCC, dated January 17, 1999, p.1. 


     �	See, e.g., Letter from William G. Seifert to FCC, dated January 7, 1999, p.1.  


     �	See, e.g., Opposition of MarSal Marine L.C., dated June 24, 1999, p.2.


     �	See, e.g., Letter of George Blann to FCC, dated January 8, 1999. p.1.


     �	Letter from Michael F. Del Casino, Regulatory Division Manager, AT&T, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, FCC, dated May 6, 1999, p. 3 of attached ex parte materials (AT&T Letter of May 6, 1999).  AT&T defines "active customers" as those who have used High Seas Service within the past 12 months.


     �	Id. at 2.


     �	Id. at 3.


     �	Letter from Douglas W. Schoenberger, Government Affairs Director, AT&T, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, FCC, dated August 4, 1999, p.1 (AT&T Letter of August 4).


     �	See Letter from Michael F. Del Casino, Regulatory Division Manager, AT&T, to Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary, FCC, dated May 25, 1999, p. 10 of attached ex parte materials (AT&T Letter of May 25).  


     �	47 U.S.C. § 214(a).


     �	See Public Coast Radiotelegraph Stations, 67 FCC 2d 790, 795-6 (1978) ("It is clear that application of this standard presents the Commission with a delicate task of balancing the legitimate interests of both the carriers (and their investors) and the user community. . . . [D]isposition of such a request [to discontinue service] . . . requires that the public needs be balanced against the financial burden that would be imposed on a carrier by continued operation of its facilities.").  See also, e.g., Western Union Telegraph Company, 87 F. Supp. 324, 335-6 (D.C. Cir. 1949) (approving Commission's consideration of effect of discontinuance on company finances and services).  Generally, a regulated carrier cannot be compelled to continue to operate at a loss without the just compensation required by due process of law.  See, e.g., Railroad Comm'n v. Eastern Texas R. R. Co., 264 U.S. 79 (1924); Bullock v. Florida ex rel. Railroad Comm'n, 254 U.S. 513 (1921); Brooks-Scanlon Co. v. Railroad Comm'n, 251 U.S. 396 (1920).


     �	Public Coast Radiotelegraph Stations, 67 FCC 2d at 796-7.  


     �	AT&T letter of May 25, 1999, ex parte materials, p.3.


     �	See, e.g., American Tel. and Tel. Co., 63 FCC 2d 371 (1977).  


     �	AT&T Letter of May 25, 1999, p. 3 of attached ex parte materials


     �	AT&T Letter of May 25, ex parte materials at p.6 (WLO), p.7 (Telstra), p.8 (Stratos), p.9 (XDA).  See also Letter from Michael Del Casino, AT&T, to Magalie Salas Roman, FCC, dated July 19, 1999, p. 15 of attached ex parte materials (Telia).  


     �	Telephone conversation between Carlos Garcia, XDA, and John Copes, FCC, on July 23, 1999.  Mr. Garcia indicated that the operators who do not speak English are able to use the international phonetic code and that use of such code will permit the operators to place a call for an English speaking radio user with the telephone network. 


     �	The materials provided by AT&T indicate that, for users with good credit, the process for signing up with each of these providers is relatively simple and takes from a few hours to a few days to put in place.  Arrangements for signing up with an accounting authority are similarly uncomplicated and rapid.  The 60 days between the release of this order and the effectiveness of AT&T's authorization to discontinue service should provide users with an opportunity to make the necessary advance billing arrangements.  AT&T has stated that it will continue to provide users with information needed to contact the alternative providers.


     �	Because of security concerns, many users do not wish to read the account numbers of their credit cards over an open radio channel.  Such persons instead may make advance billing arrangements.


     �	AT&T Letter of May 6, 1999 at 2.


     �	Ex parte telephone call from Mobile Marine Radio Co., June 29, 1999 to Troy Tanner, Chief, Policy and Facilities Branch, Telecommunications Division, International Bureau, FCC.


     �	The lowest per-minute charges are those imposed by XDA, the Mexican coast station.  XDA charges $2.00 per minute plus a 15 per cent (or $.30 ) surcharge for calls terminating in the U.S. PSTN, with no minimum period.  The highest charges are those imposed by Telia, the Swedish coast station, which charges $4.66 per minute, without a minimum period or surcharge for terminating on the U.S. PSTN, for calls originating in the North Atlantic.  The charges imposed by the other HF providers lie between these two extremes.  Stratos charges $3.61 for the first minute of a call in the North Atlantic, and $1.81 for each additional minute (charges in other ocean basins are somewhat higher).  Mobile Marine Radio, the U.S. coast station, charges $3.99 per minute, with a three-minute minimum, with no surcharge for calls terminated on the U.S. PSTN.  Telstra charges $9.55 (including a $5.50 setup charge) for the first minute for calls terminating  on the U.S. PSTN and $4.05 for each additional minute.  All rate information quoted from AT&T Letter of May 25, ex parte materials, p. 3.  


     �	Viable alternatives to a discontinued service need not be the same type of service.  See, e.g., American Tel. and Tel., 8 FCC Rcd 6801, 6802 (1993).


     �	The International Maritime Organization, International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) (Edition, London 1997).  Requirements pertaining to radio communications are contained in Chapter IV of the SOLAS.  The SOLAS regulations apply to all commercial passenger ships and to other commercial ships over 100 tons.  Private vessels are not required to carry radios complying with SOLAS regulations. 


     �	The Commission's regulations implementing the U.S. commitment under the GMDSS are set forth in 47 C.F.R. Part 80, Subpart W (1998).


     �	In fact, SOLAS regulations have never required ships to carry HF radios for safety purposes.  Prior to the adoption of the GMDSS, safety regulations required ships to carry a radio operating in the Medium Frequency (MF) band (500 KHz), capable of sending and receiving in morse code.


     �	The distress channel of 2182 KHz is technically within the MF, rather than, the HF band.  The HF band goes down to 2190 KHz.  Because 2182 is so close to the HF band, many people consider it an HF frequency.  More importantly, virtually all HF transceivers can send and receive on 2182 KHz.  Therefore, AT&T's current customers can send distress calls on 2182 KHz.  We note that SOLAS only required the monitoring of the 2182 KHz channel until February 1, 1999, when the GMDSS became effective.  The U.S. Coast Guard has stated, however, that it will continue to monitor 2182 KHz until 2005 to ensure that U.S. HF users have time to shift to GMDSS. 


     �	A DSC device automatically monitors a specific frequency and sounds an alarm to alert the operator when a call is received on the monitored frequency. 


     �	An accounting authority is an entity certified by a government to settle accounts for maritime mobile and maritime mobile-satellite radio communications.  A public coast station in one country that provides communications service to a ship at sea sends the bill for such service to an accounting authority in the country in which the ship that made the call is registered.  The accounting authority sends the bill to the ship owner, collects the money due from the owner and sends the payment to the coast station.


     �	In RCA Global Communications, Inc., 67 FCC 2d 843, 845 (1978), the Commission delayed the effectiveness of its authorization to close public coast stations until users had alternative service.  RCA sought authorization to close its public coast stations.  Another carrier, Hawaiian Telephone Company, was to introduce a new, alternative service, but was not ready to begin service on the date RCA sought to terminate service.  In order to ensure continuity of service, the Commission delayed the effectiveness of its authorization until Hawaiian Telephone Company was ready to offer alternative service.  Although alternative service options already exist in the case of High Seas Service, in order to ensure continuity in service for individual users, users must have adequate time to make alternative arrangements.  






