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T The Rural Coalition of Small Local Exchange Carriers and Cooperatives (hereafter

referred to as the “Coalition” or the “Independents”) respectfully submits these Comments

regarding those matters that the ﬁ\j/e Commercial Mobile Radio Service providers (“CMR

S

provid'ers”)l have raised in their Jo:int Petition for Reconsideration of January 12, 2006 Order of

Arbittation Award (“Petition”) filed with the Tennessee Regulatory Authority (“TRA”I) on

January 27, 2006. |

|
. I. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

The Independents respectfully submit that the time has long arrived that this matter

should move forward for review a;nd final resolution as required by statute. However, the
: | |
R ' |
providers have elected to ask the Authority to reconsider three of its determinations in the

Arbitration and further delay a final resolution. On F ebruary 6, 2006, the Authority de<::ided to

i
. |

hear the Petition and “to defer deliberations in this matter to a later date to be set by the p
. I

CMRS

anel.”

i ' |
. The Coalition respectfully'assumed that the TRA acted in accordance with Sec.{1220-1-

. ; |
2-20 of its rules, and in the manner that the Authority has previously processed Petitioris f
: ' |

for

Reconsideration in which the Coalition has been a party. Accordingly, the Coalition antmpated

that the panel would establish: 1) :dates for the filing of comments both in support of an;d i

opposition to the substantive issues raised by the Petition; and 2) a date for deliberatioris

: !
subsequent to the receipt and review of the comments. Contrary to this expectation, the
I

n

Coaht1on learned on Friday, Apnl 6, 2006, when the Authority’s conference agenda for April 17,

2006 was made public, that the matter of the Perition is scheduled for deliberations as part of the

Aprll 17 Conference Agenda. |

, ! Petitions for Arbitration were ﬁled by: (1) Sprint Spectrum L P. d/b/a Sprint PCS (“Sprint PCS
Mobile USA, Inc. (“T-Mobile’ M (3) Be]lSouth Mobility LLC, BellSouth Personal Communications, LLC
Chattanoog,a MSA Linuted Partnership; d/b/a Cingular Wireless (“Cingular’); (4) Cellco Partmership, d/b/a
ereless (“Venzon Wireless”); and (5) AT&T Wireless PCS, LLC d/b/a AT&T Wireless (“AWS”) l
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|
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), (2) T-

Verizon




In its March 9, 2006 Order determmmg that the Petition will be heard subject toI further

deliberations, the Authority notes that the “Coalition did not file a response to the Petztzon ” The

Coalition had no objection to the Authorlty deciding to hear the matter in accordance w;th Sec.

i

1220—;1-2-20(2)(b). The Coalition!fully expected, based on the processes formerly folIo:wed by
: | i

the Arfrthority, that it would be affc')rded an opportunity to be heard on the matter when tlhe

Authorlty established a schedule for further deliberations. The placement of this matter 0

n the

Apnl 17 Conference Agenda has glven rise to concern by the Coalition that the opportumty to be

, _ -
heard,will not otherwise be afforded. Accordingly, the Coalition takes this opportunity|to
, ! |

provide the Authority with these c:omments so that its position regarding these matters is clear.

|
i !

II. THE CMRS PETITION SHOULD BE DENIED IN ITS ENTIRETY

" A year passed from the date that the Authority announced its decisions on the atbi

issues to the date on which the Aujthority issued its arbitration decision. Now two more )

tration

1onths

have gone by. The Independents have not asked the Authority to expend further resourfces on its

. i . Ll
deliberatlons. Enough resources have been expended already. There are neither consider

i

ations

of new facts or changes in the law for the Authority to consider, and the CMRS Petmon raises no

such new facts or changes in the law. i

. The Coalition recognizes that the issues before the Authority in this proceedingiare very

complex. Throughout this proceefding, the CMRS providers have extracted statements fou

context from FCC rules and decisions to weave these partial piece parts into arguments to

t of

support their positions. The patch work quilt they have offered the Authority suggests|that the

dlfﬁcult issues before the Authonty are not only simple, but are already decided by the FCC.

ThlS is not the case. :

The Coalition can point toi specific aspects aiready in the record before the Autrilor

|
|
|
'
!

ity




| | .
- ' !
where each of the deficient arguments submitted by the CMRS providers has been addressed and

rebuffed. The issues and the neceésary application of complicated and detailed statute, |

: | . . . . P
regulation and policy established in detailed fact-laden proceedings requires rigorous review and

i
{

7]

detailed discussion as reflected in ihe multiple, lengthy submissions of the Coalition in fthiI
' !

proceeding. ; |
! i ;
- The Coalition recognizes the lure of the CMRS strategy to “simplify” the discusisions and

to appeal to a framework that disrégards the very specific factual distinctions in the opeira ions of

a CMRS provider and a rural incumbent local exchange carrier. It is, in fact, these ver}:' specific

: i
factual operational distinctions that provide the policy basis for the distinct legal treatment

afforcied to rural telephone companies under the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

- i
The Coalition also recognizes that the TRA is not the only forum where the tactics
employed by the CMRS providers have succeeded. In this regard, the CMRS carriers largely

- - |
rely dn a decision issued by the Tenth Circuit of the U.S. Court of Appeals which addresses an

arbitrjation proceeding held in Oklzahoma. While the CMRS providers revel in the succ;ess of
their bersuasive skills in Oklahorria (and, now in Tennessee), the force of law and sounjd public
polici;' has not been tempered eith%ar in other state forums or before the FCC. Contraryi to the
rhetoric of the CMRS providers, t:he very positions that they espouse as if they were sir?np‘le and
settled are neither established as aimatter of statute or rules determined by the FCC. Tl%le
Coal{tion has demonstrated this féct repeatedly throughout this proceeding and providesd the

Authority with the related legal sflpport.

!

In fact, the state of the law reflects that the CMRS providers have strived unsuc!cessfully
to obiain sanction for their positiofns from the FCC. Throughout this proceeding, the Cioa‘lition
. i

has provided the Authority with support and citations to the pending proceedings at the FCC
: . !
where the CMRS providers have initiated these efforts. Failing to succeed in their efforts before

4




the FCC, the CMRS providers hav:e apparently turned to state forums where they have ealculated

that their rhetoric will succeed. The reconsideration Petition reflects this mindset and strategy.

The CMRS providers have retumdd to the TRA to seek to convince the Authority to prdceed,

w1thout regard to law or FCC mterconnectlon standards, to establish even further expanded

rights for CMRS providers. !

The three primary issues presented for reconsideration by the CMRS providers reflect

how a’udacious they are. From a legal perspective these three issues are related by a common

theme: how far can the CMRS prhviders go in seeking to impose new obligations on rdral

B : i
incumbent telephone companies with respect to the routing and transport of traffic beyond the

networks of each rural telephone eompany. |

Contrary to the rhetoric of the CMRS providers, neither the law nor the associated FCC

interconnection standards require a rural telephone company to take responsibility for the

and transport of traffic to points of connection beyond their local networks. Moreover,fneither

. . . : : . i
the law nor FCC interconnection rules impose any requirements with respect to how a local

exchange carrier handles traffic ohginated by its customer and destined to a CMRS custo
The fundamental flaw that is highlighted by the CMRS Perition is the incorrecti

assumption that Section 251(b) of the Act in any way mandates how a LEC treats, rout:es

routing

mer.2

and

transports traffic to a CMRS provider. Both the record before the Authority and the apiphcable

law and regulations support fundaimental principles that have been ignored by the arbitfrati

| | |
decision in this proceeding: | !

1. 251(b)(5) gives carriers the right to terminate traffic through a reciprocal !
- compensation. arrangement. It does not state that once a CMRS carrier elects to
send traffic to a LEC through reciprocal compensatlon arrangement, that the LEC
must send traffic back to that CMRS carrier in the same way that the CMRS |
carrier sent traffic to the LEC

2

? The FCC has never established a rule'to require a LEC to treat a call to a CMRS provider as “local.” IIn
FCC has not established a rule that would prevent a LEC from treating all traffic to CMRS providers (who
holding themselves out as local exchange service providers) as interexchange toll traffic. ]
i 5 I
: ! !
|

10N

fact, the
are not




|

| |

. 2. 251(b)(5) is permissive, not mandatory. It does not tell any carrier how it |
" should interconnect its traffic to another carrier much less mandate how any
. carrier should charge for a call (i.e., it does not tell a LEC when it can send a call
as “local” and when as “toll”). :
* 3. The FCC recognized that State regulatory authorities do not establish “local |
calling scopes” for CMRS providers. The FCC permitted (but, did not require) '

. CMRS providers to use a reciprocal compensation arrangement to terminate any
- call that originates on the MRS network and terminates on a LEC network !
. within the same MTA. ! :
I

. 4. Since the arrangement is perrmsswely ‘reciprocal,” a LEC is allowed to do th
. same —i.e, the LEC can choose to send traffic to a CMRS carrier subject to the :

. reciprocal compensation arrangement if the call originates and terminates in the!
- same MTA. The LEC is not required by statute or regulation to utilize the
reciprocal interconnection arrangement to send traffic to a CMRS provider.

' at a point beyond the LEC=s network, nor is a LEC required to transport traffic |
beyond its network to a point designated by a CMR provider or any other

i
" 5. No LEC is required to interconnect with a CMRS provider directly or indirec Itly
|
telecommunications carrier. :

. ' |
The oositions of the CMRS providers set forth in both the arbitration and in the Petition can not
. : i

' !
stand. Their positions are inconsi:'stent with the fundamental principles set forth above.!

The CMRS providers havei: not offered the Authority anything new in their Petition to

support their efforts to convince the Authority to attempt to prejudice further the rightsiof the

lndeoendents. The Coalition will'not burden the Authority by repeating the discussion!s,

arguments, and citations to authority that the Coalition has already submitted on the re<::01-d in

this proceeding with regard to the issues presented by the CMRS providers in their Peti'tion.

Instead, the Coalition respectfully. incorporates by reference all of the submissions anditestimony
: ! ’

previously provided. '

Even if the record before fhe Authority was not replete with the prior submissio:ns by the

Coalition, a rigorous detailed analysis that applies the existing law and interconnection:rules to

the arbitration issues would inevitably lead to the determination that not only are the positions




espouged by the CMRS providers m the Petition deficient, but that the positions they ha:ve

argued with respect to these and other issues in the arbitration are not sustainable. With respect

: ! |
to the latter, as indicated previously, the Coalition will seek to redress these matters through the

review process afforded by law. With respect to the issues raised in the Petition, the C:oalition
offers these few additional comments with respect to each issue.

| |
: : !
CA. Issue 2(b): The CMRS providers want the Authority to impose !
: responsibilities on the Independents even if a landline call to CMRS!

. . . . ol
customer is treated as a toll call and carried by a long distance carrier
| .

. . |
' The Arbitration Order determined (and we believe incorrectly) that an Independ|ent is

. | l
responsible to pay terminating compensation to a CMRS provider for an intraLATA tolll call

: : : : i
carried by the originating customer’s choice of long distance carrier. In the Petition, the CMRS

providers now seek to require the Independents to also pay terminating compensation to a CMRS

provider for an interLATA toll call carried by the originating customer’s choice of long;> distance
. [ |

carrier. !

© The record in this proceeding and the FCC decisions (repeatedly cited by the Céa]ition)

i

: " f . . . L.
demonstrate that the position of the CMRS providers is incorrect. Reciprocal compensation does
Q o . . .
not apply when a call is carried by the customer’s chosen long distance carrier, irrespective of
! i

whether the call is interLATA or i:ntraLATA. The argument set forth by the CMRS prév ders
. ) |

ignorés the fundamental fact that, pursuant to the FCC’s interconnection rules and Sect:ion
251(b)(5) of the Act, the use of a feciprocal compensation arrangement is permissive, r:10t|

mandatory. It does not tell any carrier how it should interconnect its traffic to another <::arrier

' ' !
much less mandate how any carrier should charge for a call (i.e., it does not tell a LEC when it

can send a call as “local” and when as “toll””). 1fthe LEC elects to deliver traffic to a GM RS

provider, the LEC may avail itsel:f of the reciprocal compensation arrangement provide;d that the

1
I
|




| |
traffic terminates within the MTA in which it originates. The LEC is not required, however, to

avail itself of this right. The LEC may instead treat the call to a CMRS provider as an :

. ! I
intere’xchange call. In that instance, and regardless of whether the call terminates withih or
outside of the LATA in which it originates, the call is handled by the originating custoniwr’s

chosein toll provider and not by thé LEC. The FCC has affirmed, and the Coalition has!fully

discuésed on the record in this proceeding, that when a call is handled as a toll call, reciprocal

| |
compensation does not apply. : |
: ! |

- The confusion that results from the arguments of the CMRS providers can be traced to
| |

L . : » . co ]
their incorrect assumption that the “called number” somehow determines the jurisdiction of a
[ I

call. The CMRS providers appare:ntly believe that labeling a “called number” to a CMI;{S

. - l
customer as local to a LEC somehow magically renders the call “local” and requires the LEC to

' |
treat the call as a “local” call instead of a toll call handled by the originating customer’s chosen

. : |
toll carrier. The law in this regard is immutable: the jurisdiction of a call is determined by the
Z |

geogfaphic originating and termir{ating points, and not by the number. Again, the law is not only
readily available, but this matter was fully discussed in the proceeding and in the subm;issions of
the Coalition on this issue are incorporated by reference. ;

. | !

i :

. Issue 7: The CMRS providers want the Authority to impose responsibilititias on the
Independents that technically exceed their existing networks and legally exceed the
requirements of both statute and regulations. i

. ! !

The CMRS providers hope that they can convince the Authority to require an |
Independent to pay costs to transport traffic beyond a point of interconnection on the '
Indebendent’s network. Unlike aflarge carrier like BellSouth that has network facilitieis
throughout a LATA, the networks of the Independents are discrete and established wit}!lin their
certificated service areas. The In(:iependents do not have facilities “dedicated to the tra!nsmission



|

!

|

' i e !

of traffic between two carriers networks” likened to the BellSouth transport facilities. |

i |- .
. Even with respect to the ndn-rural telephone companies, under the Telecommunications

Act, a CMRS provider or any othe:r telecommunications provider requesting interconne:ction

must arrange to establish facilities to meet at a point of interconnection “within the carrier’s
. | |

network.” When the CMRS provi'ders elect to use BellSouth or another carrier to carryftheir

traffic to meet an Independent at a “point within the carrier’s (i.e., the Independent’s) né:twork,”
the CMRS providers want the Indc:ependent to pay a portion of the costs they incur. !
: : !

. In a reciprocal compensatilon arrangement, two carriers interconnect at a point of

interconnection and each charges the other for the transport and termination of the traffic they

choose to send through the arrangement. The reciprocal compensation charge includesfthe cost
of transport from the point of interconnection to the terminating point. The CMRS pro?iders

o " : |
apparently want to recover twice: : once through the application of the reciprocal compensation
arrangement and once through the application of the “sharing of costs” they proposed in the
. ! |
arbitration and now again in the Petition. :

The argument of the CMRS providers in support of their position is a good exarinple of

the stfrategy they have employed throughout this proceeding. They begin with the inco:rrect

: - !
notion that the facilities that they will use to connect to a point of interconnection on the

netwc:)rks of the Independents must be subjected to cost sharing. To this incorrect assumption,

they épply in support of their argument FCC Rule 51.507(c).> This rule, however, appiies “to the

pricing of network elements, interconnection, and methods of obtaining access to unbu:ndled
: i . |

elements, including physical collocation and virtual collocation.” The rule addresses ;the

pricir:lg of interconnection elemer{ts from which the rural telephone companies are exempt in
. : i

accordance with Section 251(f) of the Telecommunications Act. Other than in the min:ds and

3 Pet;'tron atp. 8. ! .
* 47 CFR 51.501(a). ! v @
! ? 9 :



now the submissions of the CMRS: providers, the rule has nothing to do with reciprocali

compensation. The CMRS provide::rs essentially add 1 and 1 and proclaim to the Author!ity that

the sufm is 11! Sec. 51.507(c) is sijmp]y not applicable here and should not be used to inilpose

additional financial burdens on the Coalition Members, !

i
; !

: : |

. C. Issue No. 12: The' CMRS Providers want the Authority to ignore all

' consideration of e*isting law and regulation by requiring the Independents to
treat calls to CMRS providers as “local.” :

The Petition of the C’MRS;providers seeks to require the Independents to treat cfalls to

CMRS providers as “local” when the call terminates “within the rate center of the LEC!” As a

; ! i
matter of law and established interconnection rules, the rates charged for calls to and from

customers of CMRS providers arei not regulated. The record in this proceeding is complete with
references to the applicable state df the law in this regard.

i
The CMRS providers wish: that the state of the law was otherwise. The Petztio;n
demopstrates that the CMRS providers hope that the Authority will impose additional :
requirements on the Independents:that are not established by any statute or FCC intercqinnection
rule. '!

' |

i In the Petition, there was nio commensurate consideration of how CMRS provid:ers treat

their customers. There is no similar request to CMRS providers toprovide expanded local
. i !

calling for rates comparable to thése offered by the Independents. Nor is there any ind:ication of

. . |

consideration of the additional costs that would be incurred by Independents to rate and transport
. | .

!

traffic as the member of the Panelf urged. There i1s no mention of the existing law or !

interconnection rules.

In support of the position on local calling requirements that the CMRS proVider!s set forth
| |

: . !
in their Petition, they again ignore the state of existing law and interconnection rules. Instead,

10

|
|



: i
the CMRS providers make bold statements: “there is no doubt that carriers are requirec} to use

the rating points for determining the local nature of the call.”

| | |
: They look for support for their bold statements to a single CLEC arbitration conducted by

the FCC, the outcome of which is limited only to the facts regarding that arbitration wh:ich did

not inivolve CMRS traffic. The re;ference of the CMRS providers to a CLEC arbitration dispute
as the sole support for their positici)n is another example of how the CMRS providers hafve

submitted citations to cases and regulation in piece parts to craft their arguments to suggest
. | |

misleédingly that settled regulation and authority supports their positions; it does not. |
. The implicit argument proffered by the CMRS providers is that as “telephone e)iichange

carrielrs,” they should be afforded :the same dialing parity on wireline to wireless calls tljlat LECs
prdvide to other local exchange cafrriers. The position overlooks the basic premise of pjarity: that
there should be uniformity in the ;nanner in which the customers of local exchange carrfiers call

- ! I
the c@stomers of other carriers am:i access the services of competing toll carriers. i

| i
© A casual and non-rigorous review of parity requirements may lead to the incorrect and
. | |
non-sensible conclusion that the CMRS providers espouse. The position proffered by the CMRS
' i

providers both throughout the arbitration proceeding and in the Petition, however, leads to
! i

dispafity — not parity. : i

: e . . [
The Independents are not reluctant to treat all similarly situated carriers equally, with
|

. : |
respect to dialing parity requirements. Specifically, the Independents understand that dialing
‘ i

parity requires the availability of fhe same dialing patterns on calls to all CMRS carriers. This is
| i ;

far different, however, from the imposition of a requirement to provide the CMRS prox!/iders with

the same dialing parity that is given to local exchange service competitors.®

> Petttion at 11, )

¢ The Coalition again respectfully notes that this and other issues in the arbitration proceeding are detailed and
complex. Inregard to this issue, 1t is essential that the TRA not overlook the well established distinction between
“telephone exchange service” and “local exchange service.” The CMRS providers do not provide “local exchange

) | 11 |



|
| |
| |
" When two competing local exchange carriers provide dialing parity to one anoth|er, they
- !

' ' |
enablé their respective customers to reach one another within a specific geographic area without
| i
'- » . .
an additional charge. The geographic area is most often defined by a state regulatory alilthonty
and includes calls between originaitin g and terminating geographic points where fixed ]aimdline

local éxchange service is providedi. The local exchange service is provided by each carfrier to its
respective customers in parity: ne!ither carrier charges its customer an additional fee to gcall
custorﬁers of the other local exchaage service provider when the call is made to a geogr}aphic
; |
point within the local exchange se?rvice area. Neither party charges their own customeriwhen
that customer receives a call from ;a customer of the other carrier when the call is betwe;en

geogfaphic points within the localfexchange service area. :

~ In contrast, the CMRS prov1ders — which are not local exchange service prov1ders —seek

|
dispayate treatment that is favorable to them: !
_ é |
1. While the CMRS providers seek to require the Independents to treat all calls to
their networks as “local,” the CMRS providers do not provide parity. The CMRS
" providers do not provide their customers with calling to the customers of !
~ Independents on a “free” basis.’ :

2. The CMRS providers in? this proceeding have neither provided nor offered to!

. provide the equivalent of local exchange service by providing customers with
i unlimited dialing plans (W1th no time of day restrictions) within a defined

' geographic service area. | I

3. The CMRS providers charge their own customers for the termination of the !

same call from an Independent customer that they want to convince the TRA toi

require the Independent to provide for free. '

' |

l

|

| '

service,” nor do they want to be considered “local exchange carriers.” Yet, with respect to the 1ssue of dialing parity
they essentially demand to be treated as a competing local exchange carrier while still shielding themselves from the
responsibilities and regulation imposed on a local exchange service provider. Several of the significant ¢ustomer-
oriented distinctions are identified below. '
7 The rates of CMRS providers are not regulated. Even where the CMRS provider creates an appearance of free
calling by offering bundles of mnutes, the calls from CMRS customers to Independent customers are not free, the
calls both from and to the CMRS customers count against the package of minutes the customer buys and additional
charges apply when the customer uses more minutes |

1 1 2 :



|
|
i
|
i
l
! !

Dialing parity under Section 251(b)(3) of the Act results in a requirement that a LEC
i |

must upon request treat calls to all competing CMRS providers equally. The Independénts,
Z [ |

however, are not required to treat the CMRS providers as if they were local exchange service
. ! |

)

' i . |
providers. The Independents are not adverse to the negotiation of arrangements wh‘erebly the

Independents would treat a deﬁnea mutually agreed upon scope of traffic to CMRS pro:viders as

I i
if it were “local” traffic. Under existing law and regulation, however, it remains the right, but
i i
not the obligation, of the Independents to determine what traffic (if any) to a CMRS prc;)vider
' ; l

will b:e treated as “local,” just as i remains the ri ght, but not the obligation of a local ex:change

carrier to utilize a Section 251(b)(3) reciprocal compensation arrangement to terminate!trafﬁc to
a CMRS provider.

' Rural telephone companie% have endeavored to establish mutually agreeable

interconnection terms and conditions that incorporate agreement to treat a defined scopfe of
H | 1

wireli;ne to wireless traffic as “local.” This fact is reflected in the numerous agreement;s that
have been brought to the attention of the Authority throughout this proceeding. These :

: ! . |
agreements, however, reflect a balanced set of terms and conditions that address the concerns
i , i
and issues of all parties. The imposition of a requirement on the Independents to provide calling
i : ) !
! I

to CMRS providers as “free” in the absence of consideration of costs, the impact on consumers

and the imposition of a commensurate requirement on CMRS providers is inequitable.
. |

Moreover, it 1s inconsistent with existing regulation and contrary to law.

The CMRS providers failed to point out candidly, as is their responsibility, thatithe

- | |
position they have asked the Authority to adopt (the very position about which they claim “there

is no doubt”) is the subject of a Io!ng-pending request for declaratory ruling that one of :the

|
CMRS providers submitted to the FCC.}? If “there is not doubt” about the CMRS position, it is

* The above-referenced “Sprint Petitiori" has often been raised and discussed by the Coalition 1n this proceeding.

13



| l
| i
| |
|
dlfflcult to imagine why the FCC d1d not provide the CMRS providers with the answer they

sought

|
' The fact is, however, that ‘“ithere is no doubt” that the CMRS providers are wrong. If they

! |
were ¢correct and the TRA or the FCC could regulate how a LEC rates a call, both the Authority
: ! i

! |
and the FCC would find themselves entrapped in a legal quagmire: a telecommunications
| | j
service provided between two ser\'/ice users would be fully regulated or not regulated for rate-
; I
makmg purposes on the basis of Wthh customer initiated the call. The FCC, however has

already determined in one context that a call between a CMRS customer and a wireline customer
' |

is treated as CMRS traffic and not subject to rate regulation irrespective of whether thecall was
' |

l
|

|
)
|
i
|
!
I
[

initiated by the CMRS customer or the wireline customer.’

In summary, the CMRS pr:oviders have failed in a pending proceeding to ob'taini FCC

: : |
concurrence in their position that would require the Independents to treat traffic to CMRS

providers as local; and, in at least one instance, the FCC has recognized that landline to wireless

trafﬁo is CMRS traffic and, conseQuently, not subject to state rate regulation. Given thie state of
[ i
the law, it would appear non-sensible that the CMRS providers would ask the TRA to compound

the error of the arbitration proceeding as they have requested in the Petition.
: |

? Ironically, that decision was made 1n the FCC’s “Calling Party Pays” decision which the CMRS providers have
freely extracted from throughout this proceeding. In the Matter of Calling Party Pays Serivce Offering Int the
Cmmercial Mobile Radio Services, WT Docket No. 97-207, FCC 99-137, Adopted: June 10, 1999 and Released-
July 7, 1999. (See, e g para. 16-17.) In addition, the Coalition respectfully notes that even if the Author1ty could
generally set rates for local exchange carrer traffic to CMRS providers, the statutory authority of the TRA does not
extend to rate-making authority over those Independents that operate as cooperatives.
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CONCLUSION !

' For the foregoing reasons, the Petition should be denied in its entirety. '

Respectfully submitted,

|
1
1
|

The Tennessee Rural Independent Coalition

By (A/W‘-' \_ﬂ ZW\/
D

William T. Ramsey

. Neal & Harwell, PLC

. 2000 First Union Tower

| 150 Fourth Avenue North
Nashville, Tennessee 37219-2498

' Stephen G. Kraskin
| 2154 Wisconsin Avenue N.W.
i  Washington, D.C. 20007

April 13, 2006 |

'Y In addition to the three 1ssues raised by the Petizion, the CMRS providers additionally have the gumptlon to ask
the TRA to re-write sentences of 1t arbltratlon decision. Pettion, p. 12. The CMRS providers wish thatithe TRA
had not recognized the fact that “interconnection agreements are, by design, for direct interconnection. They also
wish that the TRA had not made a reference to * ‘CMRS to LEC’ calling” and nsultingly ask that the Authonty
treat the statement as “a scrivener’s error  No decision will change the validity of the statements to wluch the
CMRS providers take exception.
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