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BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE
IN RE: )
)
PETITION OF BEN LOMAND )
COMMUNICATIONS, LL.C TO ) DOCKET NO: 08-00210
MODIFY ITS CERTIFICATE )
OF CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY )

RESPONSE OF BEN LOMAND COMMUNICATIONS, LLC TO TENNESSEE
REGULATORY AUTHORITY DATA REQUEST

Ben Lomand Communications, LLC, by its undersigned counsel, files this response to
Tennessee Regulatory Authority Data Request of November 26, 2008.

1. Will Ben Lomand Communications, LLC offer local exchange
telecommunications services in areas served by any incumbent local exchange telephone
company with fewer than 100,000 total access lines?

RESPONSE: Yes. Ben Lomand Communications, LLC points out that the Tennessee
Attorney General has opined that Tenn. Code Ann. Section 65-4-201(d), which purports to
protect from competition incumbent telephone catriers with fewer than 100,000 access lines in
the state, is no longer valid or enforceable. Attorney General Opinion No. 01-036; Attached as
Exhibit 1.

2, The biographical information for key management personnel appears to be dated
December 2007, possibly in connection with the internal reorganization filed in Docket No. 07-

00255. Please provide updated biographical information for Ben Lomand, LLC’s management,


AA01009
Text Box
filed electronically in docket office on 12/04/08


including title/position and duties and responsibilities in regard to day-to-day operations in regard
to local service offerings.

RESPONSE: Attached as collective Exhibit 2 is the updated biographical information
for Ben Lomand Communication LLC’s key management personnel.

Respectfully submitted,

Ko, Lo loem

H. LaDon Baltimore, BPR #003836

Farrar & Bates, 1..1L.P.

211 Seventh Avenue North, Suite 420
Nashville, TN 37219

(615) 254-3060

(615) 254-9835 FAX

Email: don.baltimore(@farrar-bates.com
Counsel for Ben Lomand Communications, LLC




STATE OF TENNESSEE
OFFICE OF THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL
425 FIFTH AVENUE NORTH
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37243

March 19, 2001

Opinion No. 01-036

eemption of Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(c} and/or (d) by 47 U.S.C. § 253
QUESTION

Are the provisions of Tenn. Code Amn. § 65-4-201{c) and (d) lawful and enforceable in view of
47 U.S.C. § 2537

OPINION

It is the opinion of this Office that the provisions of Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(c) are lawful and
enforceable. The Federal Commmunications Commission has preempted enforcement of the provisions of
Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(d) pursuant to the authority granted to it under 47 U.S.C. § 253(d).
Accordingly, Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(d) is not enforceable.

ANALYSIS

You have requested this Office to analyze whether the provisions of 47 U.S.C. § 253, enacted as
part of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, preempt the provisions of Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(c)
& (d), enacted as part of Chapter 408 of the Tennessee Public Acts of 1995. Both of these acts embody
similar goals of fostering competition among telecommunications providers and loosening the previous
regulatory regime.

The Tennessee courts have already decided that 47 U.S.C. § 253 does not implicitly preempt
Tenn, Code Ann. § 65-4-201. See BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. v. Greer, 972 8.W.2d 663
(Tenn. Ct. App. 1997)(application for permission to appeal denied June 15, 1998). Congress, however,
has expressly granted the Federal Communications Commission (the "FCC") the power, under 47 U.S.C.
§ 253(d), to preempt the provisions of any state telecommunications act, such as Tenn. Code Ann.
§ 65-4-201, if the state act violates 47 U.S.C. §§ 253(a) or (b). The exercise by the FCC of its power
to preempt portions of state telecommunications acts under 47 U.S.C. § 253(d) has been expressly
approved by the Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit. See RT Communications, Inc. v. FCC, 201
F.3d 1264 (10th Cir. 2000).
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The FCC has exercised its authority under 47 U.S.C. § 253(d) to preempt enforcement of Tenn.
Code Ann. § 65-4-201(d).! The FCC preempted this portion of the Tennessee act in a memorandum
opinion and order adopted May 14, 1999, in [n re AVR, L.P. d/b/a Fyperion of Tennessee, 14 FCC Red
11064 (1999) (the "Hyperion Preemption Order"), On January 3, 2001, the FCC affirmed this order in
response to a petition for stay and rehearing by the Tennessee Regulatory Authority {the "TRA"). After
consultation with this Office, the TRA determined that it will not challenge the Hyperion Preemption Order
through an appeal to the Sixth Civcuit Court of Appeals. Therefore, Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(d) has
been authoritatively preempted by the FCC and is unenforceable. Because the FCC has not preempted
enforcement of Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(c), this portion of the Tennessee act is valid and
enforceable.”

CONCURRENT FEPERAL AND STATE JURISDICTION.

The decision that the Telecommunications Act of 1996 does not implicitly preempt the provisions
of Chapter 408 of the Tennessee Public Acts of 1995, codified, in part, in Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201,
was armounced by the Court of Appeals, Middle Section, in BeliSouth v. Greer, id. at 669-72. We find
the analysis of the court in this decision compelling and persuasive and have found no authority that limits
or alters this decision since it was rendered. Absent a showing of actual conflict between the federal and
state law, the state and federal governments exercise concurrent jurisdiction over the regulation of
telecommunications. Moreover, the federal and Tennessee acts are similar in their goals of furthering
competition in the telecommunications field.

The structure of 47 U.S.C. § 253 expressly permits state regulation of telecommunications and
provides a means for resolution of any conflict between state law and the federal act. 47U.S.C. §253(b)
states:

! Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(d) provides:

(d) Subsection (c) is not applicable to areas served by an incumbent local exchange telephone company
with fewer than 100,000 total access lines in this state unless such company voluntarily enters info an
interconnection agreement with a competing telecommunications service provider or unless such
incumbent local exchange telephone company applies for a certificate to provide telecommunications
services in an area outside its service area existing on June 6, 1995,

? Tenn Code Ann, § 65-4-201(c) provides:

(c) After notice to the incumbent local exchange telephone company and other interested parties and following
a hearing, the authority shall grant a certificatc of convenience and necessity to a competing
telecommunications service provider if after examining the evidence presented, the authority finds:

(1) The applicant has demonstrated that it will adhere to afl applicable authority policies, rules and orders; and
{(2) The applicant possesses sufficient managerial, financial 2nd technical abilities to provide the applied for
services.

An authority order, including appropriate findings of fact and conclusions of law, denying or approving, with
or without modification, an application for certification of a competing telecommunications service provider
shall be entered no more than sixty (60) days from the filing of the application.
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(b) Nothing in this section shall affect the ability of a State to impose, on a
compelitively neutral basis and consistent with section 254 of this title,
requirements necessary to preserve and advance universal service, protect the
public safety and welfare, ensure the continued quality of telecommunication
services, and safeguard the rights of consumers. [emphasis added]

These provisions of § 253(b) clearly contemplate that state laws, such as Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201,
shall co-exist with the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and operate to regulate telecommunications in a
manner not inconsistent with federal law.

FCC POWER TO PREEMPT PROVISIONS OF STATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACTS.

If any provisions of state law are inconsistent with or violate subsections (a) or (b) of 47 U.S.C.
§ 253, § 253(d) expressly authorizes the FCC to preempt the enforcement of such provisions of state law.
47 U.S.C. § 253(d) states:

(d) Preemption. If, after notice and an opportunity for public comment, the
Commisston determines that a State or local government has permitted or imposed
any statute, regulation, or legal requirement that violates subsection (a) or (b) of
this section, the Commission shall preempt the enforcement of such statute,
regulation, or legal requirement to the extent necessary to correct such violation or
inconsistency.

Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(d) was challenged in this regard because it protects from competition
incumbent telephone carriers with fewer than 100,000 total access lines in the state, unless such a carrier
voluntarily erters into competition outside its service area. On May 14, 1999, the FCC adopted its order.
The FCC detetimined that because §201(d) "favors incumbent LECs with fewer than 100,000 access lines
by preserving their monopoly status, it raises an insurmountable barrier against potential new entranis in
their service areas and therefore is not competitively neutral." Hyperion Preemption Order, at 9. Asa
result, the FCC found that Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(d) is in conflict with 47 U.S.C. § 253(a) and does
not qualify for the exemption provided in47 U.5.C. § 253(b) and, accordingly, ordered that enforcement
of Term. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(d} is preempted. In response to a petition by the TRA for
reconsideration and stay of the Hyperion Preemption Order, the FCC affirmed its Order on January 3,
2001.

The Hyperion Preemption Order is consistent with two other orders by the FCC that preempt
provisions of state telecommunnications acts in Texas and Wyoming that are similar to Term. Code Ann. §
65-4-201(d). See Public Utility Commission of Texas, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 13 FCC Red
3460 (1997} (the "Texas Preemption Order"); Silver Star Telephone Company, Inc. Petition for
Preemption and Declaratory Ruling, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 12 FCC Red 15639 (1997)
(the "Wyoming Preemption Order"). Both the Texas Preemption Order and the Wyoming Preemption
Order were decided on similar grounds as the Hyperion Preemption Order. All three orders hold that state
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statufory provisions that prohibit competition in rural areas are not "competitively neutral” and therefore
conflict with the provisions of 47 U.S.C. § 253(a) and (b).

The Wyoming public service commission filed a challenge to the Wyoeming Preemption Order in
the Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit on the grounds that the controversy before the FCC had become
moot prior o the rendering of the order. On January 13, 2000, the Court denied the challenge to the
Wyoming Preemption Order. RT Communications, Inc, v. FCC, 201 F.3d 1264 (10th Cir. 2000).
While the Tenth Circuit's decision in this case is not controlling legal precedent in the Sixth Circuit, this
decision does address the preemption by the FCC of telecommunications act provisions in Wyoming that
are quite similar to Tenn. Code Amn. § 65-4-201(d). The court stated that it must defer to the FCC's
interpretation of the term "competitively neutral” because the term is ambignous and nowhere defined in the
United States Code:

When the statute is silent or ambignous, however, deference is due to the agency's
interpretation, so long as if is reasonable and not otherwise arbitrary, capricious
or contrary to the statute. Since the FCC's order in this case involved the
interpretation of the ambiguous phrase "competitively neutral”, we review with
deference.

Id. at 12638 (citations omitted). The Tenth Circuit expressly upheld the FCC's finding that the Wyoming
law was not "competitively neutral” and, therefore, was not permissible under 47 U.S.C. §253(b) and,
accordingly, could be lawfully preempted by the FCC under 47 U.S.C. § 253(d).

Afler consultation with this Office, the TRA decided not to file an appeal from the Hyperion
Preemption Order with the Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit. Because the order is now final, the
FCC's preemption of Tenn. Code Ann. § 67-4-201(d) is authoritative and binding.

In conelusion, this Office finds that the FCC has expressly preempted enforcement of Tenn, Code
Ann. § 65-4-201(d) pursuant to authority granted thereto under 47 U.S.C. § 253(d). Accordingly, this
Office is of the opinion that Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-4-201(d) is no longer valid or enforceable. In addition,
this Office finds that, because Tenn, Code Ann, § 67-4-201(c) has not been preempted by the FCC and
is not in conflict with federal law, Tenn, Code Ann. § 67-4-201(c) is valid and enforceable.

PAUL G. SUMMERS
Attorney General and Reporter

MICHAEL E. MOORE
Solicitor General
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Requested by:

The Honorable Bobby G. Wood
State Representative

104 War Memorial Building
Nashville, Tennessee 37243

The Honorable David Fowler
State Senator

304 War Memorial Building
Nashville, Tennessee 37243

WINSTON B. SITTON
Assistant Attorney General



Levoy Knowles, Chief Executive Officer

Levoy Knowles, Chief Executive Officer, has been employed by Ben Lomand Rural
Telephone Cooperative, Inc. for twenty-seven vyears. He has served as General
Manager and CEO since 1989. In addition to his duties as CEO of Ben Lomand Rural
Telephone Cooperative, Inc., he also serves as Chief Manager of Ben Lomand
Communications, LLC also a board member and President of Ben Lomand Holdings,
Inc. Mr. Knowles is a CPA by training. His finance training and experience have been
essential in making business decisions. He has demonstrated his ability to understand
the upcoming technologies and how to implement them info his business plan. He is o
two-term director of USTA, past president and current director of TTA, on the board of
directors for the Rural Independent Competitive Alliance, Associated Networks Partners,
Inc., Warren County Industrial Development Board, United Regional Medical Center
Board, and past president and current member of Rotary Club of McMinnville.

Mr. Knowles is a graduate of Tennessee Technological University with a B.S. in business
administration. He earned his CPA certificate and is a member of state and national
CPA associations,
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David Vaughn, Chief Operating Officer

David Vaughn, Chief Operating Officer, has been with Ben Lomand Rural Telephone
Cooperative, Inc. for nineteen years. Mr. Vaughn is a graduafe of Tennessee
Technological University with a B.S. in Business Adminisiration / Accounting.

Mr. Vaughn started his career with Ben Lomand as an Accounting Assistant. After being
promoted within the Accounting Department he became the company’s first Human
Resources Supervisor during a period of rapid growth which doubled the number of
employees. The company has continually added responsibilities to his position such as
regulatory affairs and the development plus management of the Customer Response
Center. Mr. Vaughn also represents Ben Lomand as Pesident of the Board of the
Tennessee Telecommunications Association.



Gail Woodlee, Chief Financial Officer

Gail Woodlee, Chief Financial Officer, has thirty-four years of service with Ben Lomand
Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc. in various accounting positions. Ms. Woodlee is a
graduate of Middle Tennessee State University. She has a Bachelor of Science degree
with a madjor in accounting. She also has a Certificate of Proficiency with the USDA
Graduate School in Bookkeeping and Accounting. Ms. Woodlee has served on the
National Exchange Carrier Association Average Schedule Task Force. She is well
thought of by other independent telephone companies and cooperatives in
Tennessee.





