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I

Cincinn~ti .el1 Telephone Company ("CIT") lupporta

the Comm18lio~'I conclusion that local eschanoe catriera

("LEes-) Ihou14 be p.rmitt.~ to provide PCS in their OR

LIC .etvia. :.r••s on an equal footinG with other Pel

providers. Such LIe participation w111 en8ure mol'. rapid,

efficient and economical interconnection of PCI to the

local ezchen;e network, interoperability, enhanced

development o~ PCS technolo9Y anO iner.a.ed competition.

CST demonltrate. why the "owner.hip Itend.rd- in

Seetion 22.'21(b) of the Commission" lul.s would be

inappropriately restrictive if applie4 to ._-at••

interelt. in PCB aDd cellular licen.e.. CIT and maRY

other minority plrtners 1n cellular partnerships should

not be pen,liatad for .participating in a lieenlint

.tructure encourloe4 by the Commission it.elf many 1'.'1"

aoo. CBT inlteae! urge•. the Commission, in the event it

adopts an ezclulionary Itanderd, to bal. it upon actual

control and partioipation in the affairs of the cellular

lie.n....

CST lupportl the awara of the lime amount of

spectrum to any PCS licensee, anes urge. the COlml1ssion to

award four lOMKz pairl for narrowband PCS in each market,

with an ad~ltlonal pair for unlicensed operation, and

additional spectrum for unstructured widebane'- PCS. caT



to allocate

appropriate

also supports use of service areas used

cellular spectrum (MSAs and RSAs) as the

service areas for PCS.

Regarding licensing, CBT encourages the use of

lotteries, coupled with strict application requirements,

specific standards for construction and operation of

systems, and limits on trafficking in permits and licenses.

Finally, CBT believes that, in general, PCS should

be viewed as a common carrier service. However, CBT

urges the Commission to consider treating different

aspects of PCS in different ways (including no regulation

whatsoever for some aspects), as long as all parties

providing like services are subject to like regulation of

those services.

8773r
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COMMENTS OF CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY

Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company ("CBT"), by its

attorneys, hereby submits its comments in response to the

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the above-captioned

matter, released August 14, 1992.~/

I. Overview

Since personal communications services ("PCS") is an

evolving concept, actions taken by the Commission in this

proceeding on eligibility, spectrum allocation and

assignment, technical parameters and other issues relative

to PCS will inevitably shape the type, quality and price

of PCS services offered to customers. CBT commends the

Commission's desire " to ensure that all mobile

services are provided with the highest quality at

low-cost, reasonable rates to the greatest number of

customers "2./ CBT is well positioned to

~/ Amendment of the Commission's Rules to Establish New
Persona 1 Communications Services, 7 FCC Red 5676 (1992)
("NPRM") .

2./ NPRM at ~r 6.



participate in providing inexpensive, high-quality,

high-function PCS services to the consumer.

PCS consumers

high-quality portable

requi re affordable,

d · t . 1 3/ra 10 erm1na s.-

light-weight,

Low power is

necessary to achieve high quality at reasonable cost.

When such low-power pocket units become avai lable to the

public, service demand will generate traffic volumes that

will require either a large amount of spectrum or a large

number of low-power, high-capacity PCS micro-cells.~/

Whi Ie such a micro-cell system uses spectrum most

efficiently,2/ it requires significant two-way network

switching capability, interconnection and

interoperability. These capabilities are more efficiently

provided by existing infrastructure providers such as

local exchange carriers ("LEes"). In turn, these

requirements lead to the conclusion that at least some

portions of PCS will best be regulated on a common carrier

basis.

As more fully discussed below, as an independent

local exchange carrier, CBT is in a position to provide

a/ Notice of Inquiry, 5 FCC Red 3995 at ~ 3.

~/ NQI at Note 1 .

.5.1 Technical studies suggest that 20mw handsets wi th
30-foot port antenna heights would use spectrum thirty to
one hundred times more efficiently than the power and
antenna height limits suggested in the NPRM.
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PCS on a fully competitive basis in its own LEC service

area.

II. Local Exchange Carrier Participation in PCS.

In its NPRM, the Commission requests comment on LEC

participation in providing PCS. Q/ CBT supports the

Commission's conclusion that LECs should be permi tted to

provide PCS, particularly in their own LEC service areas.

LEC participation will foster each of the Commission's

goals: universality, speed of deployment, diversity of

services, and competitive delivery.

LEC participation will ensure more efficient and

economical interconnection of PCS with the local exchange

network. CBT anticipates that full interconnection among

all PCS providers will be required by the Commission; in

other words, CBT anticipates that PCS providers will enjoy

interconnection privi leges with LECS, and that PCS

providers will be required to provide, in turn, the same

level of access to LECs.

Interconnection assumes interoperability, and

interoperability is the key to universal deployment of

PCS. To the extent that many PCS participants can share

the burden of providing access, PCS will grow more quickly

and more efficiently. Thus, infrastructure providers such

as LECs are crucial to the deployment of

- 3 -



spectrally-efficient PCS. While some might argue that a

mandate for interconnection, with a LEC functioning solely

as a sort of "super" switch, is all that is required, such

a position ignores technical realities. LEC participation

in PCS will enable a better understanding of PCS provider

needs and more efficient resolution of the technical

issues surrounding interconnection. It only stands to

reason that a LEC will better understand these issues if

it is facing them itself. This will be especially true as

PCS evolves.

Throughout industry, successful development occurs

where entities understand and have experience with the

total picture. For example, oil companies that sell the

bulk of their gasoline through independently-owned

stations still own "company stores" to enable them to

better understand the entire business. LECs have been

striving to gain that type of knowledge regarding PCS. As

the Commission well knows, many LECs, including CST, have

been and will continue testing PCS technology under

authority of experimental licenses. The aggregate

expendi ture of LECS to date to develop and ana lyze thi s

technology has been significant, indicating both high

interest and high levels of commitment to PCS. Moreover,

if LECs are providing PCS, there are built-in economic

incentives to expand the network and develop technology in

a PCS-friendly manner. With LEC participation, PCS wi 11

be delivered to the public in a more pervasive and

- 4 -



expedi tious manner because LECs have an existing two-way

swi tched infrastructure that readi ly can be used to help

all PCS providers bring PCS to the public.

Some might argue that PCS should be developed as a

separate, independent communications network. Such

development would be time-consuming and economically

wasteful. Further, the market demands ubiquity. Those

wishing to compete face enormous pressure to offer

Ubiquitous coverage immediately. This time pressure would

force a provider bui lding an overlay network to choose a

system that supports fewer users at lower quali ty using

macro-cellular deployment, thus sacrificing the long-term

potential for a high-quality, low-cost service which the

Commission envisions for the mass market. Deployment of

low-power PCS cells will be relatively quick and

comparatively inexpensive; development and maintenance of

a support infrastructure is long-term and highly

expensive. For this reason, CBT believes that LEC

participation in PCS is required to provide the type of

PCS service which the Commission envisions within any

reasonable time frame.

LECs undoubtedly will provide many of the

technological advances required to ensure evolution of PCS

in the public interest. Historically, LECs have

demonstrated the ability and willingness to invest the

expertise and capital necessary to bring cost-effective,

innovative and state of the art services to the public.

- 5 -



At this time, no one knows what services will come under

the broad umbrella of PCSi however, CBT is committed to

deployment of PCS in its service area whenever PCS is the

economically superior choice or when there is sufficient

customer demand for such a service.

Finally, the exclusion of otherwise qualified LECs

would have negative effects on the competitiveness of the

market. To arbitrarily exclude a potential (and logical)

competitor necessarily reduces the benefits to the public

of competition. LECs have a reservoir of expertise in

providing telecommunications services to the general

publici it would not serve the public's interest to deny

the public access to that experience. In short, LEC

participation will enhance the competitive delivery of PCS.

As an alternative to its proposal to permit LECs to

participate in providing PCS on an equal footing with

other potential participants, the Commission seeks comment

on whether LECs should be limited to less spectrum than

th t ·· t 7/o er par lClpan S.- The Commission invites comments

as to whether permitting LECs to provide PCS within their

service areas would create incentives for the LECs to

discriminate against competitors regarding interconnection

and to cross-subsidize from rate regulated services.

1/ NPRM at ,r 77.
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CBT supports the Commission proposal to permit LECs

to participate on an equal footing with other potential

participants. Limiting the amount of spectrum assigned to

a LEC would impact the type of service a LEC would provide

and the radio access technology it would deploy. Thus,

the modifications and enhancements a LEC would create to

support its own service may not serve other PCS providers

as well as it would the LEC. For a LEC to design and

deploy the most useful access services for other PCS

providers, LECS should have the spectrum and rules similar

to those of other providers. Moreover, to the extent the

Commission has concerns about discrimination and

cross-subsidization, such concerns can be allayed through

the use of non-structural regulatory safeguards mandating

interconnection and prohibiting cross-subsidization.

Anti-competitive concerns which can be eliminated by

establishing regulatory safeguards should not foreclose

participation, especially where that participation

benefits both the public and the competitors. There

simply is no supportable reason why LECs should not be

permi tted to participate in the provision of PCS on an

equal footing and with the same amount of spectrum as

other potential participants. Thus, CBT does not believe

that the Commission's alternative proposal to provide

- 7 -



limited PCI .pectrum for LIC u••11 will .erve tbe

long-term public intere.t.

M the comml•• ion hal recogni.ed, PCS 1. •

complementary ••rvio. to the local ezehall;e ••rviee, with

the pOtential to evolve into I competitive ••rvice. IEl

luch • el•• , LIe. Ihould hIve the opportulli tr, iDCludi...,

the grant of luffieient spectrum, to provi4e the advanced

PCB that will be offered by competitors. Tbe public -ould

oert.inly not: be ••rve4 by barring LBel from competinl at

all, or only eompetin; on an arbitrarily I1mit.a b•• l ••

III. cellular Clrrier ,.rticipltiQA in 'CIt

In it. 11II, the Commi••1on request. c~nt Oft

cellular oarrier participation in PCI.lI The

Co_1••ion t
• propo.8l i, to permit c.llular cartierl to

hold PCS Ipectrum in are.1 where they currently 40 not

hold celluleif .pectrum. The Commis.lon 8110 invit••

oomments on whetber to permit cellular carrierl and their

controlling eomplnie. to hold PCS spectrum in the .....

market, that they allo hold cellular spectrum. Becaus. 1n

lome contest. PCS and cellular may be viewed ••

competitive ••rvia.. (especially giv.n the Commi.,ion t
,

reoent lib.talt••tion of cellular requlat:1onl), the

Commis.ion e.pr..... concern that to pe~it • cellul.r

.81 &.III at " 77-80.

1/ BEll at .. 63-70.
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carrier to ho14 a partic1patinq non-4a ~Aimi. interelt in

PCI .pectrWl,' or .10. ver•• , would limit the nwaber of

competitor. ~ff.rln9 ~bile services, The Comml.,ion

ob.erve, thet it may therefore not be in the public

interest to permit either cellular or PCS carrierl to hold

• controlling inter.lt 1n more than one licen.e ilS the
I

.ame ar.a.

In the event the Commilsion adopta an .zc1"110,,_1'Y

owner.hip It,n4ard, CIT submit. that tha .t'ft4.~4 in

Section 22,921(b) of the Rul•• proposed b7 tha eo.al••1on

to limit ••me~arel inter••t, in PCB and cellUlar l1cen...

11 inappropriately r ••trietive, The true i ••u. the

Comml••ion should consider 1, the amount of participation

and control • minority owner actually ha. 1ft a cellular

l1cen... Saction 22. 921(b) provide. that no party can
,

have any ownership inter.lt of more than one percent in

more than one cellular apPlication.1AI CIT 4il.gr...
I

with the Comlhi ••ion'. propo•• l to apply the .taftdard ift

22.921(b) to Pel license., The oatal,..t for tbe

promulGation of 2J.i21(b) wa. the abu.. of t-'
Commi••ion', Rul.. by cellular lioen.. appl1c.ti••

"mills,- Th. Commi••1on adopted the ItaD4ard in aft

attempt to discourage applicants from buyin9 I "lottery

ticket- from application mills, and entering into

- 9 -
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.ettlement agreementl, whereby the applicant (and hundred.

of others) ~oul4 have cumulative chane.. to win tke

lott.ry.W Although CIT reali.8. th.t application

mill. may Itt~mptto operate in PCB.licenein;, CIT submit,

that the CommiaI1on'. attempt to di.ooura;e the

application milla an~ the multitu~e of aham applicant. b,y

promulgating 22.921(b) wal unaval1ina.12I Furtbermore,

if the lame .i~,.n4.rd were to be adopted for PCS licen••• ,

bona fide and otberwia. qualified applicanta, such al CIt,
I

would be preo:lude4 from participating in the provillon of
I

either cellular or PCI.

In initial cellular 11eenain;, the Comml.,ion ,et

a.i48 one oftb. two cellular spectrum block. for carrier.

that bad • w~r.lin. preaence in th. market. AI a r"ult,

in many markets (including Cincinnati), both AT'T aad

other in4.p.~4ent wireline telephone companie, with a

pre.enee in ~he market applied for the I.t-.lide block.

The .Commission is.ued orders ur;in; such wire11n. clrriera

to aetele mutually ezclueive applications rather thin

111 Amendmtnt Of til- Commi"ioD" Bul.s TQ Allow t.bI
Ill,etion Prom Among IUtulllyllClUliYI ComPlting CellullE
ApplicatioD,UliDI I.nda · ••legtioD Q~ Lott.r!•• ID't.1C!
of Complretiye Hlarings, 58 RR2d 677 (1985).

1aI CST .upporta other efforts to discourage or
eliminate application mill applicant., but only to the
extent that bona f1.de applicants are not prohibited. from
providing PCS la • r••ult.

- 10 -



d ' t h ' 1.3./procee Ing 0 earlng. As a result, AT&T offered to

settle with many independent telephone companies,

including CBT, wherein AT&T would obtain a majority

ownership and sole controlling general partnership

interest in the eventual licensee of the market, and would

also operate the market in conjunction with other markets

on a regional basis. CBT entered into an agreement to

settle its mutual exclusive application with AT&T's, and

entered into a partnership agreement with AT&T (subsequent

to divestiture, Ameritech). Like many other independent

telephone companies, CBT holds a minority limited

partnership interest in the h ' 14/partners Ip- and is

effectively prohibited, by the terms of the partnership

agreement, from participating in the business decisions of

the partnership. If the ownership standards proposed by

the Commission were adopted, CBT and other independent

telephone companies holding only a minority interest would

be precluded from providing PCS in their cellular markets,

even though they have no control over, nor even input

into, providing cellular in those markets. For that

li/ An Inquiry Into The Use Of The Bands 825-845 MHz and
870-890 MHz For Cellular Communications Systems; And
Amendment Of Parts 2 and 22 Of The Commission' s Rules
Relative To Cellular Communications Systems, 89 FCC2d 58
(1982) (Memorandum Opinion And Order On Reconsideration) i
86 FCC2d 469 (1981) (Report And Order).

14/ CBT's
company,

interest is held through an affiliated

- 11 -



matter, CIT and mo.t other limited partner. partie1pltinl

in Iuch agr••ment. do not ha.,. aceel' to cellular .pectrua

to offer J.nX l'adio-b••.a .ervice to their cu.tomerl.15I

CIT and other iDdependent telephon. eompani•• .hould not

now be pena11ze4 with • prohibition from providln; Pel

becau.e they prev10ully entered into .vr....nt. at tbe

urgin; ofth•. Commis.ion to facilitate the. provi.ion of

. cellUlar in the .. mo.t eape4itioul an~ technicall)' f •••ibl.

manner.1.l/

CIT pr~po'.1 any ownership standard be baled on

Igtull cQntrQl .nd participation in the affair. of the

lic.n.... CIT .ubmitl that the minimal benefit, if any,

oained by the Commillion'. proposal to adopt the section

22.'21(b) .tandard would be outwei;hed by the detriment to

entities in the position of CBT which fin4 themlelve. in

that position becaus. tbey followed the Commi.sion'.
I
1

requelt more than a 4eea4e ago, before PCI ••• even a

~ lome might argue that .uch minority limited partner.
could div.at, their inter.lta upon receipt of • Pel
licen... Ho~.Y.r, becau•••ueh intere.tl oarry no control
or participation in the effair. of the re.pecti••
partner.hips, it i. unlikely th.t such intereatl could
e•• l1y be diy~.t.4.

W To I laroe estent, the partnetlhip .tructur. .1.
~ict.ted by technical requirementl and the need to pro.,ide
larGe covera;e arell. Low-power PCS Iysteml ~o not h.".
the lame technical characteristics.

- 12 -



theoretical concept. Furthermore, the public will be

harmed by the unnecellary elimination ot bonl fide and

otherwi.. qu-alified applicantl. In addition, CBT'.

alternative proposal il consistent with Commi'lion

distinctions among ownership intere.ts. Por .zanaple, in

broa~caat l1een.ing, the Commission doe. not consider

non-participating, non-controllingl2l ownerlhip

interests when considering the integration of ownership

Ind manageraen:t comparative factors .J..l/ Accordin91y, if

the COl'lll\i••i.on ••tablishe. an ezclullonary ownerlhip

standard, CRT \Irq,. the Commis.ion to adopt the

alternative propolal presented by CIT.

preoedent
ownership

,al.t. In exhaustive body of
non-participating, non-controlling

ll/ There
concerning
inter••ta.

11/ LJL., Lorain Community .Bro,dcaltinq Co .. , 13 PCC2d
106 (Rev. Id. 1968), ,tf'CS, 18 !'CC2d 686 (1969), aff'o.,
sub nom., Alli,a B~QI4calting, Inc., 435 F.2d 68(1970).

- 13 -



IV. Spectrum Allocation Issues.

The Commission requests comment on the number of PCS

. d . t h Id 1 . il/ CBT t thprovl ers 1 s ou lcense. suppor s e

Commission's goal of enabling participation in PCS by the

maximum number of providers. CBT further supports the

Commission's proposal to award each licensee enough

spectrum to provide state of the art service. CBT also

supports awarding each licensee the same amount of

spectrum.

CBT believes that these goals can be met by having

five 10MHz pairs {offset by 80Mhz} for narrowband PCS,

using 1850-1900 MHz for the lower band and 1930-1980 MHz

for the upper band. The 80 MHz offset matches that

specified in Section 94.65{b}{1 & 2} of the Commission's

Rules for private operational fixed microwave service. As

the Commission notes,ZQI as an existing point-to-point

microwave user is displaced, a frequency pair with 80 MHz

spacing would be vacated.

This would allow four licensed providers in each

market, with one pair for unlicensed operation. Customer

acceptance of PCS depends upon the ability to use

terminals in many locations, including home and office.

Thus, synergy and compatibility among public PCS, home

19/ NPRM at ,r 34.

20/ NPRM at ,r 39.

- 14 -



cordless and wireless office systems are imperative. The

1910-1930 band suggested for all unlicensed PCS

applications would not facilitate the multi-modality

necessary for the success of PCS. The 1910-1930 MHz band

would be earmarked for unstructured wideband PCS, while

the 1900-1910 MHz and 1980-1990 MHz segment could be used

as a sixth pair for unlicensed operation, shared between

narrowband and wideband users. This plan envisions that a

PCS licensee, blocked from spectrum access by incumbent

point-to-point microwave in a port ion of its terri tory,

could operate in some portion of the 40 MHz allocated for

unlicensed operation until the interference conflict is

resolved. This should accomodate the need for additional

spectrum to facilitate h . 21/s ar~ng,- while at the same

time serving the Commission's desire to maximize the

b f . d 22/num er 0 prov~ ers.- Such an allocation plan would

provide a high degree of competition, facilitate efficient

spectrum use and permit enhanced interoperability.

The Commission also requests comment on the service

areas for PCS.2..3./ CBT proposes the service areas used

to allocate cellular spectrum (MSAs and RSAs) be used for

PCS as well. Although the Commission has expressed a

21/ NPRM at ,r 35.

22/ NPRM at ,r,r 34 and 36.

23/ NPRM at ,m 56-62.

- 15 -



des ire to avoid replicating the cellular experience, that

experience was not determined by this factor. CBT

believes that using cellular-like service areas will

provide an opportunity for more local participation and

faster deployment, both of which will result in increased

competition. In addition, most parties presently

expressing an interest in providing PCS are familiar with

MSAs and RSAs, as is the Commission itself. Finally,

using similar areas will avoid potentially troublesome and

time-consuming questions arising from overlap of PCS and

cellular service. Thus, in light of the Commission's

goals of universali ty, speed of deployment, diversity of

services and competitive delivery, CBT supports the award

of licenses on the basis of cellular areas.

v. Licensing Issues.

The Commission requests comment concerning the

licensing mechanism to be used in awarding PCS

I , 24/1censes.- CBT agrees with the Commission that

comparative hearings are time-consuming. CBT, however,

disagrees with the Commission's analysis that competitive

bidding is "superior or equivalent to lotteries and

comparative hearings in all respects ... 25/CBT believes

that comparative hearings would yield the best qualified

24/ NPRM at ,r,r 82-93.

25/ NPRM at Appendix D.
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applicants. At the same time, CBT appreciates the

Commission' s concern regarding the potential slowness and

cost of such hearings.

While recognizing that any licensing mechanism will

have some difficulties for both the Commission and

applicants, on balance CBT supports the use of lotteries

as the method to award licenses. However, CBT believes

that the Commission should use its experience in previous

lotteries to craft a system that will discourage

speculators and application mills, without eliminating the

bona fide applicants that would be forced out of the

market if competitive bidding were employed.

CBT urges the Commission to adopt lotteries as the

method used to award licenses, and to adopt and enforce

strict application requirements, specific standards for

construction and operation of systems, and limits on

trafficking in permits and licenses. CBT supports the

application requirement of detailed and independent

engineering plans, which should include all aspects of

construction and operation of the faci Ii ties. CBT

proposes that the Commission also require a permittee to

construct facilities in a manner substantially similar to

its proposal (for example, 75 percent of construction must

be exactly as proposed). CBT supports the application

requirement of detailed and independent business plans and

a financial commitment such as cash on hand or irrevocable

letters of credit. CBT proposes that permittees be

- 17 -



required to follow through with business plans and

financial arrangements.

CBT also supports limits on settlement payments,

effectively not permitting dismissing applicants to make a

quick profit. CBT proposes the adoption of limitations

similar to those in place in broadcast 1icensing.2Q/

Such limitations will discourage lottery appl icants

seeking only settlement payoffs.

CBT also supports strict construction and operation

requirements and deadlines. CBT proposes construction

deadlines, such as, solely by way of example, (I) 25

percent of a market must be served within one year; (2) 50

percent of a market must be served within 5 years; and (3)

at least 80 percent of a market must be served wi thin 10

years and must be continued to be served thereafter. CBT

also supports requirements regarding capacity to be

established by industry standard. CBT proposes forfeiture

2Q/ Section 73.3525 of the Commission's Rules deals
comprehensively with agreements for removing application
conflicts in broadcast licensing. In general, it provides
that both parties to such an agreement file a joint
request with the Commission seeking approval of the
agreement, along with other procedural steps. In addition
to providing the Commission a copy of the agreement, among
other things the parties must explain why the agreement is
in the public interest, certify that the original
application was not fi led for the purpose of reaching or
carrying out such an agreement, and certify that nei ther
the withdrawing applicant nor its principals has received
any consideration for the agreement in excess of
legitimate and prudent expenses.
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of the entire license or permit if construction schedules

are not met and the loss of the renewal expectancy if a

waiver of forfeiture is obtained. Finally, CBT supports

the imposition of prohibitions on the trafficking in

permits or licenses prior to meeting the 5 year deadline.

Alternatively, such performance requirements could be

attached to the license itself, with a lessening of

restrictions on trafficking, so that licenses could be

transferred quickly into the hands of qualified parties

ready to construct a PCS system in conformity with the

license.

CBT believes that the adoption and subsequent strict

enforcement of such guidelines will discourage sham

applicants and speculators. The Commission' s experience

in cellular and 800 MHz SMR lotteries have established

that postcard type lotteries, where application mills are

able to sell the same application to multitudes, are not

in the public interest. However, the adoption of

competitive bidding would exclude every party except those

with the deepest pockets, effectively excluding small

businesses and minorities. CBT believes that the adoption

and enforcement of guidelines similar to those proposed by

CBT will provide a workable solution in the best interest

of the public.
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VI. Regulatory Framework.

The Conunission also has requested conunent on the

regulatory structure for PCS. 27/ In general, CBT

supports regulation of PCS as a conunon carrier service.

In its position as an independent LEC, CBT recognizes that

there are both benefits and disadvantages to either common

carrier or private service status. The Conunission's goals

of universality and competitive delivery will best be

served by making PCS a common carrier service. Moreover,

technical quality issues are best resolved in a common

carrier context.

As an alternative, CBT urges the Conunission to

consider regulating different aspects of PCS in different

ways. For example, provisioning of radio ports and other

equipment for PCS need not be regulated at all, assuming

that technical standards are developed which would

minimize interference. Making this aspect of PCS

unlicensed would greatly stimulate competition, since

there would be no regulatory barriers to participation.

At the same time, interconnection, which is so critical to

PCS, virtually requires regulation on a common carrier

basis.

Regardless of the regulatory framework created, all

parties providing like services must be subject to like

27/ NPRM at ,r 95.
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