
WILKINSON ": BARKER: KNAUER lIP

Dcccmber 3, 2001

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Magalie Roman Salas
Sceretary
Fedcral Communications Commission
445 - 12th Street, S,W.
Room TW-A325
Washington, D.C. 20554

2300 N ".HT, NW

"JlTE 700

WASHINGTON, DC 200,1

TeL 202 783.41~1

FAX 202 783.5851

www.wbkl.w.com

202.383.3414

Re: Notice of Ex Parle Presentation
WT Dodet No. 01-184 (WNP Forbearance Petition)
CC Docket No. 99-200 (NulIlhering Resource Optimization)

Dear Ms. Salas:

This is to advise you tllat on Friday, November 30, 20ot, John T. Seolt, Ill, and Anne E.
Hoskins ofVcrizon Wire]css, and thc undersigned on behalfofVl-TIzoll Wireless, made an ex
parlc presentation in the above-referenced docket(s) to Jordan Goldstcin, Senior Legal Advisor,
and Paul Margie, Legal Advisor to Commissioner Michad J. Copps.

Tn the meeting, Verizon Wireless reiteraleu its position that (he legal arguments and
evidence on the record support the requested forbearance from lhe wireless numher por(ah; Iity
(WNP) requirement. Tn the context of this section 10 forbearance petition, the issue bdore the
Commission is whether the continued exislmce ofthe regulation can he j L1stified by a need to
stimulate competition or protect consumers. Wc discussed the lack of evidence on thc record to
support the continuation of the regulation at this tim!';, We observed th<1t (here is no eviuence that
WNP is neeued to .~timulate competition among wireless carriers, as such competition is <1lrcady
robust. We also argucu that there is no evidence that WNP i~ neccssary to spur wirc1ess-wireline
competilion,
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We argued that, because the forbearance standard is met at this time, forbearance should
be granwd. In that case, the regulation will remain "on the boob" and could be revisited at any
time in the Ji.ltllre if circumstances c1mnge.

In response to a question hy Mr. Margie regarding wireless chum statistics, we are
attaching the pages from the Commission's most recent CMRS Competition Report discussing
wireless chum. As can be seen, the Report discusses some of the primary reasons that customers
switch carriers, including dissatisfaction with their current pricing plan, network quality, or to
take advantage of a competitor's promotion. The Report also shows thai almost half of wireless
suhseribers report no strong sense of commitment to their cum.'nt wireless carrier, and that the
number of wireless subscribcrs bound to "contracts" with their carrier is on the decline.

In addition, we discussed Verizon Wireless' concern that any consideration of
technology-specific area coue overlays ensure efficient use of area codes and not involve nllmber
give-backs by wi1"eless carriers. Give-backs would involve costs and inconvenience for wireless
consumers on an enonnous scale.

Pursuant to section 1.1206(b) of the Commission's Rules, this leiter is heing filed
clectronieal1y in each of the above-referenccd dockets. If there are any questions regarding this
matter, please contact the undersigned.

Vcry truly yours,

WILKINSON BARKER K"JAUER, LLl'

By:
L Charles Keller

Enclosure

ec: Jordan Goldstein
Paul Margic
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Tncreased MOlls may counteract any negative effect of falling prict:s on the average monthly revt:nue per
suhscriber (often referrt:d to as average rcvt:nue per unit, or "ARPU"). For the mobile telephone st:dor,
ARPU has decreased almost continuously since ellA began tracking it in 1987, going from a peak or
$98.02 in December 1988 to a low of$3943 in Dect:mbcr 1998. 134 However, since 1999, ARPIJ has
begun increasing, first to $41.24 in Decem]ler 1999, then to $45.27 in December 2000, a 15 percent
increase over the last two years. As previous Iy discussed in the Fijlh Report, analysts attribute this rise
to customers using their phones more often.135

(iv) Churn

{:hurn refers to the number of customers an operator loses over a given period of time. Mobile telephone
operators usually express churn in terms ofaverage percent churn per month. For l:xample, an operator
might report avt:rage monthly chum of 2 perccnt in a given fiscal quarter. In other words, on average,
the operator lost 2 percent of its customers in each of the quartcr's three months. At this ratc, the
operator would lose 24 perccnt of its eustumers in a single year. 136 Given that chum provides an
approximate measure of the frequency with which subscribers switch operators, 137 it is oftt:n used as an
indicator of increasing competition. Most carriers report churn rates between 1.5 percent and 3 perecnt
per month. 138

According \(lone recent survey, almost one in rivc wireless subscribers have switl:hed carriers in the past
ycar.139 Sixteen percent ofthose who switched said that their primary reason for doing so was
dissatisfaction with their eUITI::nt pricing plan. 140 Twelve percent dropped their current scrvice in search

l:n Mobile PllOnt· Users li,e Sigmjicanrly Mort· Minute" in 2000, News Kelt:u,e, IDe, May 9, 2000,

134 SCI' Appendix. C, 'I'able I, at C-2.

135 Michael Rollins, eral, Wirt:kss by the Minute, Equity lZt:st:al'ch, Salomon Smith Barney, Jan. 8,2001, at
4; Caroline E. Mayer, Gi'ipfnJt Abemt Cellular Bills .. Di!ferenrv;,' From 'Regular' Pho1le.,' Take Nt1ol' Users bv
SUtpri."" W",sHINTO:">' POST, F~b. 28, 2001, at G17 (citing Travis Larson of CTIA); Fifth Report, at 17682.

This as.~umes that cach churned customer is a unique individual and that the same Clistoillers du
not d'Um multiple times.

137 Sume subscriber:; do not sign on with another carricrs onct: they leave their current <.lUC. See note
139, in/ra

138 See, ~.g" Michael Rollins, et ill., Wire/e,,·." hy the Mi1lute, Equily Rcscarch, Salomon Smith Barney, ],Ul, 8.
2001, at 27 (Figure 27, SubScribers),

Wirel~ss Plume User Habits Indicate nlllt SwitClrirlg Pl"()vidcrs Is A Sig1lificant Industly C01lr'ern,
:'<t:ws Release. Telephia, Jan. 16, 200\. Tn addition 10 the 20 perccnt of subscribers who switched carriers in the
past year, approximately 8 10 10 percent of witcless subscribers temporarily ~u~pcndcd, or in "ume cases
dis~<JlUlccted, lheir service. Iii

140 Id.
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ofbetter network quality, and 10 percent It:ll in order to take advantage of a competilOr'~ promotion. 141

The survey also found that almost half (44 percent) of all wireh:~s u.scrs have no strong commitment to
~lay with their current carrier. 142 In addition, according to another survey released in May 2000, only
60 percent of subscribers had a "contracl,"143 dOWll from 70 percent a year earlier. 144

(v) Market ~nlry

To track the level of competition in the mobile telephony market, the Commission has I:ompiled a list of
counties with some level of coverage by mohile telephone providers. 145 This analysis is based on
publicly availablt: sources of infonnation released hy lhe operators such as news releases, filings with the
Securities and Exchange Commission ("SEC"), and coverage maps available on operators' Internet
sites.1 46

There arc severa 1important caveaL~ lo note when considering these data First, to be considercd as
'·covering" a county, an operator need only be offering service in a portion orthat county. Second,
multiple operators shown as covering the same county are nol necessarily providing service to the samc
portion ofthat county. Consequently, some or the counties included in this analysis may havc only a
small amount of eoveragc from a particular provider. Third, the POPs and ~quare miles figures in this
analysis include all orthe POPs lind all ofthe square miles in a L"{)Unty considered to have L'Ovcrage. 147

Therefore, this analysis overstates the total coverage in terms ofhoth geographic arcas lind populations
covered.

To date, 259 million people, or almost 91 pcrcent oflhe total U.S. population, have three or morc

!d. Other COrIUllon rea'ons for ,witching ineluded calling coverage, customer service, additional
product feature~. and an employer switching providers. !d.

142 !d.

143 For purpose' of thi, report, a contract i~ for a ~pecified period oftim~, ~,opposed to a month-to"
month agreemelll.

Mobil" Phone Users Use Significantl)' More Mil1H1eli ill 2000, ~cws Release, IDC, M~y 9. 2000.

145 In past editions of this repon, the Commission provided ,ummaries of estimated c<1verage by BIAs.
Slarling with the Fi{ih Report, the Commission decided to re-eslimate and enhance these coverage map~ u,ing
county boundaries in an al1empt to provid~ a more preci,e picmre of network deployments.

The Commis~ion hus buildout rule, for geographic area liecnses, although they du nOI requirc
operators to deploy networks such thaI the entire geographic area ofa specifiC license receives coverage. For
example, the construction requirements for 30 megahertz broadband pes licenses state that an <1perator's ne!\vork
mllsl serve an arca containing at least one-third of the lice)lse area's population wilhin fi,'c years oUhe licen,e being
granted und two_thirds of lhe population within 10 years. See 47 C.F.R ~ 24.203(a). Similarly, the c<1nstruetion
requirements for 10 and 15 megahertz broadband PCS license~ ,late that an openltor mist cover one-qllarter ofa
license urea's population, or provide "~ubstantial service," within five years o(being licensed. See 47 GF.R.
~ 24.203(b). The details concerning exactly which geographic areas or ponions of the populalion shOUld bc covered
t<.> meet thc-'e requirements are left to the operators. In additinn, decision~ ubuul whether tn increase coverage above
these requirements are left to the operator". For information on the buildout requirements [or cellular [icen"e", see
47 C.F.R. ~.& 22.946, 22.947, 22.949, 22.951.

147 All population figures arc based on the Bureau of the Censu,'-, 2000 counly popiliatioll.
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