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SUMMARY

NTCA’s petition for rulemaking secks to close a loophole in the Commission’s rules that,
unless closed, will jeopardize the preservation and advancement of universal service in high-cost
areas in America. As aresult of this loophole, the public wiil pay tens of millions of dollars in
duplicative universal service support over the next quarter and hundreds of million of doliars
over the next several quarters.

Commission rules provide support to competitors who provide the “federally supported”
services and are designated eligible telecommunications carriers (ETCs). These competitive
ETCs (CETCs) are currently receiving support for service to customers who already receive the
“federally supported” services from their incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECs). Because
the rules do not clearly define what is a “captured” or “new” subscriber line, multiple CETCs are
using this lack of definition to receive support for every customer they subscribe. As a result,
high-cost support has grown exponentially from $4.6 million in the first quarter of 2001 to $76.4
million in the third quarter of 2002. This rapid growth in high-cost support will be aggravated
further as more and more carriers apply for support. An expedited rulemaking is needed to
prevent the erosion of universal service by closing this loophole that is the result of a lack of
definition for “captured” and “new” customers.

Congress and the Commisston never intended for CETCs to receive support for lines
already served by the incumbent. When the Commission adopted rules for distributing universal
service support in 1997, it said that it intended to provide a CETC support when an ILEC
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customer discontinued its ILEC service and replaced it with CETC service. This has not
happened and the existing state of affairs is not in the public interest.

The Commission therefore should adopt NTCA’s proposed definitions of “captured” and
“new” subscriber lines, and a Duplicative Support Prevention Rule to ensure that when a
customer receives service from one or more eligible carriers, the carrier that provides service first
receives the support until it 1s displaced. The adoption of the proposed definitions and rule will
ensure the Commission’s intent and will minimize, if not eliminate, the impending public waste
that would otherwise occur while the Commission plans its broader rulemaking on portability
over the next several months. The expeditious adoption of the proposed interim safeguards will
ensure the survival of universal service in the long run by preserving the future viability of
adequate, affordable and advanced telecommunications services in hard to serve rural, high-cost,

and insular areas in the United States.
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Petition for Rulemaking to Define “Captured”
and “New” Subscriber Lines For Purposes of
Receiving Universal Service Support,
Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 54.307 et seq.

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION
PETITION FOR EXPEDITED RULEMAKING

The National Telecommunications Cooperative Association’ (NTCA), pursuant to
Section 1.401 of the Federal Communications Commission’s (Commission or FCC) rules, hereby
petitions the Commission to initiate an expedited rulemaking to adopt safeguards that will
prevent further harm to the preservation and maintenance of universal service.

The Commission needs to implement safeguards expeditiously to prevent the growing
public waste of tens of millions of dollars in duplicative universal service support dollars over
the next quarter alone and hundreds of millions over the next several quarters. Specifically, the
Commission should close a loophole in its rules by adopting and incorporating NTCA’s
proposed definitions of “captured” and “new” subscriber lines and Duplicative Support

Prevention Rule in its existing ruies for establishing when a competitive eligible

1 NTCA is the premier industry association representing rural telecommunications providers. Established in 1954
by eight rural telephone companies, today NTCA represents more than 550 rural rate-of-return regulated tncumbent
local exchange carriers (ILECs). All of its members are full service local exchange carriers, and many members also
provide wireless, cable, Internet, satellite and long distance services to their communities. Each member is a “rural
telephone company” as defined in the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (Act). And all of NTCA’s
members are dedicated to providing competitive modern telecommunications services and ensuring the economic
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telecommunications carrier (CETC) can receive support for a subscriber. The adoption of
NTCA’s proposed definitions and rule will minimize, if not eliminate, the impending public
waste that would otherwise, in the interim, occur while the Commission plans its broader
rulemaking on portability and the identical support rule several months from now.’
I NTCA’S PROPOSED SAFEGUARDS

The current rules provide, among other things, that a CETC shall receive support when it
“captures” an ILEC’s subscriber lines or serves new subscriber lines in the ILEC’s service area.’”™
The rule, however, does not define what is a “captured” or “new” subscriber line. As a result, it
appears that CETCs are reporting loop counts to the Universal Service Administrative Company
(USAC) and receiving support for all customers they serve in all study areas where they are
designated. Neither the Commission’s rules nor other public information disseminated by USAC
provide any guidance that would enable the public or providers to determine whether the
federally supported services are already being provided to alleged “new” or “captured”
customers. Consequently, CETCs, particularly wireless CETCs who rely on billing addresses to

report loop counts, can use this loophole in the rule to collect millions of dollars in duplicative

high-cost support and Interstate Common Line Support (ICLS) for customers who have not

future of their rural communities,

2 Commissioner Abernathy has indicated that the Commission is planning a rulemaking to focus on the question of
whether commercial mobile radio service (CMRS) providers should receive universal service support based on the
ILEC’s costs. Commissioner Abernathy has also indicated that it may be several months before the Commission is
able to launch the rulemaking proceeding. Separate Statement of Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy, In the
Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, FCC 02j-01, p. 41 (rel. Jul. 10,
2002).

3 47 C.F.R. § 54.307(a)[Emphasis added)].
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disconnected their wireline service and continue to receive the federally supported services from
the ILEC or other carriers.

An expedited rulemaking is needed to prevent further erosion of high-cost support
funding. Congress and the Commission never intended that multiple carriers each receive
support for providing services in rural and high-cost areas to the same customer at the same
time. Unfortunately, the Part 54 rules that provide support for “captured” and “new” subscriber
are not clear.” As a result, support to duplicative CETC lines continue to grow at an alarming
pace that cries for a resolution of these issues. There is no accounting to distinguish what CETC
lines have been “captured” from other providers. The ambiguity in the term “new” is also
creating confuston. In some service area zones, wireless CETC lines exceed the number of lines
served by the ILEC and in certain very high cost zones wireless carriers are seeking total annual
support far in excess of the support received by the ILEC. It is not apparent that these excessive
line counts (which are in fact billing addresses) represent service to customers that do not now or
did not previously receive the federally supported services from the ILEC. In Washington State
alone, CETCs in the third quarter of 2002 reported more loop counts than ILECs in 11 zones.®

Furthermore, USAC’s May 2, 2002, filing shows that the annualized projected high cost support

to CETCs has grown from $4.6 million to $76.4 million between the first quarter of 2001 and

4 47 CFR. § 54.101 lists the supported services for rural and high-cost areas.

5 On February 11, 1999, the Universal Service Administrative Company {(USAC) sent a letter to the Commission
secking clarification of these words. USAC requested this clarification so that it could ensure that the distribution of
support to CETCs was done efficiently and in compliance with the Act. The Commission, however, has not yet
tssued a clarification. See, letter sent to Irene Flannery, Chief, Accounting Policy Division, Federal Communications
Commission from Robert Haga, Secretary & Treasurer, Universal Service Administrative Company (Attachment A).
6 Attachment B.
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third quarter of 2002.” The amount of duplicative support to CETCs is growing at a rate that
demands immediate action.

NTCA therefore proposes the following definitions and rule to be incorporated into the
Commission’s existing rules:
47 C.F.R § 54.5 Terms and Definitions.

Captured Subscriber Lines. As used in 47 C.F.R. § 54.307(a), a CETC captures an
existing incumbent LEC subscriber line when the incumbent LEC no longer provides the
subscriber with the services defined in 47 C.F.R. § 54.101. When a subscriber takes service
from a CETC but continues receiving the services defined in 47 C.F.R. § 54.101 from the
incumbent LEC, the CETC has not captured the incumbent LEC subscriber’s line for
purposes of receiving support.

New Subscriber Lines. As used in 47 C.F.R. § 54.307(a), service to a new subscriber line
means services defined in 47 C.F.R. § 54.101 provided by a CETC to a subscriber that has
not previously received 47 C.F.R. § 54.101 services from the incumbent LEC operating in the
service area.

Customer Billing Address. As used in 47 C.F.R. § 54.307(b), (¢) and (d), a customer billing
address includes the customer’s full name, the customer’s complete mailing address used for
billing purposes, and the date the customer began receiving service from a CETC or
incumbent LEC.

47 C.E.R. § 54.307 Support to a Competitive Eligible Telecommunications Carrier.

47 C.F.R. § 54.307(d), Duplicative Support Prevention. In circumstances where the
incumbent LEC and one or more CETCs are reporting working loops in the incumbent LEC’s
service area pursuant to paragraphs (b) and (c), the Administrator, upon the written request of
the incumbent LEC, the CETC, or pursuant to its own authority, shall initiate an investigation
to determine whether more than one carrier is receiving support for the same subscriber, or
subscribers, at the same time. As part of the investigation, the Administrator shall require the
incumbent LEC and CETCs to file, under a protective order, a report listing the customer
billing address for each working loop reported to the Administrator pursuant to paragraphs
(b) and (c¢). The customer billing address reports shall be filed in alphabetical order by
customer Jast name within 10 business days after issuance of a written request from the
Administrator. As part of the investigation, the Administrator will compare the customer

7 Attachment C.
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names, addresses, and dates of service for each working loop filed by carrier to determine
whether support is being distributed to more than one provider for the same customer
simultaneously. If the Administrator determines that any CETC-reported working loop does
not meet the definition of “captured” or “new,” it shall discontinue support for those CETC
working loops and take other appropriate measures to avoid duplication of support.

II. EXPLANATION OF THE PROPOSED RULES

A, Definition of “Captured”

The proposed definition of a “captured” subscriber line will require a CETC to perform
due diligence in determining whether the customer is continuing to take wireline rural ILEC
service. If a CETC provides service to a customer that has not discontinued all of its services
with the rural ILEC, the CETC cannot include that customer in its working loop count filed with
USAC. The CETC in this circumstance has not “captured” the customer or taken the customer
from the incumbent, but has instead provided the customer with additional or ancillary service.
Limiting support to the carrier that first provides service to the customer is administratively
feasible and will reduce significantly the amount of duplicative support that is currently being
distributed. This approach is also consistent with the primary goal of Section 254 of the Act
which is the preservation of universal service.® Competition is also advanced since any
competitor that “captures” a subscriber will receive support. This proposed definition and its
application is also consistent with the Commission’s existing rule 47 C.F.R. § 307(a)(4) which
states that a CETC “will receive the full amount of universal service support previously provided

to such incumbent local exchange carrier for that customer.” [Emphasis added].

8 47 U.5.C. § 254,
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B. Definition of “New”’

The proposed definition of a “new” subscriber line will limit confusion over the
distribution of duplicative support because it will clarify the difference between a “captured” and
“new” subscriber line in an ILEC service area. A captured subscriber line is a CETC customer
previously served by the ILEC that has abandoned all ILEC supported services for substitute
CETC supported services. A new subscriber line, conversely, is a CETC customer in the ILEC
service area that has not previously taken local exchange service in the ILEC service area. If a
CETC provides service to a customer that is not now and has not previously taken service in the
ILEC service area, the CETC has obtained a new subscriber line within the ILEC service area
and therefore can include this customer in its working loop count filed with USAC. The
proposed definition of a new subscriber line clarifies that CETCs may receive support from a
brand new customer in the ILEC service territory taking service for the first time.

C. Definition of “Customer Billing Address”

The proposed definition of a “customer billing address” will assist USAC in ensuring that
only the first carrier to provide service to the customer receives the support when there 1s more
than one eligible carrier providing service to the customer at the same time. If there is a dispute
over which carrier provided service first, the date that each carrier began providing service to the
customer will determine which carrier receives support. This is also consistent with the
Commission’s intent that the eligible carrier that first provides service to the customer should be

the only carrier that receives the support for that customer, particularly when another CETC
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subsequently provides additional service to the same customer.”

D. Procedures To Prevent Duplication Of Support

The proposed rule, 47 C.F.R. § 54.307(d), will require that USAC implement clear
procedures to prevent the duplication of support. Under the above definitions and the rule,
USAC will be able to compare customer names, addresses, and dates of service to effectively
determine whether a customer is “captured” or “new” and determine whether support is being
distributed to more than one provider for the provision of services to the same customer at the
same time. If USAC determines there is duplication of support, it can take appropriate action to
ensure compliance with the support rules and limit further public waste. The Commission’s
current rules state that CETCs shall only receive support for “captured” or “new” lines but the
words are meaningless. They simply do not provide USAC with enough clarity to prevent the
distribution of duplicative support. In the absence of guidance, it appears that CETCs are
receiving support for every reported working loop, a fact acknowledged by USAC."® Without the
implementation of the proposed definitions and rule, USAC lacks the necessary guidance to
prevent future harm to the preservation and maintenance of universal service. The expeditious
adoption of NTCA’s proposed safeguards will provide USAC with clear definitions and rules
that will help save consumers hundreds of millions in duplicative support pending the

Commission’s future proceeding on portability.

9 47 CF.R. § 54.307(a)4).
10 See Attachment A, letter sent to Irene Flannery, Chief, Accounting Policy Division, Federal Communications
Commission from Robert Haga, Secretary & Treasurer, Universal Service Administrative Company (Feb. 11, 1999).
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I1I.  GROUND AND SUPPORT FOR THE EXPEDITIOUS ADOPTION OF NTCA’S
PROPOSED SAFEGUARDS

A. Competitive Neutrality

The Commission adopted general rules for the distribution of high cost support in 1997.
At that time, the Commission decided that CETCs would receive the same per line support as
ILECs, based on the ILEC’s costs. It concluded that this approach would achieve “competitive
neutrality.” With the passage of time it has become clear that this approach effectively defeats
the Commisston’s guiding principle of “competitive neutrality.” Loopholes in the rules now
permit CETCs to receive this support for every working loop they serve in the ILEC service area,
Understandably, CETCs have aggressively used the rules to garner support for service to
customers who continue to receive the supported services from the [LEC.

The principle of competitive neutrality requires that “universal support mechanisms and
rules neither unfairly advantage or disadvantage one provider over another, and neither unfairly
favor or disfavor one technology over another.”'! This principle was predicated on the
assumption that the public would benefit from fair competition between all types of
telecommunications providers.'” The rules, however, have become the basis for unfair
competition in high-cost rural service areas and the critical instrument used by CETCs for
gaming universal service support dollars that have no relationship to their cost of providing

service. The public is not benefiting from the status quo created by the existing defects in the

11 In the Matter of the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, FCC 97-157, First
Report and Order, | 47-30 (rel. May 8, 1997).

12 The identical support rule was adopted under this same assumption. See, /n the Maiter of the Federal-State Joint
Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No, 96-45, FCC 97-157, First Report and Order, §f 286-290 {rel. May 8,
1997).
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rules.

B. Unfair Competitive Advantage

Wireless CETCs are exempt from rate and state entry regulation; this allows them to
avoid the substantial costs associated with carrier-of-last-resort obligations, service quality
requirements, cost-studies, rate cases, accounting obligations, separations requirements, audit
reviews, and other state and federal regulatory mandates.” As Commissioner Abernathy
acknowledges:

Requiring incumbent LECs, but no one else, to comply with costly regulations and

to open their books to competitors raises obvious questions of competitive

neutrality, "*

This regulatory disparity coupled with application of the identical support rule and
ambiguity about the meaning of “captured” and “new” customers provide a regulatory recipe that
is an artificial inducement for competition that unjustifiably favors wireless carriers. Indeed, the
current rules create an insidious incentive for wireless carriers to seek CETC status in high-cost

areas where they already provide ancillary wireless service to ILEC customers. These carriers

have every incentive to seek CETC status because they can obtain high-cost support for existing

13 Wireless CETCs neither provide the same quality of local service or interstate access services to consumers,
They do not use the same type of facilities to provide the services or incur the same costs for providing the services
as rural ILECs. Wireless CETCs do not have high-cost loops and do not provide ubiquitous local service. They also
do not have the interstate access costs relevant to the ICLS mechanism because they have no wireline local loops on
which the ICLS mechanism is based. And, unlike rural ILECs, wireless CETCs do not offer equal access to all long
distance carriers and hence wireless CETC costs for providing access to a single long distance carrier are likely
substantially lower than the rural ILEC’s costs.

14 Separate Statement of Commission Kathleen Q. Abernathy, Report and Order in CC Docket Nos. 00-199, 97-
212, and 80-286, Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking inn CC Docket Nos. 00-199, 99-301, and 80-286, FCC
01-305, In the Matter of 2000 Biennial Regulatory Review — Comprehensive Review of Accounting Requirements
and ARMIS Reporting Requirements for Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers: Phase 2, Amendments to the Uniform
System of Accounts for Interconnection, Jurisdictional Separations Reform and Referral to the Federal-State Joint
Board, Local Competition and Broadband Reporting, p. 2 (rel. November 5, 2001).
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ILEC subscribers without ever verifying whether their customers have actually discontinued their
longstanding ILEC service. The rules simply allow mobile CETCs to file working loop counts
with USAC to receive support regardless of whether the working loops are already reported to
USAC by the ILEC. There is no requirement that the customer addresses which are used by
mobile CETCs to identify service locations, match names or involve service in the ILEC’s
service area. The opportunity to gain access to high-cost support is therefore irresistible. When a
wireless CETC receives duplicative universal service support under these circumstances it is a
1‘15

pure windfal

C. Duplication of Support

Duplicative support based on confusing rules and ILEC costs is harmful to the public. As
Commissioner Martin previously warned:

I am hesitant to subsidize multiple competitors to serve areas in which the costs

are prohibitively expensive for even one carrier. This policy may make it difficult

for any one carrier to achieve the economies of scale necessary to serve all of the

customers in a rural area leading to inefficient and/or stranded investment and a

ballooning universal service fund.”'®
Distributing duplicative support to CETCs that provide additional voice service to existing rural
ILEC voice customers is leading to the rapid ballooning of the universal service fund and can be

expected to result in the eventual degradation of service quality in low-density, high-cost rural

study areas. Duplicative support is an accident that has no role in the maintenance or

15 Texas Office of Public Utility Counsel v. FCC, 183 F.3d at412 (US.C.A. 5" Cir. 1999) (“Excessive funding
may itself violate the sufficiency of the Act”).

16 In the Maiter of the Multi-Group (MAG) Plan for Regulation of Interstate Services of Non-Price Cap Incumbent
Local Exchange Carriers and Interexchange Carriers CC Docket 00-256, Federal-State Joint Board on Universal
service CC Docket 96-45, Access Charge Reform for Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers Subject to Rate of Return
Regulation CC Docket No. 98-77, and Prescribing the Authorized Rate of Return for Interstate Services for Local
Exchange Carriers CC 98-166, FCC 01-304, 1142 (rel. November 8, 2001) (MAG Order), Separate Statement of
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advancement of universal service in high cost areas. The Commission needs to define terms and
clarity its rules to prevent the harm that this accident is causing.

Commissioner Martin’s fears are coming to pass. A recent analysis by McLean & Brown
shows duplicative support payments to CETCs has grown dramatically.”’ Annual projected
CETC support payments in the first quarter of 2002 totaled $15.3 million. By the second quarter
of 2002, support payments to CETCs more than tripled to $47.9 million. And by the third
quarter of 2002, CETC support reached an alarming $76.4 million. This rapid growth in
duplicative CETC support shows no signs of slowing down. Of the top 20 CETC recipients, 75
percent are wireless carriers, and 15 of the top 20 received their first payments from the universal
service fund in the third quarter of 2002."®* Many more CETCs are expected to apply for the
support over the next few months, particularly given the fact that they are neither required to
demonstrate their costs nor required to demonstrate that their customers no longer receive
supported services from wireline ILECs.

D. Changed Circumstances

In 1997, when the Commission adopted the identical support rule, its goal was to
minimize disparities so that “no entity receives an unfair competitive advantage that may skew

' The Commission believed that restrictions in the rule would prevent

the marketplace.
economic distortions and gaming. Unfortunately, just the opposite has resulted from the

application of the rule. CETCs with no loop costs and no lines per se have been able to receive

Commissioner Kevin J. Martin, (MAG Order), Separate Statement of Commissioner Kevin J. Martin.

17 USF Portability — Getting it Right, McLean & Brown, Issue Update, Special Edition, p. 3, (June 25, 2002).
18 1Id.

19 Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, First Report and Order, 12 FCC Rcd 8801-8802, 9 48.
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the same per line support as the rural ILEC that have enormously expensive 10, 15, 30, 40 or 50
mile loops merely by filing a report listing a total number of working loops that consists of no
more than their total number of customers in the service area, regardless of whether these
customers continue to receive service from the rural [ILEC.

The 1997 assumptions underlying the rule have also proven false over the course of the
last five years. For example, the Commission concluded that a CETC could not unfairly compete
in an ILEC’s service area if it had lower costs because the CETC is required to provide and
advertise its “service throughout the entire service area, consistent with Section 214 (e)...”.** As
a result of subsequent state and Commission actions, however, the Commission has concurred
with states in all cases where they sought to redefine service areas and reduce CETC obligations
to serve “throughout the entire rural ILEC service area.” In many instances, wireless CETCs are

in fact not required to provide service throughout the entire rural ILEC service area.”' Indeed, in

200 Id., p. 8933, 1289. 47 USC § 214(e)(2) also requires that before “designating an additional eligible
telecommunications carrier for an area served by a rural telephone company, the State commission shall find that the
designation is in the public interest.” [Emphasis added].

21 See, In the Matter of the Federal-Srate Joint Board on Universal Service, Petition for Reconsideration of
Western Wireless Corporation’s Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier in the State of Wyoming,
CC Docket 94-65, FCC 01-311, (Oct. 19, 2001); In the Matter of the Federal-State Joint Board on Universal
Service, Petition for Reconsideration of Western Wireless Corporation’s Designation as an Eligible
Telecommunications Carrier in the State of South Dakota, Declaratory Ruling, CC Docket 94-65, FCC (00-248
(Aug. 10, 2000); In the Matter of Western Wireless Corporation’s Petition for Preemption of Statutes and Rules
Regarding the Kansas State Universal Service Fund Pursuant to Section 253 of the Communications Act of 1934,
File No. CWD 98-90, FCC 00-309 (Aug. 28, 2000); In the Matter of the Minnesota Cellular Corporation’s Petition
for Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier, Docket No. P-5695/M-98-1285 (Oct. 27, 1999); In the
Matter of the Application of GCC License Corporation Secking Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications
Carrier in the State of Nebraska, Application No. C-1889 (Nov. 21, 2000); In the Matter of the Application of GCC
License Corporation Seeking Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier in the State of Oklahoma,
Order No. 450765 (Nov. 21, 2000Y; In the Matter of the Application Western Wireless Corporarion Seeking
Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier in the State of Texas, PUC Docket No. 22289 (Oct. 30,
2000); In the Matter of the Application of United States Cellular Seeking Designation as an Eligible
Telecommunications Carrier in the State of Washington, Docket No. UT-970345 (Dec. 30, 1999), and /n the Matter
of the Application of United States Cellular Seeking Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier in the
State of lowa, Docket No. 1991AC39.2(4) (January 15, 2002).
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South Dakota it is not even necessary for a CETC to serve a single customer before becoming
certified under Section 214(e), and the Commission’s current rules permit CETCs to file loop
counts regardless of whether they have loops and whether they offer service to the one most
profitable customer or all customers.” Wireless CETCs have applied for and received
designations to provide service in entire states, boundaries which have no reference to their
ability to comply with Section 214(e)(1), (2) and (5) of the Act.

E. Gaming Opportunities

Commuission rules provide that mobile wireless carriers may use customer “billing
addresses” to identify the service location of their mobile customer. 47 C.F.R. § 54.307(b).

This allows mobile wireless providers to receive the same per line support as the incumbent for
any wireless customer who chooses a billing address in a high cost area. This linking of support
to the billing address is also problematic because there is no necessary relationship between the
wireless subscriber high-cost area billing address of choice and the area where the customer uses
the service. The rule therefore creates innumerable opportunities for wireless CETCs to game
universal service support to gain an unfair competitive advantage.

Because high-cost support and ICLS is simply there for the taking, CETCs are applying
for ETC designation so they can take advantage of the availability of the duplicative support
dollars. Under these circumstances, support creates an obvious automatic competitive advantage.
Indeed, some have opined that companies faced with this type of opportunity may be acting

under a perceived duty to pursue ETC status. Even if the management of competing companies

22 See, In Re Filing by GCC License Corporation for Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier,
2001 SD 32, (South Dakota Supreme Court March 14, 2001).
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know that their costs are low enough to compete effectively without the additional support, they
may feel compelled by their fiduciary duty to seek support so as to maximize profits and avoid
lost opportunities to obtain support. Congress did not intend that support mechanisms operate
this way. The public benefits when a carrier can enter a market and provide an equivalent level
of service at a lower price. But when lower prices come as a result of a rule that allows CETCs
to receive above-cost support for already served or phantom customers, the public ultimately
suffers through poorer service and higher universal service payments.

F. Disincentives to Investment in Rural Areas

The harmful effects of the lack of definition of “captured” and “new” lines has also added
to the growing leve] of investment uncertainty in rural communities and in the United States as a
whole. As Commissioner Copps fittingly points out:

It is essential, that any regime we adopt increase certainty so that rural carriers can

plan for the future and undertake necessary investment to modernize the

telecommunications infrastructure in their communities.”
Regrettably, because of the loopholes in the rules, rural IILECs, as part of thier overall investment
strategy, must now consider whether to limit their investments because they know the more they
invest to maintain and upgrade their networks the more attractive high-cost support and ICLS
becomes to unregulated CETCs considering entry into their markets. The available high-cost

support and ICLS, is a windfall for many unregulated CETCs who do not have to show their

costs nor that support is advancing universal service in any way.

23 MAG Order, Dissenting Statement of Commissioner Michael J. Copps.
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IV.  CONCLUSION

The failure to define essential terms in current rules have resulted in: (1) the public waste
of tens of millions of dollars in the form of duplicative universal service support to unregulated
CETC:s over the first three quarters of 2002, (2) windfalls of millions of high-cost support dollars
to CETCs who have neither demonstrated their costs nor justified their need for support, (3)
increased investment uncertainty for rural ILECs; (4) the uncontrolled ballooning of the high-cost
support and ICLS funds; and (5) an environment in which carriers are deciding to compete in
rural ILEC service areas on the basis of duplicative support instead of market factors.

The Commission should therefore open an immediate rulemaking to adopt and
incorporate NTCA’s proposed definitions and rule. The implementation of these safeguards
should take place before the Commission conducts its general proceeding into “portability” later
this year or next year. The adoption of the proposed definitions and rule will save consumers
hundreds of millions of dollars over the next several quarters and will reduce projected carrier
universal service contribution obligations at the same time.

Respectfully submitted,

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE ASSQCIATION

Z. Dbse

L. Marie Guillory
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P

Daniel Mitchell

Its Attorneys
4121 Wilson Boulevard, 10™ Floor
Arlington, VA 22203
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February 11, 1999

Ms. Irene Flannery

Chief, Accounting Policy Division
Federal Communications Commission
445 Twelfth Street, S.W.

Washingtor, D.C., 20554

Re: Clarification of Section 54307

Dear Ms. Flannery:

Several parties have questioned USAC regarding the operation of Section 54307 of the
Commission’s rules. As a result of these inquiries, USAC’s High Cost and Low Income Committee
authorized the corporation to seek clarification of Section 54.307 as it relates to the calculation of
Universal Service support for both the competitive eligible telecommunications carrier (CETC) and
the incumbent focal exchange carner (ILEC) in situations where both carriers are eligible recipients of
support. .

Specifically, we seek clarification of the phrase “captures an incumbent local exchange carrier's
(LLEC) subscriber lines” in the calculation of support for the CETC.! Does the term “‘capture” mean
only instances where the subscriber abandoned the ILEC’s service for the CETC, or does it include
instaneces where the subscriber adds service from the CETC in addition to its I.EC service (e.g, a
second wireline service or wireless service)?

Additonally, USAC seeks clarification of the Section 54.307(a)(4) calculation methodology. Section
54.307(a}(4) requires that the amount of universal service support provided 10 an ILEC be reduced by
an amount cqual to the amount provided to such CETC for the lines that it captures from the
incumbent. Did the Commission intend for USAC to calculate 2 per line amount for the CETC as
described in Section 54.307 (a)(2), multiply the resulting amount by the number of captured lines, and
subtract that amount from the support originally calculated for the incumbent per Section 54.307

(a4)?

1 4TCER §54.307(2).

Horme Page; httowww. untiversalservics. oy’
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February 11, 1999
Ms. Irene Flannery
Page 2

The current rules operate such that LEC “A” and CETC “B” would repart their respective number of
working loops as of December 31 of the previous year® (this assumes ILEC “A” and CETC *“B"” are
both eligible telecommunications carriers providing service in ILEC “A’'s” serving area).) If [LEC
“A" reports 800 lines and has total high cost support of $8,000 per month, the resulting per line
suppert amount is equal to 510 per line per month, CETC "“B” for that same period reports 200
customer lines in the service area, 100 of which are new customers and 100 of which have been
“captured” from ILEC “A."” The amount of suppert for CETC “B,” at 5§10 per line, would then be
$2000.* USAC then deducts the support amount associated with CETC “B’s” captured lines from
ILEC “A's” support.” ILEC “A’s” support amount {s thus adjusted to $7,0C0 per month (38,000
minus $1,000 support associated with CETC “B’s” 100 captured lines). Thus the operation of the
rules provide $8.75 per line in support for [ILEC “A’s™ 800 lines and $10 per line of support for CETC

“B’s” 200 lines.

We appreciate the Comrnission’s attention to clarifying whether the operation of this section of its
rules is what was intended or whether some other outcome should rasult. Please contact us if there are

any questions regarding our request or if there is anything further we can do for you.

Sincerely,

Secretary & Treasurer
RH:cahih
Enclasure

¢e: Craig Brown
Lisa Zaina
Toam Power
Linda Kinney
Kyle Dixon
Kevin Martin
Paul Gallant

47 C.F.R $§ 36.61 1(h), 54.307(0).
47 CFR §§ 54.201-34.207.
47G.ER § 54.307X1).

47 CER § 54.307(3)4).
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“Celiufar” ‘US. Cellular . .

reported | - Monthy. |- U.S: Ce!lular '
‘State{ SAC ‘cLLy | -ines | Support * j Annual Support'
WA 522400 United BCTNWAXX A $0.28 $508.46 153 $0.00 $0.00,
WA 522400  United BCTNWAXX B $0.00 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0.00
WA~ 522400 United BRNNWAXX A $0.01 $121.31 731 _50.00 $0.00
WA 1522400 United BRNNWAXX B $0.09 $240.35 218 __s000 $0.00|
WA 522400 United CNTRWAXX A $0.01 $74 01 539 8000 $0.00
WA 522400 United CNTRWAXX B $0.03 $75.36 242 j _ 8000 "$0.00}
WA 522400 United DLPTWAXA A $0.02 $144.31 517 12 s0.28  $3.35]
WA 522400  United DLFTWAXA B $0.16 $9.15 5 ) %000 T s0.00
WA 522400 Uniled GDWWVAXA A 50.00 §11.19 2697 1405 049 3583
WA 522400 United GDVWWAXA B $0.01 $248.64 1,839 784 3883 $105.97|
WA 522400  United GLDLWAXA A $0.00 §14.49 2415 468 5023 s281
WA~ 522400  United GLOLWAXA B $0.10 $1,443.30 1171 223 82281 527493
WA 522400 United GLWDWAXA A $0.08 $224.48 220 _s000 T
WA~ 522400 United GLWDWAXA 8 $0.21 $96.21 38 5000 §0. 00
WA~ 522400  United GRNGWAXA A $0.00 $43.99 966 251 %085 T §1142
WA 522400 United GRNGWAXA B $0.03 $162.62 426 872 $27.77 $333.24
WA 522400 United GRNRWAXX A $0.03 $69.63 191 $000  $0.00
WA 572400 United GRNRWAXX B $0.00 $0.00 o 7 T sboo " s0.00]
WA 522400 United HRRHWAXA A $0.02 $118.03 623 142 5224 $26.90
WA 522400 United HRRHWAXA B $0.05 $256.06 437 681 $33.25 $399.06
WA 522400 United KLCTWAXX A $0.06 $128.03 181 . $0.00  $0.00
WA 522400 United ~ KLCTWAXX B $0.14 15801 92 ~ 80.00 5000
WA~ 522400 United LYLEWAXA A $0.02 $8072 410 30 s049 8580
WA~ 522400 _United LYLEWAXA B §0.04 $1ov83 | 251 145 8518  $62.20]
WA 832400  United MBTNWAXX ~ A 001 $41.41 579 87 $0.52 $6.22'
WA 522400  United MBTNWAXX B $0.07 $300.21 354 491 $34.70 $416.42
WA 522400  United MTWAWAXA A $0.02 $279.34 1,488 . spoo $0.00
WA 522400 United | MTWAWAXA B s0.12 $11113 74 7 "7 s000 " $0.00
WA 522400 United PASNWAXA A $0.10 $33847 280 79§77l $9249
WA 522400 United ~ PASNWAXA B $0.00 $000 0 0o s0.00  §0.00
WA~ 522400 United PLSBWAXX ~ A $0.00 $0.00 0 - $000 $0.00
WA 522400 _ Uniled ~ PLSBWAXX B $0.00 ~$0.00 L Tso00 T sod0
WA 522400 United =~ PRSRWAXA™ A $0.00 ~  $982 3294 1765 %044 T §532
WA 522400 United ~~ PRSRWAXA B $0.04 346078 855 604 §27.13 §325.56|
WA 522400 United 77' QLCNWAXA A '$0.01 $61.11 43 "7 5000  $0.00
WA 522400 United QLCNWAXA B 3004  $351.38 663 ~$0.00 $0.00
WA 522400 United T RSVIWAXA A $0.26 $260.86 83 22 T $576 $69.14]
WA 522400 United RSVTWAXA B $0.38 $8.61 2 73 $27.45 $329.40
WA 522400 United SNSDWAXX A $0.00 $0.00 0 1,684 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522400 Umited  SNSDWAXX B $D.01 §309.07 3268 992 5782  $93.83
WA 522400 United ~ SQMSWAXX A '$0.00 T $88.25 1902 " §000  $0.00]
WA 522400 United SQMSWAXX 8 8001 S11280 1466 8000 $0.00]
WA 522400 United ~~ STSNWAXA A $0.00  $11842 235 67 30.28 C$3.37
WA 522400 United =~ — STSNWAXA B 8003 $20637 857 0 $000 000,
WA 522400 United  _  TPNSWAXX A $0.00 $0.00 0 ~ 8000
WA 522400 United ~ TPNSWAXX B $0.01  $381.50 1649 6. $79.74]
WA 522400 United  TRLKWAXX A 50.04 $248.34 489 0.0 '$0.00}
WA 522400 United ~ TRLKWAXX B $0.00 $0.00 0" $000 $0.00
WA 522400 Unites WHSLWAXX A $0.00 $7742 2097 ©  s600  $0.00]
WA 522400  United CWHSLWAXX B~ 5002 345731 1544 145 §358 $42.95]
WA = 522400 United  WHSWWAXX A $0.02 §12368° 517 314 $6.26 $75.10
WA 522400 United WHSWWAXX B $0.19 $128.64 57 54 $10.13 $121.54
WA 522400 Uniled ~ WHTSWAXA A _$0.01 $54.19 439 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522400 Unted  WHTSWAXA B $0.07 $111.44 126 $0.00 $0.00)]
WA~ 520400 Unifed _  WLRDWAXX A $0.03 $48.15 147 ) $0.00° $0.00
WA 522400 United  WLRDWAXX B $0.00 _  $0.00 0 0 T s000 $0.00
WA " 522400~ United "~ T WPATWAXX A $0.00 $73.76 2,807 82" " s018 $2.15
WA 522400  United WPATWAXX B $0.02 $219.56 1028 2707 $4.81 357.69

LISAC - High Cost Support Mechanism

May 2, 2002



UNIVERSAL SERVICE ADMINISTRATIVE COMPANY
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WA

522400

' United '

Modified by NTCA to Add ILEC Lines and Annual U.S. Cellular Support

"~ $62.06

03! 3 ' $0.03 $0.34
WA~ 522400 United 'WSHRWAXA| B $0.00° ~$0.00] 0 0 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522400 :United ~ ZLLHWAXA | A $0.00 $1033° 1,176 776] $0.57 $6.81
WA 522400 United ZLLHWAXA | B $0.01, $15147 859 359 $5.28 $63.33
WA 1522404 |ASOTIN ANATWAXX | A $81.431  $59,103.05 60 $0.00 '$0.00}
WA 1522404 |ASOTIN _ ANATWAXX = B $102.98]  $102,12393: 83 ~ $0.00 50.00
WA ‘522404 ASOTIN " ASOTWAXA ~ A~ $520]  $36,861.12] 590° ) $0.00 $0.00
WA \522404 ASOTIN  |AsOTWAXAT B $71.82] $24127382] 281 $0.00 " $0.00
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa  ALMRWAXXA A~ $80.37|  $266570.79] 275 $0.00 $0.00
622408 Century Telof Wa __ |ALMRWAXXA B~ §197.60]  $311,646.05] 131 ~ §0.00 ~ $0.00|
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |ARLTWAXX | A $1.26-  $33,087.38! 2,185 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa_ ARLTWAXX | B~ 5205 '$24.41863, 992 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408  Century Telof Wa  ASFDWAXA | A |  $2266 17551942 646 $0.00 $0.00
WA~ 522408 Century TelofWa  ASFDWAXA | B |  $44.98'  $100,375.45 186| $0.00 $0.00]
WA 522408 Century Telofwa ~ ASLKWAXA A | $0.00 $000 0 $0.00; ~$0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  ASLKWAXA = B $0.00 $0.00: 0 $0.00) T $0.00
WA~ 522408 | Century Tel of Wa :'BLKIWAXX A ' $41,125.14; 257 $0.00! $0.00
WA 522408 (Century TelofWa  BLKIWAXX B I soool 0 $0.00| $0.00
WA~ 522408 |Century Tel of Wa \BSET\W)? A | $121,249.51] 371 1481 $4,030.28] T $48,363.40
WA 1522408 [Century Telof Wa ~ [BSCTWAXX | B | $235,376.62| 283; 718 $1.245.711  $14,948.57
WA 522408 [Century TelofWa  |[CETNWAXX | A I $377,840.29] 269| o $0.00! $0.00
WA 522408 [Century Telof Wa _ |CETNWAXX | B goo0l 0O - $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 [Century Telof Wa  CHNYWAXC[ A | B $0.00° o $0.00 $0.00)
WA 522408 Cenﬁir'f TelofWa  ‘CHNYWAXC K B $41.64  $465965.75 933 - $0.00 $0.00
WA 1522408 Century TelofWa  CHWLWAXX| A | $2.96 $52,137.64 1,465 " $0.00 $0.00
WA 1522408 Century TelofWa ~ CHWLWAXX B |  $46.76] $761588.27 1357 | $0.00) $0.00|
WA 522408 Century Telofwa  CLBYWAXX =A™ T $17.43]  $56,11241 268" . $0.00| $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  CLBYWAXX AXX B $17.64]  $99,37468! a9 $0.00] $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa ~ (CLCYWAXA = A~ $359]  $24,740.72] 574 B $0.00 $0.00
wa 522408 ‘Cehﬂ]Ey’fél of Wa  [CLCYWAXA . B $304.13]  $420,934.00 115 $0.00 50.00
WA 522408 [Century Telof Wa  CLWRWAXA' A~ §15241 " '$12756.04] ~  70[ __%0.00 $0.00|
WA 522408 Century Tel of Wa ICLWRWAXA B T $7826  $46,177.79 49 _ $0.00 $0.00
WA~ '522408 |Century TelofWa  |CNNLWAXA [ A ! $4.19 $38,454 94 785 43 $180.05  $2,160.58]
WA 522408 |Century TelofWa 'CNNLWAXA | B | $49.04  $334.661.91, 569 195! $9,563.69  $114,764.34
WA F22403 ‘Century Telof Wa  (CRNTWAXX | A | $1.54  $18081.79 977, 5000 $0.00
WA [522408 Century Telof Wa ~ CRNTWAXX | B | $10.33]  $96.774.33 781 | s000]  $0.00
WA 1522408 'Century Telof Wa ~ CRTSWAXA | A $52.06]  $199.979.23 320 150! $7,800.71|  $93,716.55
WA = 522408  Century TelofWa ~ CRTSWAXA = B $150.60  $61,398.58 34 112 $16,866.:88 = $202,402.54
WA 1522408 Century Telofwa ~ CTHLWAXA A $5.49)  $56673.12] 860 123, $675.38/  $8,104.58
WA 7522408 Cenfury TelofWa  CTHLWAXA B $53.71 1 $146,933.38] 228, 12 $64447  $773365
WA 522408 Cenlury TelofwWa D A $1.7 $18,11766] 853 _ $0.00° T $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  DVPTWAXX = B -~ $69.11  $668,770.02] 806 . $0.00 $0.00)
WA 522408 Century TefofWa  EDWLWAXA A %62, 13‘ $116,754.54 156 $0.00_ $0.00
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa  |EDWLWAXA | B . $227.08, $32647537 120 $0.00  $0.00j
WA '52226ﬁ:emury Tel of Wa ELMAWAXA | A $3.56  $132,111.51 3,089 B ’21’4; $869.61  $10,435.32
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |ELMAWAXA | B | $3257  $35021747 919 $1,107.35  $13,288.21
WA 522408 (Century TelofWa  |ELTPWAXX | A |  $39.86  $114599.69 240 105 $4,184.85,  $50,218.20]
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa = ELTPWAXX = B $93.1 $27,972.33 25 147 $13,687.68  $164,25217
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |ESNDWAXA | A | $1.17.  $25641.97 1,829° | $0.00| $0.00]
WA 1522408 Century TelofWa  ESNDWAXA = B $13.56,  $287,575.15 1767 ~ so.00! $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa ~ EURKWAXA A $8243] $26266609 266 _ . $0.00 $0.00]
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa  EURKWAXA B $0.00 $0.00 0 $0.00° $0.00
WA 522408 Cenlury TelofWa  |[FLCYWAXX | A $0.57° T §12,452. .86 1,810 R $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century Telofwa  [FLCYWAXX | B ] 1,608 o $0.00] $0.00
WA 522408 | Cenlury Tel of Wa. 'iFRHRWAXA A o $000] 50.00|
WA 1522408 |Century TelofWa  FRHRWAXA ~ 3,000 s $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 |Century Tel of Wa FRKSWAXA 2334 $0.00 773000
WA~ 1522408 iCentury Tel of Wa  FRKSWAXA B $30.62. $449.40526, 1223 $0.00 78000
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1522408 | Century Tel of Wa GGHRWAXAT A $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 .00

WA  '522408 [Century Telof Wa  |GGHRWAXA B | §1.57] $233,03220 12,337 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 ICenlury Tel of Wa HMPLWAXA' A | $84.32° $281,335.16] 278 17| $1.433.360  §17,200.29
WA~ 522408 - Century Telof Wa " HMPLWAXA = B 7 $127.17°": $36,84016. 24 S 417 $5.214.15 . $62,569.80
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  (HRTNWAXA | A |  $6805) $301,547.62 369: $0.00 $0.00
WA  [522408 [Century Tel of Wa HRTNWAXA | B | $423.28| $104,450.65 21, '$0.00 $0.00
WA 1522408 [Century Telof Wa _ [ICHLWAXA A =~ $81.70| $376,036.33 384] $0.00 $0.00|
WA 1522408 |Century Telof Wa  |ICHLWAXA B $91.81| $738,743.95 671 - $0.00 $0.00
WA 1522408 |Century Tel of Wa KGTNWAXA A $232]  $118,904.75 4278] | 7 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 |Century Telof Wa  [KGTNWAXA B | $408°  $86,180.22; 1760 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 ICentury TelofWa  KHLTWAXA | A $88.36  $208,562.50 197| ~ $0.00 ~ $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  KHLTWAXA | B $524.25 $16,874.15 3 $0.00; $0.00
WA 522408 ‘Century Tel of Wa  KFFLWAXA | A $5.01 $78,334.29 1,303 $0.00 '$0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |[KTFLWAXA | B |  $7062| $710,705.01 839 T %0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa  |LINDWAXA | A $17.27 $79,318.68 3830 $0.00 $0.00
Wﬁ’jszzma ‘Century Tel of Wa LINDWAXA B $250.88!  $349,925.70 16| "~ $0.00] $0.00
WA 522408 |Century Tel of Wa LKBYWAXA A $2.200  $36,06227 1,399 $0.00! $0.00
WA 522408 [Century Telof Wa  |LKBYWAXA B $6.54  $279.717.56. 3,565 | $000 T $0.00
WA [522408 |[Century TelofWa |LKQNWAXA =~ A |  $33.04  $144,96553 366/ 200 $660.71  §7,928.57
WA (522408 |Century TelofWa  LKQNWAXA | B $39.16. $61,766.69 131! 0 $0.00 $0.00
[WA 522408 [Century Telof Wa  LNBHWAXA | A | $0.00] %000 0 6 $0.00 $0.00|
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  LNBHWAXA | B $3.44 $66.,869.19| 1620 36| $123.83)  $7485.91
WA 522408 Cenlury Telof Wa  LOPZWAXX | A | $5.52|  $97,624.65 1,474 - $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa _ [LOPZWAXX | B~ §20.24[ ~ $100,953.50 416 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa  [MCCLWAXA | A $4.011 $44766.13 931 $0.00:  $0.00
WA 522408 . Century Tel of Wa iMCCLWAXA B $16.83 $68,270.94 338| $0.00 7$0.00
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa  MDLKWAXX A | $0.00 - $0.00 0| $0.00. $0.00
WA 522408 .Century Telofwa _ IMDLKWAXX B | ~$14.54  $199.989.17 1,146 " $0.00 $0.00
WA 1522408 'Century Telof Wa ~ |MESAWAXX | A |  $3366.  $76,570.41 190 707 $2,356.49] 528,277.85
A - 522408 = Century TelofWa -~ MESAWAXX = B $96.62 $96,405.60 83 186" $17,971.08  $215652.96
WA 1522408 |Century TelofWa _ MNTSWAXA | A | $151|  $48,961.30] 2695 243 $367.92)  $4,415.09
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa __ MNTSWAXA | B | "§28183) $406,771.62|  1,176] 127] $3661 60 $43,939.16
WA~ 522408  Century TelofWa  MRTNWAXX | "A" $5.36 $60,291411  938] 91| $487.49 584985
WA 522408  Century Telof Wa  MRTNWAXX | B $2453 73326125751 1,108 312) ' §7654.30°  $91.852.62
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  [MTCOWAKX . A $4233  $197,552.03 389 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |MTCOWAXX B = 56168  $29,116.98 39| $0.00: $0.00|
WA 522408  Century Telof Wa — |[NBNDWAXA A $045  $38,146.42 7,078 B $0.00: $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |[NBNDWAXA | B |  $20.76,  $391,118.59. 1,570 " $0.00 ~ $0.00
WA~ 1522408 " [Century Telof Wa  'NHBYWAXX | A C$152]  $99332f 55 ] $0.00] $0.00
WA |522408 [Century Telof Wa  NHBYWAXX | B | $164  $14,18954 720 j ~_ $0.00; $—_1
WA 1522408 |Century Telof Wa_ NSPLWAXA | A $89.51|  $606,960.63 - 565, $0.00' $0.00|
WA 522408 |Century Telofwa  NSPLWAXA | B | $334.16] $322,667.85| 80 - $0.00° $0.00
WA [522408 |Century Telof Wa ~ OCPKWAXX | A T84.04 $80,677.57 1,663 17 $68.73 $824.73|
WA 522408 iCentury TelofWa  OCPKWAXX[ B = $1051"  $199,167.99 1.579] 2001  $314298 83771579
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  OCSTWAXA | A~ §11.87 $35,900.83 252 i $0.000 " %000
WA 522408 'Century TelofWa  OCSTWAXA | B 82176  $30,348.12 1160  $0.00] $0.00]
WA 522408 Cenlury Telof Wa _ |ODSSWAXA | A $20.04  $158,652.35 660, ~$0.00 ~ $0.00
WA 522408 Cenlfury Telof Wa  |ODSSWAXA B $314.15  $761,736.23 202 - $0.00] $0.00)
WA 522408 Cenlury TelofWa  [ORNGWAXA A | $2.14. $79077.57 3,081 ? $0.00 $0.00
wuszzme""'century TelofWa 'ORNGWAXA| B | $6571  $127,359.60 1,906 | - $0.00 ~ $0.00
522408 |Century Telof Wa  PCBHWAXA | A $2.82°  $25,565.63 755’ $0.00; $0.00
ﬂﬁ__ 522408 Century TelofWa _ PCBHWAXA B~ $4.24°  $3,82462 75 7s000]  $0.00]
WA 522408 Century TelofWa _ |PCKWWAXX A |  §12.16,  $107,403.73 736 163]  $1,982.66]  $23,791.97
WA 522408 Cenlury TelofWa  |PCKWWAXX B | $6763]  $332305.83 ‘409" 7 $473.38  $5,680.50
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |PEELWAXA = A | $3277, $17652377| 449 277| $9078.65  $108,943.78
WA 522408 Century TelofWa .PEELWAXA | B ' §$134.72] $422054.44 261l 136' $18321.73  $219,860.76
WA 522408 [Century Telof Wa  PGISWAXX | A $1085  $49218.96 <1 ' $0.00, $0.00
WA 522408 (Century Telof Wa _ PGISWAXX B $0.00 $0.00° 0 $0.00! ~ $0.00
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WA 52 Cenlury Tel o A | $3333  3$246,401.83 616 109 $3633.25 $43,598.79
WA 522408 Cenlury Tel of Wa B $45.03  $180,673.80] 334 292 $13,147.66| $157.771.88
WA |522408 |Century Tel of Wa A | $34371 $227,149.24 551 ] $0.00 $0.00
WA 1522408 |Century TelofWa  RRDNWAXX | B $8272] $39760836] 401 T $0.00] $0.00|
WA 522408 |Century Tel of Wa RTVLWAXA | A -~ 8115 $19,217.43! 1,388’ $0.00°  $0.00
WA 1522408 [Century TelofWa  RTVLWAXA | B $28242| $854,48147 52 $0.00! $0.00
WA~ 522408 [Century TelofWa  RYCYWAXA | A~ $3.95 $25105.820 530 o $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  RYCYWAXA | B $33.96  $444,468.75] 1,091 T $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 ‘Century TelofWa  RYMNWAXA | A $246  $65671266) 2219 540 $1330.52]  $15,966.25
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa  RYMNWAXA | B’ $39.29°  $369.681.93 784| 623 $24,477.02| $293,724.29
WA 522408  Cenlury TelofWa | SBNDWAXA - A $102  $15104.88 1,239 205 $208.23| $2,498.80
WA . 522408 - Century TelofWa - SBNDWAXA -~ 8 $53.29 - $146,375.67 . 2267 . 470 - $25,047.75 - $300,573.00
WA 1522408 Century TelofWa  |SNPSWAXA . A | $8.60] $9,504.58| 92| i $0.00/ $0.00
WA [522408  Century TelofWa  [SNPSWAXA : B | §$1741]  $72,858.13] 349 77 75000 k000
WA |522408 [Century Telof Wa  'SPMGWAXA| A °  $34.51| 316030326 387 $0.00 $0.00
WA |522408 |Century TelofWa  SPMGWAXA| B $37.57 $32,647.86 2 "~ $0.00 ~ §0.00
WA (522408 |Century TelofWa  SPRGWAXA | A $4375/ $192,92665 367 $0000 T $0.00
WA 522408 [Century TelofWa :SPRGWAXA| B $216.61)  $218,458.43 84 T $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa  'SPRRWAXX | A | $0.55 $12,138.19 1,843 “$000] $0.00
WA 522408 [Century Telof Wa  [SPRRWAXX | B _ $413° T §38037.53) 768 ‘ $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Cenlury Telof Wa  |STRBWAXA | A $9865  $137,580.52 118 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century Tel of Wa STRBWAXA | B U $000 $0.00] Tol T © $0.00 $0.00
WA~ 522408 Century TelofWa  |TWISWAXA = A $2452°  $391241.38]  1,329] %0000 "s0.00]
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa  [TWISWAXA B $198.15]  $467,717.13] 197 ~ | 770000 80400
WA 522408 Century TeiofWa  |VADRWAXA A $5.62 $39,100.45 579 144 $800.86]  §9,71835
WA 522408 |Century TelofWa  |VADRWAXA B $24.49] $62,283.68! 212 o $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 |Century TelofWa  VLLYWAXX . A $31.45  $105287200 279 $0.00 $0.00
WA |522408 [Century TelofWa  VLLYWAXX | B $51.53] $254,88884 412 $0.00 $0.00
WA 1522408 [Century TelofWa _ VSHNWAXA | A~ $255)  $97.402.15 3,187 $0.00 $0.00
WA 1522408 |Century TelofWa ~ VSHNWAXA | B $465  $107,81668, 1931 T 30.00] $0.00
WA 520408 CorfuyTelofWa  VSHNWAXB | A 8220 26502857 943  sooo[ 7 soo
WA 522408 [Century Telofwa VSHNWAXB | B $6.55 $26201.71; 333 .~ $0.00| $0.00f
WA 522408 |Century TelofWa  WLBRWAXA| A $1.34. 51065340 663 $0.00 ~$0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |WLBRWAXA| B | $22552  $469,393. 93] 173 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |WNTHWAXA A $13.04  $145206. BB 928 - 77§0.00 $0.00
WA 522408 Century TelofWa  |WNTHWAXA B | $30.55 $223227.14] 609 ~ %0000 50.00]
WA 522408 Century Tefof Wa  [WSCKWAXA A | §103.68,  $315906.40; 254 $0.00° $0.00
WA 522408 C Century Telof Wa_ IWSCKWAXA B $240.17] $133,990.85° 46 | %000 s000
WA 522408 Century Telof Wa___ WSHTWAXA A $40.28|  $112,361.26 232 $0.00° ~ $0.00
WA 1522408 |Century TelofWa WSHTWAXA: B ' $§340.97| $102431.13 25 . %0000 $0.00
WA |522408 |Century Telof Wa  YCLTWAXA A $6.21 $70,226.41 942 o $0.00; $0.00
WA |522408 |Century TelofWa  YCLTWAXA | B~ $29.29| $15242209] 434 © %000 ~ $0.00
WA~ |522410 | Century Tel of Cowiche CWCHWAXX| A $311]  $25,079.58 671 254 $790.73|  $9,488.73
WA~ 522410 |Century Tel of CowicheCWCHWAXX| B $7.99°  $23,409.92 244 161 $1.286.13 $15,433.51
WA 1522410 |Ceniury Tel of CowicheRMRKWAXA| A+ $14.66: 047.76; 48 B $0.00| " 50.00]
WA~ [522410 " |Century Tel of Cowiche RMRKWAXA | B . $24.23'  '$36,160.72 124 T $0.00 50,00
WA 522410 |Century Tel of Cowiche TITNWAXX | A $2.03 $9,075.25 373 760 §154.02,  $1,848.26
WA~ 522410 Century Tel of Cowiche TITNWAXX | B | $575  $27,777.51 402 295, $1696.80]  $20,361.64
WA 522410 ICentury Tel of Cowiche WHPAWAXA | A | §$339.33  $122905.25] 300 [ 77Tgoo0l 0 s000
WA 522410 Century Tel of Cowiché WHPAWAXA 8 "f $0.00] $0.00 0 T %000 " $0.00f
WA |522412 Ellensburg ~~  ELBGWAXA A $0.00| 000 0 2134, $0.00 $0.00
WA 522412 |Ellensburg ELBGWAXA | B $24.44)  $678,693.83 2314] 470 $11488.04| $137,856.51]

/A 1522412 _|Ellensburg ~ KTITSWAXX | A $8.121 §53,041.29 545 250  $2,029.25]  '$24,350.95
WA"' ‘522412 |Ellensburg KTTSWAXX | B~ $27.98 $234,600.171 699 o $0.C0 $0.00]
WA 522412 'Eliensburg " LDDLWAXA | A $108.53  $39,01768] 30 ] $0.00{ $0.00
WA 522472 “Elensburg  LDDLWAXA | B | $12828° $13021973 85 [ so00 8000
WA 522412 Ellensburg SELHWAXX | A $0.66  340,846.70 5,148 1630]  $1077.83  $12,934.01
WA 522412 Ellensburg TTISELHWAXX | B | 52323 $25351385 909 633 $14706.01 $17647206
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THRPWAXA | A $42.48]  $156,328.72 ‘ A447.90]  $149,374.

WA - 522412 Ellensburg - -~ " THRPWAXA - B . 7 $131.74  $111,44336 . * 70°° ° 342 - $45,056.69  * $540,680.34
WA 522412 _|Ellensburg ) _‘VNTGWA_XX A - $10.21 $14,682.68) 120 103|  $1,051.65|  $12,619.84
WA 522412 IEllensburg ~ [WNTGWAXX | B $0.00: $0.001 0 0] /$0.00] $0.00
[WA 1522418 PEND OREILLE _ |CUSKWAXC | A 34573 18609373 339 ! $0.00° "7$0.00
WA |522418 _PEND OREILLE ICUSKWAXC | B $120.88]  $442,593.15 305! o '$0.00 7$0.00
WA |522418 'PENDOREILLE  IONEWAXC A $6.58]  $36,321.64; 460 $0.00 ~$0.00|
WA 1522418 |[PENDOREILLE _ IONEWAXC | B ' $6126  $301927.78 411 ! $0.00 75000
WA 1522418 |PEND OREILLE IMTFLWAXC | A $5.23 $17,297.61| 276 T s0.00 $0.00
WA 522418 |PEND OREILLE MTFLWAXC | B | $145658  $18286801| ~~ 105] | $0.00] 0,00
WA 522419 |HOOD CANAL UNINWAXB A $31.990  $111,911.72] 292| i $0.00! %000
WA 1522419 "HOOD CANAL __ |UNINWAXB | B $71.30) 944983398 525  ° $0.00° $0.00]
WA 1522423 Inland uDWTOWAXA A $53.85 $81,171.73 126/ ' " $0.00 " $0.00
WA [522423 Iniand ~ .DWTOWAXA B $154.42]  §156,780.87 85 %000 $0.00
WA 522423 [Inland PRSCWAXA A $99.46)  $219,660.40 184 3 $0.00 "$0.00|
WA 522423 inland  PRSCWAXA . B | 61048 $185310.64 25 | so00 $0.00
WA 1522423 |inland RSLNWAXX | A $9.28°  $112,23360, 1,007, 47 $436.32 $5,235.88|
WA 1522423 |Inland  RSINWAXX | B $10669  $59,188.74 48| 18] $192046]  $23,045.51
WA~ 522423 [inland [UNTWWAXA| A~ $8521  $521,770.10 510 " s0.00] $0.00
WA 522423 linland ~ |UNTWWAXA| B | $0.00 $000 0 i %0000 $0.00
WA 522426 Kalama [KALMWAXB | A | 51373] $196989.05 1,196 105.  $1,441.39°  $17,296.68
WA '522426 Kalama |KALMWAXB °© B | $115.84| $849,730.02 611! 488" $56,528.44  $678,341.24
WA 522427 LEWIS RIVER TAMBYWAXA A | $13.27|  §70,77032 444 © T %0000 T 50.00
WA 522427 LEWISRIVER ~ AMBYWAXA B | $1441| $49.041.89 284 . $0.00 5000
WA [522427 | LEWIS RIVER ~ COGRWAXX | A | $97.98) §89.06422) 76 78000 " $0.00]
WA 520427 |LEWIS RVER COGRWAXX| B $0.00. $0.00| 0] 50.00 $0.00|
WA 522427 [LEWISRIVER ~ [LACTWAXA | A $9.87  $180,252.53 1'.5§éj[ ] ~s000! 000
WA 522427 |LEWISRIVER  |LACTWAXA | B $18.38  $27128257) 1230 ' $0.00! $0.00
WA 522427 LEWISRIVER YALEWAXX | A | $11252] $169,070.82 125] "7 '$0.00 © T $0.00
(WA 522427 LEWISRIVER  YALEWAXX @ B $350.47]  $45509.54 111 '$0.00° $0.00
WA 1622430  McDaniel ~ MSRKWAXX A |  $7.60]  $45791.08 5020  $0.00' '$0.00
WA 522430 McDaniel  MSRKWAXX B $13.69]  $56,570.78) 344 35 $479.18]  $5750.13
WA~ (522430  McDaniel ONLSWAXA T A @ 8631 $45472.74) 600 219]  $1,38250|  $16,589.99
WA 1522430 McDaniel ~ ONLSWAXA | B | §11.681  $66313.17 473 17T s000f T 8000
WA 1522430 |McDaniel |SLKMWAXB | A T $539 347,827 77| 739 107] $576.94] $6,923.25
WA . 522430 McDaniel . SLKMWAXB B $13.14  $63,572.50 403 705. $9,261.52  $111,138.20
WA 522431 |MASHELL ETVLWAXA | A $45.68  $189,166.25° 345‘ : $0.00 $0.00
WA 522431 |MASHELL " |ETVLWAXA | B $10290  $680,383.70 551, ~ $0.00 ~ $0.00]
WA ~ 522431 'MASHELL ETVLWAXC |~ A | $41.28]  $408,847.41 7}3&; . %000 $0.00
WA 522431 .MASHELL VETVLWAXC B | §125.04]  $645,72458 430 %0000  s0.00]
WA 522431 MASHELL " KPWSWAXA AT $9.10)  $39,168.64 359 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522437 MASHELL ~— 'KPWSWAXA 8 $0.00 ~ $0.00 0] $0.00) T $0.00
WA [522437 PIONEER ENDCWAXA A | $2569)  $5940417] 193 %000 $0.00)
WA 1522437 'PIONEER  ENDCWAXA | B $76.411  $90,888.77 6. [ %000 $0.00
WA~ 522437 |PIONEER T(CRSWAXA | A $18.54  $86,366.64] 388 3000 $0.00
WA 1522437 |PIONEER ~ LCRSWAXA | B §110.15  $116452381 88 %000 $0.00|

520442 'ST. JOHN STJHWAXA | A $19.31  $115964.91 500[ $0.00 $0.00
WA 522442 [ST.JOHN STJHWAXA [ B $12807  $149,769.04, 97| — %0.00 5000
(WA 522446 | TENINO T |TENNWAXA | A $27.89  $530,055.08° 1584 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522446 TENINO  'TENNWAXA & B $51.20] " $625,953. 83|7 1019 $0.00 $0.00
WA~ [522447 ‘Toledo TOLDWAXA | A ' $33.33|  $201,007.92 728 - 397| $13,23095| $158,771.35
WA 1522447 Toledo T TOLDWAXA | B $101.10' §1 44111390| 1,188 10891 §110,094.93 $1,321,138.17
WA 522451 W.WAHKIAKUM  [GRRVWAXA| A $179.74 §70501670 327 64 $1150365  $138,043.75
WA 522457 'W.WAHKIAKUM __ |GRRVWAXA| B $646.80  $147,653.36 190 0 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522451 w WAHKIAKUM NASLWAXX T A $89.45  $401,919.78 374, 49 $438324  $52,598.91
WA™ 522451 W.WAHKIAKUM ~ NASLWAXX B $217. 70‘ $515,050.55 197 5 $1,08851]  $13,062.14
WA i52_2“:5_2_____‘!\’“'DBEY____________ CLTNWAXAQ A _$2038] __$000; > ., Soo. $0.00
WA 522452 [WHIDBEY CLTNWAXAQ B $44.60  $395,979.70| 740 ‘_ $0.00 $0.00
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WA WHIDBEY 'CLTNWAXA1] A $0.00] $276,040.93 0 $0.00 $0.00
WA "~ |WHIDBEY CLTNWAXA1| B $27.641 $177,354.27 535 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522452 |WHIDBEY FELDWAXA | A | ~'$559  $105.368.88] 1,571] ! $0.00 ~$0.00]
WA 522452 |WHIDBEY ‘FELDWAXA | B 34093  $501695791 1,021 I $0.00° $0.00
WA 522452 |WHIDBEY TLNGLWAXA A ~ $0.00; $0.00. 0 $0.00 $0.00|
WA 522452 |WHIDBEY  [LNGLWAXA B $0.00; $000 0 -~ $0.00! $0.00
WA~ 522452 WHIDBEY PNRBWAXA A~ $93.15] $835773.86 748 $0.00 50.00|
WA 522452 'WHIDBEY ~ |PNRBWAXA . B | $12420|  §73751158. 495 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522452 WHIDBEY SWHDWAXX: A & $2528]  $480,530.74 1614 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522452 WHIDBEY SWHDWAXX| B $43.41|  $678,822.23 1,303 $0.00 $0.00
WA 522453 YELM _ |RANRWAXA | A $3293] $371,618.21 940 _ $0.00 $0.00
WA 522453 YELM RANRWAXA | B $85.77| $760,622.93 739 $06.00 $0.00
WA 1522453 YELM YELMWAXA | A . $7.38] $342303398| 3873 ; $0.00° " $0.00
WA |522453  YELM YELMWAXA | B . $2524°  $637,846.28 2,106 - $0.00. $0.00
WA (522453 YELM T YELMWAXB | A~ $4935.  $739,950.06] 1,248 ‘ $0.00° $0.00
WA |522453 IYELM ~ YELMWAXB | B $12585  $836,357 44 554 $0.00° 50.00
[Total ! ‘ ~ $47,689,946.40 | 31,102 $506,884.08, ]
T

I . _ _ I —_ - L .

‘Notes: : B e S ]

Modified w
____caleulated

6fksheet by a&ding a columaﬁith the numbe;of ILEC lines

. This was

by dividing annuat support by 12 and by the monthly support per line.
=T

3. !Added a column with U.S. Celular An

nual Support

‘There are 11 wire centers (CLLI codes) in which the number of lines reported by U.S.
3. Cellular exceeds the number of ILEC lines in Zone B, the high cost zone. These zones
are highlighted.
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NTCA COMPILED SUMARY FROM USAC SUBMISSIONS

COMPETITIVE LOCAL EXCHANGE SUPPORT

fUniversal Service Fund 1Q 2001 3Q 2002
Monthly Annualized Monthly Annualized
High Cost Loop (HCL) $16,462 $197,544 $1,554,526 $18,654,312
Local Switching Support (LSS) $41,323 $495 876 $743,269 $8.919,228
Long Term Support (LTS) $958 $11,496 $1,712,625 $20,551,500
Interstate Access Support (IAS) $0 $0 $733,243 $8,798,916
High Cost Model (HCM) $330,357 $3,064 284 $1,621,995 $19,463,940
TOTAL HIGH COST SUPPORT $389,100 $4,663,200 $6,365,658 $76,387,896

Sources: USAC Appendices to Federal Universal Service Support Mechanisms Fund Size Projections for the quarter.
1Q 2001: HC1, HC9R, HC12 (Hold Harmiess included with HCM for 1Q 2001)

3Q 2002: HC1, HC4, HCS, HC6, HC8, HC13 div by 3 (Hold Harmless in HCL and LTS)
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