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Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary DEC - 6 2002
Federal Communications Commission _
445 Twelfth Street, S.W. R O

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: CC Docket No. 01-92
Ex Parte Letter

Dear Ms. Dortch,

Our firm has been requested by our colleagues at Comingdeer, Lee & Gooch to transmit
for filing with the Commission the attached ex parte letter on behalf of Hinton Telephone
Company, Inc. The letter addresses matters pertaining to the Commission's unified intercarrier
compensation proceeding in CC Docket No. 01-92.

Please contact the undersigned if there are any questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

%lﬁyéndaﬂ
cc: Chairman Michael Powell

Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
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Hinton Telephone Company-, Inc.
P.0. Box 1040, Hinton, Oklahoma 73047
405-542-3252

Date: 11-11-02

Michael Powell, FCC Chairman

445 12™ Street SW OR'G | NAL

Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Powell:

Weoperﬂeamﬂrmﬂte@hommmpanymowm Cur state operzting
revemues consists of access charges billed to imterexchange carriers, Iocal service
revenues billed to our end users, and state and federal fimds necessary to help mairitain
rmonaﬂgmmmdusemmdwhclpmﬂxmmsmmm In
accordance with orders issued by the Okishoma Corporation Commission, the szt rural
telephone companies in Oklahoma are access providers; therefore, they do not provide
any retail toll services to end users located within our state certificated boundaries
Wireless carriers have made the choice to not directly cormect 10 our network but rather
comnect to the RROC LATA tandem and have contracted with and pay the RBOC 1o
route mobile 1o land traffic to our networks. When one of our customers makes a land to
mbﬂcwnmmmmmprommdmvemmmd’ﬂxmaeqm
access requirement, that call is kandled by the customer’s inferexchange cerxier. All toll
calls inchuding intraMTA wireless calls are handled by the customer’s interexchanyze
carrier of choice. My company bills the interexchange carrier access, in accordance with
our interstate and imtrastate tariffs as appropriate, the toll provider bills the retail revennes
to their customer. It is our opinion that the toli provider shonld be responsible fo: any
termination charges and or transport charges associated with their traffic, In this case the
toll provider is the originating carrier and is responsible for payment of all transport and
termination charges to other LEC's and to wireless providers on whose network the call

We believe our interpretation is copsistent with the law the FCC’s rules arad
orders that the access regime principles and the reciprocal compensation principh:s of
Section 251(b)(S) do not apply io the same traffic. Since the interexchange land to
_ mobile traffic is bandled in accordance with the access regime that traffic would not &1

within the reciprocal compensation regime, 2s such then the wireless carrier tenminating -
the imterexchange traffic should look to the interexchange carrier for any compersation
and pot to the LEC.

Please confirm to us that om'nﬁdpretanona:ﬂappkmnnoﬁheamssm
andmnpmcalmmpensamnmlesmtaﬁcasdmibedabowmcmmm
FCC rules, orders and the law.

cc: Kathleen Abernathy, Michael Cepps, Kevin Martin



