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ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
TELECOMMUN~CATIONS MANAGEMENT CONSULTANTS 

2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 520 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 Twelfth Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Telephone (202) 296-8890 
Telecopier (202) 296-8893 

JAN 2 8 2003 

Federal Comm- CMnmigllan 
MRceofSecretary 

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 Central Oklahoma 
Telephone Company. 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, 

/John Kuykendall 

cc: Chairman Michael Powell 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
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Central Oklahoma Telephone Co. 

223 Broadway PO Box 789 Davenport, OK 74026 
91 8.377.2241 800.252.8854 FAX: 91 8.377.2506 

www.cotc.net staff@cotc.net 

RECEIVED 
JAN 2 8 2003 

FedareiCMnmunicatioMComnrisslon 
MRceotsecre$ry 

December 20,2002 

FCC Chairman 
Michael Powell 
445 12” Street sw 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

In our earlier letter to you dated November 13, 2002 we stated our concerns regarding the 
“reciprocal compensation application” to traffic originating in our exchanges. As access 
providers, we must route the call to an IXC or an authorized toll provider for termination 
to the wireless subscriber. This scenario is parallel to the issue in Paragraph 3 1 of FCC- 
00-194 in the matter of TSR Wireless vs. US West communications. In Paragraph 3 1, 
you point out that Intra MTA traffic, which crosses LATA boundaries and carried by 
IXC’s falls under access charge rules. Our company is not allowed to offer Intra Lata toll 
service, therefore we are in the same situation as the RBOC’s mentioned in Paragraph 3 1. 

We believe this is a position previously taken by the FCC which further supports our 
view that this traffic belongs to the IXC, and any company compensation due the wireless 
carrier should come from the IXC. 

Your prompt review and response to this issue will be appreciated. 

Yours truly, 

Steve Guest, President 
Central Oklahoma Telephone Co. 

Enclosure: Copy of Paragraph 3 1 of FCC 00-194 attached. 
cc: Ron Comingdeer 
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calling" service."' We disagree. We find persuasive U S W e s p  argument that "wide area 
caUing" services are not necessary for interconnection or for the provision oFTSR's sc:rvice to its 
customers.'" We conclude, therefore, that Section 51.703(b) does not compel a LI:C to oKer 
wide area calling or similar services without charse. Indeed, LECs are not obligaiec. under our 
rules to provide such s,mices at all; accordingly, it would seem inconymous for LECs who 
choose to offer these &ices not to be able to charge for them. 

# ? 
51. Section 51.703jb) concerns how carriers must compensate each other for the 

tramp60 and termination of cidls. It does not address the charges rhat carriers may impose upon 
their end users. Section 51.703(b). when read in conjunction with Section S1.711(b)(Z),iU2 
requires LECs to deliver, without charze, traflic to CMRS providers anywhere within the MTA in 
which the call originated, wilh the exceprion of RBOCs. which are generally prohbired from 
delivering traffic across LATA boundaries.'" MTAs typically are large areas that may encompass 
multiple LATAs, and often cmss slate boundaries. Pursuant to Section S1.703(b). t .  LEC may 
not charge CMRS 'providers fur facilities used IO deliver LEC-originated traflic char originates and 
terminates within the same M'rA. as rhis coiisrirures local rraltfc under our rules.'"' ,Such traffic 
falls under our reciprocal cornpensation rules iF-Earu 'ed hv the incumbent LEC, and under our 
access charge rules M d  'Iv an inre rexchanlre Carrie[;. This may result in the sarn: call being 
viewed as a local call by the carriers and a to11 call by the end-user. For example. to tht: extenr the 
Yuma-FlagstaET-1 is situate2 entirely within an VITA,'"'' does not cross a LATA boundary. and 
is used solely to carry U S West-oriyinared Mtic. U S West must deliver rlie rrafim: to TSR's 
network without charge. However, nothing prevents U S Wesr from charging its end users For 
roll calls completed over the Y ulna-Flaysraf T- I .'"' Similarly. section 5 I .703(br does nor 
preclude TSR and U S West from entering into wide area callins or reverse billing ar-anyernents 
whereby TSR can "buy down" the Gost of such to11 calls !o make it appear to end u s r s  That rhey 
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U S West B d d a r  16. 

Section 5 1.70 l(b)(l) defin:s "loc;il iclccolniiiuniciiiioiis Ir.lMic" a s  .'IlIclccoitiinunic3~ions ir.iflic bciween 
21 LEC ; i d  n CMRS provider tllai. i l k  ihc ip$ii:ing ol'tlic ciill. origiiales and laniiinalcs within l l l c  siilne Major 
Tradinl: Arw, as delifled in 324.102(0) o(' this chnplcr." MTA scnicc ;ireis arc biiscd oil l l lc kli ld hlcNally 199.7 
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'IJ3 See47 C.F.R 8 51.703(b~:,wa ,J/.SO 47 C.F.R. 5 5.1,7lIl(b)(2). 
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