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S U M M A R Y  

The proposal by RCC Minnesota, Inc , to redefine several Maine rural ILEC service areas 

is i i  nccessary stcp to ensure that rural consumers are not left behind in the dnve to introduce 

competitive choicc in all areas RCC’s Petition has credibly demonstrated that its proposal for 

scrvicc area redefinition mcets the applicable cntena established by the FCC and the Federal- 

Slate Joint Board on Universal Service Redefinition along wire-center boundaries is an essential 

stcp nccdcd to remove hamers to competitive entry, and i t  is consistent with pnor actions taken 

by tlic FCC and numerous state commissions. Tlic rccord of the proceedings at the state level 

clc,irly rellects the Maine Public Utilitics Commission’s (“MPUC”) serious contemplation of the 

goals expressed by Congress as well as thc specific recommendations of the Joint Board with 

rcspect to scrvicc arca rcdetinition. 

The Telephone Association of‘ Maine (“TAM”), the sole filer of initial comments in 

response to the K C ’ s  Puhlrc, Norm, has failed to raise any significant issue that would warrant 

a delay o f  RCC’s Petition TAM does not appear to challenge any particular aspect of the 

M PUC’s determination that RCC’s redefinition proposal is warranted, but instead ignores the 

detailed record at the state level and claims the MPUC “rubher stamped” RCC’s proposal. In the 

stiltc proceeding, TAM did not introduce any facts to support its specious allegations that ILECs 

will bc harnied by redefinition, and its baseless arguments were properly rejected. Similarly, in 

Its (’omments here, TAM has alleged nothing new and merely repeated the same anticompetitive 

staterncnts that failed to sway the MPUC 

Bccduse RCC’s proposed service area redefinition would remove bamers to competitive 

entry, thc FCC should grant its concurrencc and decline to open a proceedlng. 
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RCC Minnesota, Inc (“RK’’),  by counsel, hereby replies to the comments submitted i n  

rcsponsc to the Commission’s Public Nolrce’ rcgarding RCC’s above-captioned Petition for FCC 

concurrence with the servicc area redefinition for several Maine incumbent local exchange 

camers (“ILECs”) proposed by the Maine Public Utilities Commission (“MPUC”) Thc 

Telcphonc Association o f  Mainc (“TAM”) submitted comments in this proceeding. As 

dciiionstrated below, TAM has failed to raise any issue [hat would Justify opening a proceeding 

or othcrwise delaying a g a n t  o f  RCC’s Petition 

~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~.~ 
i  Tlic Wircline Competition Burem SccAz Comment on KCC Minnebota’s Petition to Redefine Rural 
Iclcpl~cint. Conipdny Scrvice Area\ in !he State uf  Mdiiie, Puhlrc ,Vu/!ce, DA 03-2226 (re1 July 8 ,  2003) ((‘PubllL 
VOI,< C ’ , )  

l’etitioii ot RCC Minnexm, l i ic , lor Redefinition olRural Telephone Company Service Areas. CC Docket 
\ io  ‘16.45 ( t i l ed  lu i ic  24, 2003) (“l’critioii”) 



1. IN’I‘RODUC~TION 

Following more than a year of litigation, the MPUC granted RCC’s petition to become an 

ETC throughout its service area in Maine ’ As a part o f  its grant, the MPUC made spectfic 

hidings that i n  order to advance universal service and facilitate competitive entry, affected rural 

LLEC servicc arcas should be redefined along wire center boundanes. The MPUC ruled that 

RCC credibly demonstrated that its proposal for service area redefinition meets the applicable 

criteria established by the FCC and the Joint Board. Redefinition along wire-center boundanes is 

an essential step needed to remove harriers to competitive entry, and it is consistent with prior 

actions taken by the FCC and numerous state commissions. The record of the proceedings at the 

state level clearly reflects the MPUC’s scrious contemplation of the goals expressed by Congress 

as well as the specific recomniciidation~ of the Joint Board with respect to servicc area 

reclefinition ‘ 
TAM’S comments do nothing lo call this reasoned proposal into question. TAM does not 

appcar to challenge any particular aspect o f  the MPUC’s determination that RCC’s redefinition 

proposal is warranted, but instcad appears to be simply requesting a delay without providing any 

justification TAM’S unsupported statemem that the MPUC “rubber stamped” RCC’s proposal 

ignores the suhstantial proceedings undertaken by the MPUC, as well as its specific findings and 

coiicIusions on the redefinition is~t ic  TAM makes no reference to the Joint Board’s 

rec~nimcndations,’ which form the basis of any redefinition decision and were addressed in 

deiall iii thc MPUC’s designation order, the Examiner’s Report, and RCC’s briefing papers. 

TAV Instead reachcs deep into its anticompetitive syllabary to produce such terms as “forced 

~~~~ 
~~ ~~ 

R K  Minncxi l i .  ltic et rll Docket U o  2002-344 (May 13. 2003) (“MPUC Order”) 

S‘.<. I,/ 31 pp 9~ I I 
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gxryniaiidcriiig", "twisting" and "forcibly redraw" ~~ hyperbole that is not helpful in 

understanding the inents of RCC's proposal under Section 214(e)(5) Tn sum, TAM introduced 

no  CIS in thc proceeding hclow 'rhus, there was no basis for the MPUC to reach a contrary 

restilt Likewise, T A M  has introduced no facts in this proceeding, leaving this Commission no 

basis on which lo conclude that thc proposed servicc area redefinition proposed by the MPUC IS 

unreasonable and should not bc adopted Accordingly, TAM'S arguments must be summarily 

dlslnlsscd. 

11. THE PROPOSED REDEFINITION WILL PROMOTE THE DUAL 
OBJECTIVES OF COMPETITION AND UNIVERSAL SERVICE 

In evalualing petitions for concurrence with servicc area redefinition, the FCC must 

follow the congressional mandate I o  promole new technologies and facilitate competitive entry 

"in all tclccommunications markels "'' When Congrcss enacted the Telecommunications Act of 

I906 (the "Act").' i t  specifically commanded the FCC to establish a "pro-competitive, de- 

regulatory national policy li-amework" designed to accelerate the deployment of advanced 

telecommunicalions lo all Aiiiencdns Congress recognized that the existing system of universal 

s e n  icc subsidies ~~ under which incumbent local cxchangc carriers ("ILECs") had exclusive 

access to implicit and explicil universal scrvicc subsidies  could not beJustlfied i n  a regulatory 

en\ ironmciit that sought to foster competition ' Therefore, Congress directed the FCC to reform 



the system to ensure that uiiivcrsal service subsidies become explicit, predictable, and sufficient 

lo xhicvc  tlic purposes of the  Act '' 
Soon after the passage o f  the Act, the FCC reaffirmed Congress's assessment of the 

necessity o f  makin3 universal service subsidies transparent and accessible to competitors. In the 

L i ~ t r l  Cowpeli / ion Order, the FCC stated 

The present universal service system is incompatible with the 
statutory mandate to introduce efficient competition into local 
markets, bccausc thc current system distorts competition in those 
markets. For cxample, without universal service reform, facilities- 
based entrants would be forced to compete against monopoly 
providers that enjoy not only the technical, economic, and 
marketing advantages o f  incumbency, but also subsidies that are 
provided only to thc incumbents 

To rcmedy this competitive dispanty, the FCC ruled that the pnnciple of competitive and 

technological ncutrality would guide the formulation of its universal service policies 

Spccifically. the FC'C declared 

Universal service support mechanisms and rules should be 
competitively ncutral In this context, competitive ncutrality means 
that universal scwice support mechanisms and rules neither 
unfairly advantage nor disadvantage one provider over another, 
and neither unfairly favor nor disfavor one technology over 
another I '  

4 



Thc PCC has consistently reaffirmed the pro-competitive goals of its universal service and ETC 

designation policics, and 1 1  recently confirmed that “[c]ompetitive neutrality is a fundamental 

principlc of the  Commission’s uiiivcrsal service policies ”I‘ 

I 3  

The service area redefinition provisions of the Act and the FCC’s rules ensure that the 

principle of coinpetilive neutrality is served when new ETCs seek to serve an area that differs 

liom an ILEC’s study area. Specifically, Section 214(e)(5) of the Act states. 

In the case of  an area served by a rural telephone company, 
“service area” means such company’s “study area’’ unless and until 
the Commission and thc States, after taking into account 
rccoinniendations of the Federal-State Joint Board instituted under 
Section 410(c), establish a different definition of service area for 
such company. 1 5  

To eiisurc that the Joint Board’s recommendations are properly considered while minimizing 

administrative delay that would hinder competitive entry. the FCC adopted a streamlined federal- 

state proccss for redefining service arcas piirsuant to Scction 214(e)(5) of  the Act.” Specifically, 

after being subjcctcd to notice and comment, a state’s proposal to redefine a LEC service area 

auiomatically bccomcs effective 90 days after the proposal i s  placed on public notice, unless 

there are iiiiusual circumstances that require further consideration in a new notice-and-comment 

~~~ ~ ~~~~ ~ . ..~ ~~ ~ 

SCW C, ,y , W ~ w e ~ n  Wirele,, ( w p i w i , i w n  Periimn/nr De\ignniion ny on Eligible Telecommunicnrionc 1 ,  

f,,, I l e ,  fiir ~ h c  Pinc Rid@ Rrwriwlion in Jouih lhkorn. I6 FCC Rcd I8 133, I E I37 (2001) (“Designation of 
qualified ETCb promotes compctition and benelitr consumer? hy increasing cuslomer choice, innovative services. 
a n d  inc” ieclmologies ”), Wc.\ frm It’irele \ (brpoin l ron Pelir ionfi i r  De\ignoriun i ix an Eligible Trlrcommunicononc 
C ~ I W J C ~  in rlrr Ai,iic, OJ Wvnming. 16 tCC Rcd 48 (2000) (“[C’jompetition will result not only in the deployment of 
new tacilitieb and technnlogics, but wil l  a l w  pro\idc a n  incentive to the incumbent rural telephone companies to 
iiripiobc thcir existing nctwvrk to remain compctirive, resulting i n  improved service to Wyoming consumers I n  
addition. we lind that thc provision ofcompeiitivc s e n i c e  wi l l  facilitate universal service to the benefit of  
ccmsumers 
rdic, ’”) (footiiotc ormrted) 

by creating incentives to ensure th3t qua l i ty  SCNICCS arc available at  ’JUS[, reasonable, and  affordable 

l i  
( ; i in in ( rlliiliir i ind Poging, Inc , Pc/r/ioii/or Wmvo. CfScwion 54 314 ofthe Cnmmrsslon i Rules nnd 

I?v.vidmum (T Docket No 96-45, DA 03.1 I69 a t  1 7 ( I el Acc Pol Div re1 April 17, 2003) 

4 7 1 1 s ~  b2141e)(5)  11 

I h \ re47  ( F R \\ 54 207(c)(3)(11) h i ~ i i l \ o  Firw R i ~ p i ~ r l o n r / O r ~ l i ~ r .  \iipr(i, 12 FCC Rcd a t  8881 



procrediny On multiple occasinns, thc Commission has utilized this procedure to consider 

requcsts tbr concurrence with proposed rural TLEC service area redefinitions, granting its 

concurrence and allowing thc redelinition to take effect.” 

Consistent with federal universal service objectives, the service area redefinition 

proposed i n  RCC’s Petition appropriately seeks to redefine rural ILEC service areas in a 

competitivcly neutral manncr. Commercial mobile radio service (“CMRS”) providers like RCC 

arc restncted to serving those areas within their FCC-authonzed Cellular Geographic Service 

Arca (“CGSA”). which generally does not correspond to the rural LEC study area boundanes. 

Thus, when a CMRS carrier serving customers within a rural LEC study area seeks designation 

as ail ETC, i t  cannot be designated, and thcrefore cannot receive any high-cost support, unless 

thc state and the F(’C agree to redefine thc affected rural LEC’s service area. In fact, if such 

scrbicc area redefinition docs not occur, CMRS carriers will be effectively precluded from 

coiiipeling i n  [hose areas solely because of the technology they use In order to address this 

potcntial harrier lo competitive entry, the Act envisions the designation of a competitive ETC’s 

service area along boundancs that are not identical lo LEC wire center boundanes.I8 

By rcdetining the service area along wire center boundaries, the proposed redefinition 

will thus rcmovc the last obstacle facing competitive carriers seeking to provide consumers in the 

h 



affcctcd I I  I T S ’  service areas with Iiigli-quality service and an array of pricing plans as a real 

competitive alternative to LEC senice  

111. THE PETITLON AND THE RECORD AT THE STATE LEVEL PROVIDE 
AMPLE EVIDENCE THAT RCC’s PROPOSAL TAKES THE JOINT 
BOARD’S RECOMMENDATIONS INTO ACCOUNT 

The requirements for redefining a rural ILEC service area are stra~ghtfonvard. 

Spccifically, under Scction 214(c)(5), a scivice area may be redefined as something other than an 

ILEC’s study area i f  “the Coinmission and the States, after taking into account recommendations 

of a Fcdcral-Statc Joint Board . establish a different definition of service area for such 

company After a state has conducted its own analysis and concluded that redefinition is 

justified, the skxe comniission or another party’” must seck the FCC’s concurrence by submitting 

a petimn that includes. ( I )  a description of the proposed redefinition; and (2) the state 

commission’s ruling or other statement presentlng the reasons for the proposed redetinition, 

including an analysis that takcs the Joint Board’s recommendations into account * I  

r r i ‘ J  

Consistent with (his requiremcnt, the Petition provided both a description of the proposcd 

and an analysis of the proposed redefinition under the framework provided ~n the 

Joint Board’s recommendations Specifically, with regard to the Jolnt Board’s recommendations, 

thc  Petition explains that ( I )  the Joint Board’s concerns regarding uneconomic receipt of high 

Ic\cIs of support in low-cost areas (commonly referred to as “cream skimming”) are minimized, 

i f  not eliminated, by thc rural ILECs’ ability to disaggregate and target support on a more 

~~~ . 
I’Z 1 7  I 5 C b 211(e)(5) 

The M P U ‘  Order specified thar “KCC Thould petition the FCC for concurrence in the new service area ,/, 

dcfinit inns ” MPLJC Order dt p I I 

-17 (~ F R \i 54 207(c)( I )  

. S w  Priilion at p 1 

? I  

1 ,  
~~ 
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grmular lcvel thaii the cntire study area,’j (2) the proposed redefinition takes into account the 

spccial status of rural camers under the AcI;’~ and (3) the proposed redefinition will not impose 

any undue administrative hurdcn on the affected rural ILECs, since they already have the ability 

to calculatc support down Lo the wire-center level (and many in fact have already done so).” The 

Pctition also provides a detailed account of the proceedings below, which laid the groundwork 

and provided a sound basis for the MPUC’s adoption of RCC’s service area redefinition 

proposal ’(I 

TAM largely ignores the Joint Board’s recommendations that lie at the heart o f  the 

redefinition analysis under Section 214(e)(5) of the Act, making oblique remarks that the 

proposal does no1 create “any actual economically rcsponsihle service areas”27 and that i t  will 

“erode the ability of the undcrlyiiig carrier to form study areas and service terntones based 

oii ccoiiomically sound pnnciples”” TAM’S statements do not descnhe any speclfic situation or 

set of lhcts which permits either the MPUC or the FCC to conclude that the vaguely described 

harni is reasonably likely to occur After well over a year o f  litigation, TAM has yet to descrihc a 

specific hanil, much Icss one for which there is regulatory redress. 

To the extent these remarks may reflect a concern about the possibility of “cream 

skiniming”, that concern is dispelled by a review of the Pctition and the underlying record. 

Attcmprs by TAM and other ILEC participants to block RCC’s designation with cream 

X 



skimming allegatioiis were soundly rejected by the Hearing Examiner and the MPUC. First, the 

MPUC concluded that cream skimming was unlikely because RCC had committed to serve its 

entire licensed scrvice area. As the MPUC explained: 

We find that cream-skimming coiicerns are alleviated by the fact that RCC 
has not spccitically picked the exchanges or partial exchanges that i t  will 
scrve hut instead the area was defined by the FCC in its wireless licensing 
process We are not concerned that RCC is targeting any specific areas or 
that any of the partial exchanges would result in a windfall due to service 
to a highly populatcd area Indeed, all o f  the partial exchanges are located 
in very rural areas o f  Maine ”’ 

Second, the MPUC concluded that, even if RCC had the ability or intent to target specific areas 

in order to receive uneconomic levels of support, any cream skimming concerns that might 

have existed before arc now,filly addressed by the FCC’s disaggregation rules: 

We further find that these companies . have the option of disaggregating 
their USF support bcyond just wire center boundanes, thereby lessening 
the opportunity for a windfall for RCC should only customers in less rural 
arcas subscribe to RCC’s scrvice.’” 

T A M  also makes the spccious claim that its arguments regarding potential harm to ILECs 

v+ci-c rcjccicd simply because MPUC found that “the [TAM’S members] had not produced cost 

da1a” ’ ’ Not true In addressing the portion o f  the Joint Board analysis dealing with 

administrative hurdens, thc Hearing Examiner correctly concluded that neither TAM nor any 

othzr party provided any dctailcd analysis o f  the costs or burdens associated with disaggregating 

suppon ‘’ T A M ,  i n  its Exceptions, argued that, even though i t  could not produce cost data, its 

imcmbcrs nonetheless should not bc required to “cater” to RCC. The MPUC found this argument 



unavai ling and concluded that any administrative costs associated with disaggregation, even if 

TAM could demonstrate them, are outweighed by the importance of properly targeting 

support “While disaggregation may impose some administrative burden, the benefit of 

preventing ‘cream skimming’ by any future CLEC ETCs is generally desirable[ The MPUC 

also qucstioncd TAM’s asscrtion that disaggregation costs are significant, noting that 

Community Service Telephone (“CST”), an I L K  intervenor, had acknowledged that 

“disaggregatioii itselrdid not impact [its] bottom line.”’4 The MPUC based its ultimate rejection 

oT‘ IAM’s arguments upon a carefully considered record and TAM’s own refusal to provide the 

MPUC with any evidence that would support a different result.35 TAM has stated no facts in its 

Cwiiments Ihat could enable this Commission to conclude that the MPUC has failed to carefully 

consider all rccord evidence or that the wrong conclusion was reached ’‘ 
In short, RCC’s Petition clcarly satisfies the requirements under thc FCC’s rules for 

rcquesting sewice area redelinition concurrence, and the record at the state level contains ample 

cvidcncc that the Joint Board’s recommendations were properly taken into account 

IV .  FCC CONCURRENCE WITH THE PROPOSED REDEFINITION WILL 
NOT AMOUNT TO ESTABLISHING “PRECEDENT” 

T A M  wrongly states that a grant o f thc  proposed redefinition would “establish the clear 

prccedent that would allow any and all potential competitors, especially competing wireless 

~~ ~~ ~~~~~ ~~~ ~ .. 
MPt ’ ( ’ 0 rd r ra t  p 10 

Id 

( i ,  i cn ihc subsrantla1 rccord below', I AM‘s iihliquc Jllrgdtion that the MPUC has not properly considered 
thc ‘need? o f  rile iiiidcrlyins rural carrier” (TAM Comments a t  p 2) i s  disingenuous, especially in view of the fact 
t h  1,424 n e i u  iiirroduced any  evidence drscrihing just \.hat those needs are 

,< 

: ,  
I AM iiic5iirccrly ?tales ihdr l l ic MI’I C improperly sl i i l icd the burden o f p r o o f a w a y  from RCC TAM 

(‘omirlenls d l  p I In tact. RCC made a credible dt.mon?trarion as to why i t s  proposed sewce area redefinition 
dtould he diloprcil and I \M did not introducr any documentary e~idcnce. or place a witness on the stand, to rebur 
R( ’ ( ”$  \ t i o ~ b i i i ~ .  nor did i t  appeal tlie MPtI(”\ decision 



providcrs, Lo forcibly redraw la T A M  meniber’s] service terntory in the name of obtaining ETC 

s~ntus.”” To the contrary, the precedent Tor the service arca redefinition proposed by RCC and 

approbed by lhc MPUC has bccn in placc for scveral years. On numerous occasions since the 

adoplion o f  Section 214(e)(5) aiid the FCC’s rules implementing that section, the FCC and 

several states have arrived at exactly the same solution to the competitive obstacles faced by 

wireless ETCs lhat are unable to cover an entire rural ILEC study area: redefining lLEC service 

s e a s  so thai each wire center cons1itutes a separatc scrvice area 

For examplc. in 1999, the FCC concurred with a proposal by the Washington Utilities 

aiid Transportation and roughly 20 rural lLECs both to disaggregate support and to redefine each 

of thc II-ECs’ wirc ccntcrs along wire cciiter boundaries. In that case, the FCC concluded: 

[Oliir concurrence with rural LEC petitioners’ request for designation of 
their individual exchanges as scrvice areas i.v warranted in order to 
promote competition Thc Washington Commission IS particularly 
concerned that rural areac . . . are not le) behind in the move to greater 
competition Petitioners also state that designating eligible 
telecoiiiiiiunicalions carriers at the exchange level, rather than at the study 
area level, w i l l  promote competitive entry by permitting new cntrants to 
provide service i n  relatively small areas . . We conclude that this effort 
to facilitate local competition justifies our concurrence with the 
propo$ed service area redefinition 

Last year, the FCC granted its concurrcncc with a proposal by the Colorado Public Utilities 

Coinmission (TOPUC”) to redefine thc scrvice area of CenturyTel of Eagle, Inc., also along 

wirc center boundaries In its petition seeking FCC concurrence, COPUC explained that, as i n  

the N’ashingron casc. redefinition was necessary to permit competitive entry in rural areas where 

coiisuiiiers lack choices 



[ M]aiiitaiiiing CenturyTel's rural scrvice area in a multiple, non- 
contiguous exchangc configuration, in effect. precludes potential 
compelitive providers from secking ETC designation even for areas where 
Ihose companies can providc service. and can meet all other requirements 
Tor designauon as ail ETC. CenturyTel will receive universal service 
suppoa, but competitivc providcrs will not. This circumstance is a bamer 
IO entry ''I 

After considering COPUC's petition and comments submitted by both ILEC and competitive 

El C representatives, the FCC qanted its concurrence by allowing the proposed redefinition to 

go into effect withoul opening a proceeding. The FCC has concurred with similar proposals in 

Ncw Mexico and AriLona to pcmiir wireless competitive ETCs lo receive high-cost support in 

rural ILEC study areas they cannol cover completely Additionally, the FCC has proposed the 

redcfinition o r  several Alabama rural ILEC service arcas along wire center boundaries to permit 

two ncwly designatcd wireless ETCs to bcgin receiving support throughout their licensed service 

Morc recently, other statcs have, i n  designaring competitive ETCs, approved precisely the 

same form o f  service area rcdefinition proposed i n  RCC's Petition. Last month, the Minnesota 

Public Utilities Commission submitted a petition to thc FCC for concurrence with its proposal to 

redefine several rural ILEC service areas along wire center boundaries to permit Midwest 

Wirelcss Communications L L.C to recelve support in those portions i t  covers 42 Last week, the 

~~ ~ ~~~~ 

Petitiori by thc Public L i i l i t i e \  ( 'omiss ion  o f  thr Siare of Colorado lo Redefine the Servlce Area o f  
i., 

('cii1uryTr-l r i l t a g l c ,  lnc , Pursudnl to 47 CbR $ 207(c) 3t  p 4 (t i led Aug 1, 2002) a t  p I 2  

SI,r CCWII I I -L l i4 lr i -ono hoiicc, sitp~(i, ( 'cn i i rn  Ti,/ h' hl Nolice, w p r a  Tohk Top Norice. cupro 

&,e R(C ,Alohomi Order )!,/nu rlt 

P e r i ~ i u i i  of the Minnesota Public 1 ltilities Commission for Agreement With Changes in Definition of 
SerLwce Areas foi Fxchanges Servcd by CcniuryTel, Ciiirens Telecommunicariiins Company, Frontier 
~'oinmuntcarions ofbliiinesoia, Inc . Llid-St3tc Tclcphoiir Company, Scolt-Ricc Telephone, United Tel Co of 
Millnc\ota (LJTC of Minnesota), Fcdrraird Telephone Company, Melrobe Telephone Company, Winsted Telephone 
Cclmpany (TDS 1-eleconl), Eckles Telephoiie Company (Blue Earth Valley Telephone Company), Lakedale 
Iclcpliunc ('ornpany. arid P 3 r i ~ i r i ~  Mulu~l  Icluphunc (.'<impany, CC Docket No 06-45 (filed July 8, 2003) 

I88 

33, 3 1  11 
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Miiliicsota PClC designated another wireless camer as an ETC and indicated its intent to file 

.inothcr petition with the FCC Tor concurrence with the redefinition of addi(iona1 rural ILEC 

w v i c e  areas i n  [he samc manncr'j In December 2002, the Wisconsin Public Service 

C'omniissioii, in granting ETC slatus to United States Cellular Corporation, similarly agreed with 

[he applicant's proposal to rcdctinc rural ILEC service areas to the wire center 

Clearly, RCC's proposed redefinition raises no novel issues and merely proposes what 

has been approvcd previously by the FCC and several states. Accordingly, the FCC should reject 

I AM's unsupported assertion that a concurrence would sct a "precedent" of any kind. 

V. CONCLUSION 

RCC's proposal to rcdetine rural Maine ILEC service areas along wire center boundancs 

fully complics with the FCC's rules and properly takes inlo account the recommendations of the 

Joint Board The redefinition requcsted in the instant proceeding wi l l  will benefit consumers, 

who wi l l  begin to scc a vanety i i i  pricing packages and service options on par with thosc 

available in urban and suburban areas '' 'They will sec infrastructure investment in areas formerly 

controlled solcly by ILECs, which will bring improved wireless servicc and important health and 

safety benefits associated with incrcased levcls o f  radiofrequency coverage The MPUC has 

carefully considered the mattcr and has issued a well-reasoncd and legally sound decision. Based 

on the coniplett: lack o f  evidence presented by TAM below and in its comments here, there IS no 

hdsis for the FCC to disagree with the MPUC's decision. Accordingly, the FCC should grant its 



toiicirrrence and decllne to open a proceedlng so that RCC may begln receiving cntical support 

in all areas i t  sewes without delay 

Respeclfully submitted, 

Kirnball L. Kenway 
Stcvcn M Chernoff 
12uhas Nace Gutierrer & Sachs, Chartered 
I I I1 Nineteenth Strccl, N . W  
Sulk  1200 
W;rshington, I1.C 20036 Portland, ME 041 12-7320 

Curtis Thaxter Stevens Broder & Micoleau 
One Canal Plaza 
P 0 Box 7320 

Attorneys for RCC Minnesota, Inc 

,411gusl 7, 2003 
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