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Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 
 RE:  CC Docket Nos. 02-33, 01-92 a
     
Dear Ms. Dortch: 
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Stimulating Rural 
Investment

The Need for 
Regulatory Predictability        

and Stability



Intercarrier Compensation & USF

Rate-of-return RLECs are concerned about 
intercarrier compensation reform combined with 
potential USF reform. 

“Bill and Keep” does not work in the highest 
cost, most rural portions of the nation.
One approach suggested would be to transfer 
significant amounts to USF.
HOWEVER…USF is also subject to reform.



Intercarrier Compensation & USF

RLECs are concerned about investing in 
infrastructure given the regulatory 
uncertainty.

Will Intercarrier Compensation Reform 
Eliminate Access Revenues?
Will USF mechanisms for rural carriers 
be converted to FLEC?



Two Rounds of USF Reform

RLECs are concerned about USF reform 
for items such as Primary Lines
AND…

Will USF mechanisms for rural carriers 
be converted to FLEC? 
Will statewide averaging be used?



Current Rate-of-Return Revenue Requirement        
Based on Actual Embedded Cost
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Post Intercarrier Compensation Reform
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What Happens to Rate-of-Return?
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How will the Rate-of-Return 
Costs Be Recovered?

$             60.88 $               134.62 Bill and Keep Revenues Required Monthly

$                731 $                 1,615 Bill and Keep Revenues Required Annually

927 7,228 Access Lines

$         677,272 $        11,676,094 
Total Current Access Charge Revenues which 

includes LSS, LTS, ICLS and SLC

$         114,274 $          4,362,587 Intrastate Revenues (Excluding Local)

$         562,998 $          7,313,507 Interstate Revenue Requirement at 11.25%

Company BCompany A
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