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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the M atter of

Developing aUnified Intercarrier

Compensation Regime CC Docket No. 01-92
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COMMENTSOF UNITED STATESCELLULAR CORPORATION

United States Cellular Corporation (“USCC”), by its attorneys, hereby submits
these comments in response to the Public Notice issued November 8, 2006, DA 06-2294, in the
above-captioned docket. The Public Notice seeks comment on the “Missoula Plan Phantom
Traffic Interim Process and Call Detail Records Proposal” submitted by the supporters of the
Missoula Plan on November 6, 2006 (“Proposal”).

USCC addresses three main points in these comments: (1) While USCC does not
object to the adoption of modest call signaling provisions to address the phantom traffic issue,
the Commission should focus primarily on a comprehensive overhaul of the existing problematic
system of intercarrier compensation. (2) Any new requirements to address the phantom traffic
issue should be simple and straightforward, rather than the overly complex and burdensome plan
offered by the Missoula proponents. (3) The Commission should take this opportunity to clarify
the rules governing a number of disputes between wireless carriers and rural incumbent local
exchange carriers (“rural ILECS").

1. The Commission’'s Primary Responsibility Should Be Comprehensive

Intercarrier Compensation Reform. The so-called problem of phantom traffic —i.e., callsthat are

not accompanied by signaling information that carriers need to identify the originating carrier



and bill appropriate rates—is merely a symptom or by-product of a broader and more serious
problem. The fundamental problem is not phantom traffic, but the outmoded hodgepodge of
intercarrier compensation rules, in which identical calls are subject to widely varying charges
depending on artificial regulatory distinctions. If al intercarrier calls were subject to aunified
compensation regime, then phantom traffic would not exist.

USCC does not object to adoption of ssimple call signaling provisions to address
the phantom traffic issue, during the hopefully limited time period that the existing unsustainable
system continues to exist. It would make sense to adopt modest steps to ensure that all carriers
abide by the same rules and transmit call information properly. However, the Commission
should not be distracted by this sideissue. To the extent that the phantom traffic proposal
offered by the Missoula Plan supportersisintended, like the overall broader Missoula Plan, to
lock in the existing complex array of artificial regulatory distinctions and anticompetitive
revenue guarantees, the phantom traffic proposal should be rejected.

As USCC explained in its October 25, 2006 comments on the Missoula Plan, the
Commission should replace the existing intercarrier compensation system with unified rules that
would encourage economic efficiency and regulatory certainty, eliminate market-distorting
disparate regulatory treatment for similarly situated carriers, and enhance competitive choices for
consumers. The Missoula Plan would maintain and worsen the artificial regulatory distinctions
among carriers and categories of traffic, would impose improper cost burdens on wireless and
other carriers that interconnect with rural ILECs, and would force consumers and competitive
carriersto pay for inefficient and anti-competitive revenue guarantees for the rural ILECs.
Instead, the Commission should eliminate originating access charges altogether and substantially

reduce terminating charges, with the ultimate goal of adopting a unified “bill-and-keep” system.



2. Adopt a Straightforward Resolution to the Phantom Traffic Issue. The

phantom traffic issue should be addressed —if at all —in the ssimplest, most straightforward
manner possible. USCC would not object to call signaling provisions such asthose initially
proposed by the United States Telecom Association (*US Telecom”), together with Alltel,
AT&T, BellSouth, lowa Telecom, Verizon, and other carriers, in ex parte filingsin late 2005 and
early 2006. 1/ These carriers proposed that all originating carriers and transiting carriers be
required to transmit the calling party’ s telephone number, without alteration, to the extent
possible with existing network technology. 2/ The unobjectionable purpose of these measures
would be to “facilitate the delivery of useful information ... to intermediate and terminating
providers that may be used to determine the jurisdiction of calls,” but “without requiring
providers to deploy new/modified networks just to comply with the rule. 3/ In addition, these
carriers proposed —and USCC strongly agrees — to enforce and expand the rule in the T-Mobile
Order that terminating carriers (e.g., rural ILECs) cannot collect compensation for local
(intraaMTA) traffic originated by wireless and other carriers unless they negotiate and enter

interconnection agreements with such carriers. 4/

u See, e.g., Ex Parte Letter from Jeffrey S. Lanning, US Telecom, CC Docket No. 01-92
(filed November 10, 2005); Ex Parte Letter from Jeffrey S. Lanning, US Telecom, CC Docket
No. 01-92 (filed March 1, 2006) (“US Telecom March 1 ex parte”). US Telecom later changed
itsposition. See Ex Parte Letter from Jeffrey S. Lanning, US Telecom, CC Docket No. 01-92
(filed March 30, 2006). USCC supports US Telecom'’sinitial position, not the amended version.

2/ US Telecom March 1 ex parte, attachment at 3-4. This proposal also includes
requirements regarding the routing of traffic based on the standard Local Exchange Routing
Guide, carriers’ responsibilities for local number portability queries, and enforcement matters.

3/ Id.

4/ US Telecom Nov. 10, 2005 ex parte, attachment at 8, citing Developing a Unified
Intercarrier Compensation Regime, 20 FCC Rcd 4855 (2005) (“ T-Mobile Order”).



By contrast, the Commission should regject some of the overly complicated and
burdensome aspects of the Missoula proponents phantom traffic plan, which discriminatein
favor of ILECs and impose unnecessary costs upon wireless and other carriers and others with no
public interest benefits. First, wireless and other carriers should not be obligated to implement
costly network modifications solely for the purpose of generating or transmitting additional
signaling parameters or records. The Missoula parties' proposal to forbear from imposing such
requirements on ILECs in some cases, but to impose them indiscriminately upon all other
carriers, is blatantly anti-competitive and must be regjected. 5/

Moreover, wireless carriers should not be obligated to implement MECAB
standards to enable other carriersto collect access charges, since wireless carriers themselves are
unable to collect tariffed access charges. 6/ Similarly, wireless carriers should not have to pay
transit providersfor call detail records that they do not need and cannot use, given that such
records are used primarily in the context of access charge billing. 7/ These proposals would
impose costly burdens upon wireless carriers with no countervailing benefits to such carriers, and
no other public policy justification.

In addition, the Commission should not adopt the Missoula supporters

enforcement proposals, which could subject carriers to unprecedented and unjustified penalties.

5/ Proposal at 7 (providing 270 days for ILECs to come into compliance with the
requirement to generate call detail records or call summary information if they do not already do
S0, but establishing no comparable extension opportunity provision for wireless or other
carriers); id. at 9 (providing opportunity for some ILECs— but not other carriers—to opt out of
implementing the capability to generate such information). See also Missoula Plan at 58 (filed
July 18, 2006) (in general, carriers seeking exceptions to the call signaling rules based on
technological limitations, other than the exceptions already incorporated into the rules, must bear
the burden of proving that such an exception isjustified).

6/ Id. at 12.

71 Id. at 11.



For example, the Commission should reject the proposal to deprive suspected “chronic violators”
of the call signaling rules of the opportunity to interconnect their networksto rural ILECs
indirectly through atransiting carrier’ s access tandem. 8/ This effectively could impose
disproportionate interconnection costs that substantially exceed the amount of any justifiable
penalty, and could disrupt end-users’ ability to place callsto and receive calls from any other
user in the interconnected public switched telephone network. Moreover, the proposal to require
the Commission to resolve complaints involving call signaling rules within 60 days after the
filing of acomplaint is plainly unrealistic and unnecessary. The Commission can rely on its
existing enforcement mechanisms, which are sufficient to address violations of any rules that
may be adopted.

3. The Commission Should Resolve Related Disputes Between Wireless Carriers

and Rural ILECs. In conjunction with any call signaling rules to address phantom traffic, the

Commission should take this opportunity to clarify the existing rules governing interconnection
between wireless carriers and rural ILECs. Rura ILECs are disputing the application of these
rulesin a number of cases pending before state commissions across the country, and it would be
productive for the Commission to clarify the existing rules and ensure that all carriers comply
with them. Moreover, the pending disputes over the application of these rules are closely related
to and linked with the call signaling proposals raised in the Public Notice here.

In particular, the Commission should adopt the declaratory ruling requested by

Sprint, in order to resolve uncertainties and ensure compliance with the existing ILEC-wireless

8/ Id. at 2; Missoula Plan at 59 (filed July 18, 2006).



interconnection requirements. 9/ First, the Commission should make it clear that local
intraaMTA calls are subject to local reciprocal compensation — not access charges — regardless of
how the traffic is routed. Second, the Commission should affirm that wireless carriers have a
right to obtain local phone numbers that are assigned to rural areas and rated as such, even where
traffic is physically routed through tandems outside such areas. Third, it should be beyond doubt
that wireless carriers may interconnect with rural ILECs indirectly through atandem, which
means that wireless carriers cannot be obligated to interconnect their network facilities directly
with those of the rural ILECs. Finally, the Commission should confirm that rural ILECs are
required to provide local dialing parity to wireless carriers.

These measures would protect wireless consumersin rural areas and would ensure
that these consumers can obtain mobile wireless service at reasonable rates and have their calls

completed in the manner contemplated by the existing rules governing intercarrier compensation.

9 Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling; Obligation of Incumbent LECs to Load
Numbering Resources Lawfully Acquired and to Honor Rating and Routing Points Designated
by Interconnecting Carriers, CC Docket No. 01-92 (filed May 9, 2002).



Dated: December 7, 2006

By:

By:

Respectfully submitted,

UNITED STATES
CELLULAR CORPORATION

/sl James R. Jenkins

James R. Jenkins, Vice President
Lega and External Affairs

United States Cellular Corporation
8110 West Bryn Mawr

Chicago, IL 60631

/s/ Michele C. Farquhar

Michele C. Farquhar

David L. Sieradzki

Hogan & Hartson L.L.P.

555 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004-1109
(202) 637-5600

Its Attorneys
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