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Dear Ms. Dortch:

On January 29, 2007, Derrick B. Owens, Eric Keber and Gerard J. Duftfy of the Western
Telecommunications Alliance (“WTA”) met with Michelle Carey, Senior Legal Advisor to
Chairman Kevin J. Martin, to discuss the issues and impacts of the pending Time Warner Cable
petitions in the referenced proceedings with respect to rural telephone companies.

The topics included: (1) the actual nature of the Digital Phone Service proposed and marketed by
Time Warner Cable; (2) WTA’s opposition to the use of the Time Warner Cable-Sprint “business
model” as a contrivance to obtain the benefits of the Section 251(b)/252 provisions and processes for
Time Warner Cable without exposing Time Warner Cable to any of the obligations thereof; and (3)
the adverse impact upon local exchange competition if Time Warner Cable’s Digital Phone Service
and incumbent local exchange carrier (“ILEC”) services are not subject to substantially equivalent
regulation. The handout used by WTA is attached.

Pursuant to Section 1.1206(b) of the Commission's Rules, and original and six copies of this
submission are being filed for inclusion in the public record of the referenced proceedings.

Respectfully submitte
Gerard J. Duffy

Attachment
cc: Michelle Carey
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| Westem Telecommumcatlons
Alhance - |

. Dedlcated to promotmg affordable telecommumcatrons
~in rural West o SEET TR
| '; Py - 250+ small rural telecommumcatlons compames

- — Operating in 24 states - all West of the MlSSlSSlppl ]
Rlver ST ¥

. WTA members average less than 3000 access lmes per | 1
~company, and less than 500 lines per exchange

— Serve some of the most remote and high cost areas of
the country | | -

~ —Policy decisions cr1t1ca1 to WTA members and the E
- rural Amerlcans they serve |




Western Telecommunications

dlsmlssed because

- Declaratory rel1ef would be premature &
1nappropr1ate |

. 252 clearly l1m1ted to incumbent and competmg ;v
T carr1ers providing LEC and eexchange access service |

| _ 5— Time Warner could choose to operate as CLEC or
| non regulated ISP

o» WTA Comments ﬁled April 6 2006 (WC Docket No. 06- 55) -




Western Telecommunications

?Sprmt Tlme Warner”Busmess Model” is

SR Contrlvance to Give Time Warner the Beneﬁts of
~ Section 251/252 Wlthout the Obhgatlons

Sec 251(b) 251(c), & 252 apply to new entrants

seeking to offer competitive local exchange service

Spnnt is entenng Sec. 251 (b) agreements w/ILECs

~ BUT: Time Warner IS prowdlng local exchange serwce

- Number Portablllty Issues

 Reciprocal Compensation Issues

;Dlallng Parlty Issues |




- Western Telecommunications

| . Sprlnt-Tlme Warner Model Unfalrly Tllts E
Competltlve Playing Field | o
R - ~Time Warner not subject to Title II regulatlons hke ILECs

e T1me Warner not subject to Consumer Protectlon o
Standards 11ke ILECs

— Time Warner not subJ ect to equal access requlrements hke
- ILECs | |

o - Time Warner able to bundle voice, CATV, and Intemet
access without cross- sub51dy and cost-allocatlon |
restr1et10ns faced by ILECs | '

- 'NEED: ECIulvalent Regulatlons for all local exchange SRR

competltors




