
aware of those hcncfiis. Again, a n  informal workshop is a hcttcr approach ovcr a one size fits all 

rule making effort 

Lifeline Requirements 

9. As described above, the Order imposcs a new and expanded Lifeline requirement 

that conflicts with the Fedcral Communication Commission (“FCC”) rules. The central issue is 

to what ratc plans must thc Lifeline discount be applied. FCC Rule 8 54.403(b) requires the 

discount be applied to the “Iowcst tariffed (or otherwise generally available) residential rate for 

the services.” The word “lowest” qualifies both the tariffed rate plans, which the wireless ETC 

have none, and the otherwise generally available rate. The parenthetical phrase was included 

because wireless ETCs do not have tariffs; however, the designated rate is still only the 

“lowest.. . otherwise generally available . . . rate”. Any other interpretation would impose a 

different requirement on tariff filing ETCs compared to non-tariff filing ETCs. The tariff filing 

ETCs would only discount their lowest rate and the non-tariffed ETC would be required to 

discount all o r  their rates. Such a discriminatory interpretation would not be lawful or 

meaningful. The Order, which adopted a misinterpretation of the FCC Rule, would render the 

word “lowest” meaningless or would create a different and unlawful discriminatory requirement 

applicable only lo competitive ETCs. 

I O .  The Order’s interpretation is also not practical because it would conflict with the 

overall intent of Lifeline. The intent of such a program, as referenced by the FCC’s web site 

quoted in the Order, is that i t  “gives people with low incomes a discount on basic monthly 

service . . . ”  The FCC, very logically, did not indicate it is a discount lo enable or encourage 

people with low incomes to purchase the most expensive and most expansive rate and service 

plan available thereby encouraging people with low incomcs to stretch their already limited 



resources. Rather, very wisely and practically, the FCC’s focus is “basic monthly servicc” and, 

therefore, dirccted this discount to the lowest tariffcd or lowcst otherwise generally available 

ratc. Again, becausc the FCC s,aid clcarly it  is the lowest rate, either tariff or otherwise 

generally available, the Order ignores the plain meaning and conflicts with the FCC Rule. 

1 1. l h e  Order’s rcquirement is also illogical due to the fact that ETCs are not allowed 

to charge Lifeline customers a dcposit if the customer has clectcd toll blocking.’ 47 CFR 

$54.401(c). The no deposit rcquirement is again consistent with the FCC’s recognition that it 

would be inappropriate to encourage low income people to buy the most expensive service plan. 

If the Order’s rewrite of the Lifeline rule was correct then the Lifeline customer would not only 

be incented to overspend his limited resources by obtaining a discount from such higher rated 

plans, but would be further incented to do so because no deposit could be required. This result is 

a disservice not only to the low incomc customer, but also to thc ETC. The result would leave the 

ETC without any security and very inadequate subsidy from ETC funds for the most expensive 

service packages. The I T C  recognized this illogical and impractical result and tied the Lifeline 

discount and therefore the no deposit rule to only the lowest rate available, the basic plan. 

12. Alltel is currently certified as an ETC in more than 25 jurisdictions, including the 

Pine Ridge Indian reservation. The Order is the only attempt by any of these jurisdictions to 

expand the applicability of the Lifeline discount to all rates, rather than the lowest rate. The 

Kansas E I C  Lifeline requirement should be modified consistent with this petition and the FCC 

Rule. 

WHEREFORE, Alltel respectfully request the Commission reconsider the Order and 

modify it as provided above. 
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TI 11.. S'I'ATE CORI'OKAIION COMMISSION 
OFTHE STA7'E 01; KANSAS 

Hefore Commissioners: Brian 1. Moline, Chair 
Robert E. Krehbiel 
Michacl C. Moffet 

I n  the Matter of :i General Investigation 1 Docket No. 06-GIMT-446-GIT 
Addressing Requirements for Designation of 
F.ligiblc Tclecommunications Carriers. 1 

1 

OHDER ADDRESSING PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION 

The above-captioned matter comes before the State Corporation Commission of the State 

of Kansas ("Commission"). Having revicwed its files and records and being fully advised in the 

premises, the Cornniission finds as follows: 

I. Backeround 

1 .  On October 2. 2006, the Commission issued its Order Adopting Requirements for 

Designation of Eligible Tclecommunications Carders. Sprint Nextel Corporation (Sprint) filed 

its Petition for Reconsideration on October 19, 2006. RCC Minnesota, Inc., USCOC of 

NehraskdKansas 1J.C (RCC and USOCC) and Alltel Kansas Limited Partnership (Alltel) filed 

their Petitions for Reconsideration on Friday, October 20, 2006. 

~. 7 Sprint requested reconsideration of the following four requirements: that 

competitive telecommunica~ions carriers (CETC) include language in all their advertising on 

their obligation to provide universal service and contact information for the Commission's Office 

(4 Public Affairs and Consumer Protection; that CETCs that do not provide unlimited local usage 

m s i  offer frcc pcr minute blocking of local usage to Lifeline customers; that wireless eligible 

telecommunications carriers (ETC) must offer at least one calling plan without a termination fee; 

and. that ETCs must alluw 1 .ifcline custo~~iers to choose a plan 





rcplatioii, \iipervihioii. c ~ ~ r ( l  cont t~o l  of the hiate corporatioii coniiiiission" means that the 

C'onimission cannot aplily I I I ~  aclvertihinp requirements to wireless ETCS.' 

8. Sprint arpueh that the K1.C designation process does not supersede the prohibirion 

in  K;insns law against regulation ot wirclcss carriers. Sprint states that the Commission is a 

creaturc of slatute. and the federal ETC process that grants states authority to designate ETCs 

does not provide the C'ornniission with more authority than is granted by the Kansas Legislature.3 

Sprint argues that 47 [J.S.C. 3 254(f), which grants slates authority to adopt additional ETC 

regulatiorrs is pcrmissivc and does not confer authority for the Commission to d o  what it is 

otherwise prohibited from doing pursuant to state law.' 

9. Alltel does not focus on this issue in its Petition, but says it does not agree that the 

Commission has authority to impose these requirements on wireless carriers.' 

I O .  StatT addresses Sprint's and Alltel's arguments relating to the advertising 

requirements in  its November 1 ,  2007 response. Staff disagrees with the argument that the 

Commission lacks authority to implement these requirements on wireless WCs. Staff argues 

that the  authority cited by Sprint pi-edates both the 1996 Federal and State Telecommunications 

Acts which provided the Commission authority to designatc ETCS.~ Staff agrees that'the 

Commission is generally prohibited from regulating wireless carriers, but the statutes and the 

Citizens ' IJtility Ratepayer Bourd v. Kansas Corporation Commission, et al., 264 Kan. 363 

(1998), the case cited by Sprint, do not discuss the mechanisms for ETC designation.' 

Sprini Petition at 'j 8-9 
'Sprint Petition a i¶ l0 .  
' Sprint Pelition 9 12. 
' Alltel Pelition 81 ¶ 3 .  

Siaff Response a1 ¶ 5 .  
Staff  Response at ¶ 5.  



I I .  Il le Con~missrori agree> that i t  d w s  not have authority I V  irnposc regulation on 

wirelcss carriers as such, but that IS not the issue presented here. The Commission is imposing 

advertising requiremcnts on all CEfCs. some of which are wirelcss carriers. The Commissiun 

has in  prior dockels addr-essed the question or whether the Commission has authority to i r ~ ~ p o s e  

requirements on ETCs that are wireless carriers and has consistently concluded that it does. In 

Docket OO-GIMT-S84-GIT, the Commission said the following about the issue: 

Conditioning receipt of state universal service suppofl on non- 
discriminatory requirements on all ETCs related to the provision 
of universal service would not be an unlawful exercise of 
jurisdiction over radio common carriers. Radio common carriers 
would obviously be free to decide whether they are prepared to 
comply with any such conditions or to abstain from receiving 
support . 8 

Sprint raised the issue again i n  Docket No. 05-G1MT-I87-GTI. Again, the Commission 

concluded that i t  has jurisdiction to impose conditions such as these advenising requirements in 

the context of E7'C designation. In response to Sprint's arguments in that case, the Commission 

said the following: 

Sprint may be arguing that the jurisdictional discussion in the 584 
Docket was dicta, and, given further determinations below, Sprint 
may hold a similar interpretation of this order in the future. 
Regardless, the Cornniission made a legal determination therein 
which was unchallenged. The Commission again reaffirms that it 
is consistently holding to that legal determination and, until it is 
presented with clear and controlling authority to the contrary -.. 
something Sprint has failed to produce in  this docket - the  
Commission determines that it has the jurisdiction to impose 
quality of-service standards on wireless ETC carriers as a 
condition to the distribution of KUSF funds in addition to the 
EIC designation. If a wireless carrier makes the decision to avail 
itself of the benefit of universal service funds, that carrier also 
subjects itself to commission jurisdiction which is based on the 

' I n  t h e  Maircrofa Generul Itivesrigiiriuri into Quaiiry qf Sovicr Srandards IO Determine wherher a Uiiifonn Set of 
Siaridardy CUI) DE Applied to all Eligible 7cleco,,irnunicarior,s Carriers, Docket No. 00~GIMT~S68-G11'(581 
Ilockci). Ordcr 3: Addressing Jurisdiction. issued May 5 .  2005. 
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~ ‘ O I I I ~ I I I S ~ ~ O I ~ ’ ~  (hit! to ellcctively and reasonably carry nut  its 
duties t i r ~ d c i  I dc t a l  and state statutory provisions. Y 

I ? .  While these earlier dockets were focused on quality of service, the rationale is the 

same. The Conimission has consistently held that i t  has jurisdiction over wireless ETCs in their 

capacity as an EIC. Neither Sprint nor Alltel has pointed to any “clear and controlling 

authority” that ,;ustilies a departure from this Commission’s prior holdings on the issue. A 

wireless carrier that submits to the jurisdiction of this Commission for the purpose of ETC 

designation is subject to thc conditions imposed by the Conmission in order to be designated as 

an ETC. 

13. Bcyond the jurisdictional arguments, Sprint complains that the Commission‘s 

requirements that ETCs advertise their universal service obligations and include contact 

information for the Commission’s Office of Public Affairs and Consumer Protection is 

inconsistent with the FCC’s universal service rules. Those rules require carriers to advertise the 

availability and charges for universal services using media of general distribution.” Sprint 

appears to agree that the Commission has authority to require a carrier to advertise its “universal 

service obligations,” but states it is unclear which “universal service obligations” are at issue.” 

Regardless, Sprint states that requiring the Commission’s contact information does conflict with 

the FCC rules because the FCC has not “construed the federal advertising requirement as 

extending beyond the obligation to advertise the availability of and charges for the supported 

services.”” 

~~ 

“ In  rhr MarrvruJGenrrtiI Invesiijiurro,, inru Mudrfirurio,7 ofrhr L)un/i/y ofService Srundards. Docket No. 05. 
( ; IMT~ 187-FIT ( I  87 Dockrl), Order on Motions of Sprint, SWRT. and COX issued March 7, 2006. 
‘ “Sue,  47 U.S.C. Q 213(e)(l)(Bj and 47 C.F.R. 5 54.201(d)(2) 
‘ I  Sprint Petitiun a1814 .  
“Sprint PetitionafTl4. 

5 
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C I I S I ~ I ~ I C I - S  know w h m  to iiirii \vi111 qiit'stions and coriiplainls, i i  requircment that will  help ensure 

dcsignatioti of ail 1 X . '  is 111 t l ic ~)~tblic intcresl. The C;oriirriisSiori c.oncludes that the advertising 

requireriienls are CoIJSISleliI rvIIli Ihe FCC's rules. Additionally, 10 the extent Sprint views these 

requirements as goin& beyond the ledrral rrquirernetits, the FCC. as explained by Staff, has 

delermined thal slate Commissions are in the best position to determine their own eligibility 

requirements. 

16. Sprint argues that the advertising rules are inconsistent with the FCC's rules 

because they are not cornpelilively neutral because they only apply to CEICs and not incumbent 

EI 'Cs~ Sprint claims this puts CETC at a disadvantage because they will have to modify their 

national advertising campaigns whereas incumbent ETCs will not.'? Alltel also argues that the 

advenising requirements should be applied to all ETCs, not just CETCS." 

17. Staff explains that lhc application of the rules to CETCs is necessary because 

CETCs do not have directories." The Commission agrees. Incumbent ETCs have directories 

with convact information for the Commission. As explained by Staff, customers of the 

incumbent ETCs are generally aware of the obligations to provide services and can obtain 

contact information for the Commission if consumers have questions or complaints with the 

service5 provided. Providing information about services and the Commission's contact 

information will ensure that a CETC's customers have the same information available to 

customers of incumbent ETCs. A5 discussed below, the Commission will reconsider it order 

regarding adverrisirig Io ameliorate concerns Sprint and Alltel have concerning the obligation 

C'ETCs have lo modify national advertising campaigns. 

Sprint Petition at ¶I 6. 
.4lltel Petition at ¶7. 

''I Staff Resooris? ill ¶8.  

I ., 
l f  



It;. Splint cl;lims !lie advertisirrg requirements amount to 311 unfunded mandate. 47 

L!.S.C:. $ ?54(f) provides as follows: 

A State may adopt regulations to provide for additional 
definitions and standards to preserve and advance universal 
service within thal State only to the extent that such regulations 
adopt additional specific, predictable, and sufficient mechanisms 
lo support such definitions or standards that do not rely on or 
burden Federal universal service support mechanisms. 

Sprint argues that the advertising requirements violate this provision by placing an additional 

burden on CFI‘Cs without providing support to defray the costs of implementing the 

requirements.’” 

19. The  Commission does not view these advertising requirements as a burden on 

“Federal universal service support mechanisms” in any way. As Staff states, the new rules are 

simply a cos1 of doing business and a necessary requirement if a company is seeking universal 

service support.” If additional costs are incurred, they are the costs necessary lo meet the 

requirements of mecling eligibility requirrments and can be recovered in the ETCs’ rates. 

20. Sprint states the advertising requirements are vague by not detailing the services 

that must be advertised.-- Sprint also argues that the Commission’s order improperly delegated 

the job of determining the proper wording of the advertisements to Staff. 

2 3  

21. The Commission is confident that Staff and the CETCs can work together to 

develop language that is clear and satisfies the advertising requirement. As explained by Staff, 

Alltel, RCC and IJSCOC, and other companies have been able to work with Staff to comply with 

the advertising requirements in  their individual ETC designation dockets.” Finally the 

Commission does riot view i ts  directive to work with Staff as a delegation of power. If Sprint 

Sprint PeLition at 9117. 
’I Staff Response at 18. 
2i Sprint Petition r 1 9 1 9 .  ’’ Staff Response at 1 9 .  

21, 



;itid Slal‘l work  tog~!thcr ; i t t<I  t,ithcr pi r ly  hcIicvc5 thc rcsults 0 1  thi t t  work are not consistent with 

the advettising requireitients of t l i i h  order, that dispute can he’brought to the Cornmission lor 

resolution. The Ckniiiissioti l u l l y  expects to resolve any disputes hctween Slali arid the CEl’Cs 

on this issue. 

22. Finally. Sprint argues that the advertising requirements are overbroad and 

hurdensonie. Sprint argues thal the rcquirements can be construed as applying to all advertising, 

not just print advertising.” Sprint states that tailoring national advertising to state-specific 

advertising requirements is overly burdensome.” 

23.  Alltel proposes what i t  believes are less burdensome alternatives that will 

accomplish the same goals. Alltel says that periodic and targeted advertisements to customers in 

ETC areas would be effective and less burdensome than requiring that all advertisement include 

the information required by the Commission.26 Alltel suggests that a workshop to discuss this 

targeted approach is a better solution than the requirements implemented in the Commission’s 

order.” 

24. In its response, Staff agreed that it is not reasonable to include the required 

language in  “all” advertising 2x Staff believes that the Commission should follow prior precedent 

in  the ptior ETC dockcts and limit the advertising requirements to print advertisements that are 

designed to reach customers in the CETC’s designated service area.29 

25. The Commission agrees with the concerns raised by petitioners regarding the 

burden that will he imposed if the advertising requiremenr is imposed on all advertising. The 

Sprint Petition at ¶ 2 I 
Sprint Petition at 122. 

2.4 

7.5 

”’ Alltel Petition at P5. 
’’ Alllet Petition ai818. ’’ Staff Response 81 ¶ 9. 

Sial‘l ReLponsc a i  YI I O .  79 



C ~ m i ~ i i ~ ~ i o n  p a n t h  i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i i ~ i ~ l ~ i ~ i ~ ~ ~ i r ~  0 1  its ordcr and adopts S~all 's  r ~ ~ o i ~ ~ i ~ i c n d a t i o i i  as lollows: 

The advel-tising requirciiients are to be applied on ly  IO print advertising that is designed to reach 

those custoniers i n  a CETC's designated scrvice area. However, i f  a CII'I'C chooses not to 

advertise through print i n  its designated area, the advertising requirements niusi he met through 

anothcr form of advertising 

I l l .  Free Omional Per Minute Hlockinp lor Lifeline Customers 

26. In its Order, the Commission directed CEl'Cs that do not provide unlimited local 

usage to offer free pcr minule blocking of local usage lo Lifeline customers within 90 days 

27. Sprint argues that the decision by the Commission to require E I C s  to offer per 

niinutc blocking of local usa&e amounls lo rate regulation and violates 47 U.S.C. 5 332(c)(3)(A) 

which prohibits state government from regulating entry or rates of wireless carriers." 

28. RCC and USCOC also argue that the Commission's requirement that wireless 

E lCs  either offer  inl limited local usage or per minute blocking violates the prohibition against 

regulating a wireless carrier's rates. 

wireless carriers from charging by the minute for ~ v e r a g e . ~ '  RCC and USCOC argue that 

Lifeline customers have competitive choices that will enable them to select plans to avoid per 

minute charges." 

29. 

11 RCC and IJSCOC state that such a requirement precludes 

Staff explains that no evidence has been presented of the cost, if any, of 

implementing free per minure blocking of local usage to Lifeline customers.34 Staff states the 

p u i ~ o s e  of this requirement is to assist I.ifeline customers in  the management of their 

... 

Sprint Petition al V 3 .  31, 

" RCC and USCOC Pelition 81  'A 4 
'' RCC and USCOC Petition ill 'j[ 4.  
u RCC and LJSCOC Petition a1 ?IS .  
;d Staff Response at ¶ I I 



1 i t e l e c o ~ i i ~ i i u ~ i i c a t ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  1)111\. 

with the FCC's requiremerit that 1 CS block to11 i n  order to Increase the likelihood that l ifeline 

customers reinain on thr teleco~iiii~unicati~~ns network."' Staff states that requiring optional per 

minute blocking is critical when a carrier does not offcr a IAeline customer a choice in plans. 

Staff notes that Sprint has requested reconsideration of the requirement in the Order that carriers 

offer Lifeline customers a choice in  plans." 

S1:rl.l argues tha t  the per minute blocking requirement is consistent 

30. Sprint argues that the per minute to11 blocking requirenient aniounts to an 

impermissible tegulation o f  interstate services. Sprint argues that the interstate and intrastate 

portions of i ts plan are inseparable; therefore, the Commission cannot regulate those offerings." 

Sprint cites to a Colorado Federal District Court opinion for support of its position that wireless 

carriers cannot separate intrastate and interstate services.39 

3 1 .  Finally, RCC and USCOC voice concern that compliance with this requirement 

will be difficult, if not impossible. RCC and USCOC state they do not currently offer an 

unlimited local usage option, so i t  i s  exploring compliance with the requirement to offer optional 

per minute hlwking. KCC and USCOC state that it is uncertain at this time whcther such an 

option is a~hievable .~" 

32. Staff maintained its support for the optional per minute blocking requirement, 

stating that the requirement has merit. However, Staff states that additional information is 

required before the Commission affirms its decisiom4' 

I SlafSKespunse a1 y112 
Staff Kebponse a! 1 I2  

' StaffRe<ponseat¶14 

i* 

Sprint at ¶32. 
Sprint Petition at11 13 cltlng 10 M'U'C Hold iq  Coinyairy, /,IC. I:. Sopkin.420 F. Sup. 2d 1186, I197 (D. Colo 

38 

il, 

2006). 
'Ii RCC and USCOC Petilloil al 96. 

Staff Response ai 1 14. 









3 3 .  Spitnt x g w s  t l i ; i t  (Iir (‘otiitnissioti’s it~tc~p~ctatioii of the rule cotiflicts w j ~ h  the 

purpose of ILileIitic and Link Up liy requiring ETCs to make higher-cost plans available to 

custor~~ers . ’~~ Likewjsc, A l l l c l  c la i tnh  that thc Commission’s decision on this issue will provide 

an  lticeiitive tu low income custoiiicrs to spend limited resources on high cost plans. 57 

44. Stall ~narntains that the Commission’s interpretation of 47 C.F.R. $ 54.403(h) is 

correct. As support for this interpretation, Staff points to language in the FCC’s Universal 

Service Order” stating that “universal service principles may not be realized if low-income 

support is provided for service inferior to that supported for other s ~ b s c r i h e r s . ” ~ ~  

45. Staff states that even if  Alltel’s and Sprint’s interpretation of the rule is correct, 

the rule does no[ preclude the Commission from expanding the requirement.’” Staff notes that 

expanding the requirement does not increase the burden on ETCs, pointing out that ETCS sti l l  

maintain the ability to discontinue scrvice to Lifeline customers that do not pay for services 

46. Finally. Alltel states that the Commission is the first in the many jurisdictions i t  

operates to expand the applicahility of lifeline support beyond the lowest rate plan.6’ However, 

Stafiis aware of at leas( one jurisdiction, Utah, which requires ElCs 10 allow lifeline customers 

to choose any plan. 

47. 

62 

The Conimission will not reconsider i ts  order directing ETCs to allow Lifeline 

customers to select which plan to apply the Lifeline discount. The Cornmission believes it is the 

public interest to ensure that Lifeline customers are not limited to one plan. The Commission 

notes that other carriers participating in [his docket d o  provide a choice of plans to Lifeline 

Sprint Petition at 1 5 3  
’” Alltel Petitioii at ¶ I  I 

In tlie Matter of Federal-State Joint Aoard tin llniversal Service. CC Dockel No. 96-45. Report and Order. Rel. 
May 8. 1997. (Uniorrsol Service Order). 

S i a f l  Responsr at ¶ I  8 ciiinp Universui Se,-i,ice Order at ¶ 28. 
(’I S t a f f  Response at 7 20. 

AIM Periiton at ¶21 
62 StnflRcsponsr ;ti 919, citing io Lliah Adininis~ralive Rule R746-341. 

56 

,R 

50 



cus~onicrs. Finally. even 1 1  SpIiti~ arid Alltel'\ itt~erpreta~ion o f 4 7  C: 17.1<. 3 54.403(b) has merit. 

ncither have provided the Coiiiniission with authority staring that this Conmission cannot 

expand thc application 01 tltc Lilcline discount to plans other than the lowest cost plan provided 

b y  an ETC. Likewise. Spi~int and Alllcl havc not demonstrated that they are harmed in any way 

by giving their low-incoine custoniers more choice among the services they are offering as 

ETCs. 

VI. Exemption of lncumhent ETCs from Filing Two-Year Service Quality Improvement Plans 

48. In its Order, the Commission required C E K s  to file two-year service quality 

improvement plans. 'The plans are to be filed on an annual basis. RCC and USCOC argue that 

the Commission should have required all ETCs to file the annual plans, not just CETCs. They 

argue the failure to do so is not competitively neutral.6' They state that all ETCs are subject lo 

the same requirements regarding the proper use of support.64 RCC and USCOC argue that the 

Commission provided no justification for not applying this requirement equally to all 

49. Staff explains that the FCC encouraged, but did not require, state commissions to 

adopt its conditions for ETCS.~' Staff also notes that the FCC only designates CETCs, therefore 

incumbent ETCs are no! subject to the federal r e q u j r e r n e n t ~ . ~ ~  Finally, Staff explains that 

wireline ETCs are subject to certain quality of service standards and reporting requirements that 

are not applicable to wireless ETCs. 68 

SO. The Commission will not reconsider its finding that CETCs must file two-year 

quality improvenient plans on an iinnual basis. Incumbent ETCs are subject to certain quality 

RCC and USCOC Petition at T I Y .  
RCC and USCOC Petition at I7  
RCC and USCOC Petition at yi 18. 

Of' Staff Response at ¶22. 
6 ,  Staff Response at TZ?. 

Staff Respoiise at Y23 hl, 
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st;uidat~ds and reporting icqiiirctiietith that arc not applicable to all CX'l'(.s. 'l'hose standards and 

reporting requirements allon Ihc. Commission to monitor thc'servicc qnality of incumbent ETCs 

in it manner that ensures qualily scrvice. Exenipting iiicuiiibent E'l'Cs from the requirement to 

lile the quality irnprovcmcnt plans is justified. 

VII. ADplicabilitv of Billing. Standards 

51. The Commission stated i t  its Order thal while wireless carriers that seek ETC 

status avail themselves o l  the Commission's jurisdiction for the purpose of obtaining ETC 

designation, the Commission has yet to determine whether wireless ETCs will be required to 

comply with the hilling standards.6Y The Commission is currently considering revisions to the 

billing standards in Docket No. 06-GIMT-187-GIT (docket 06-187). Several parties to this 

docket recommended that the hilling standards he applied to wireless ETCs. Alltel, RCC and 

USCOC, and Sprint argued that wireless E1'Cs should not be required to comply with state 

hilling standards.'" The Commission found that i t  would be premature to determine whether to 

apply the billing standards to wireless ETC before the Commission has the benefit of considering 

the result of the parties' effons in docket 06-187. RCC and USCOC seek reconsideration of the 

Cornmission's determination to consider applicability to wireless EI'Cs of the billing 'standards 

in docket 06-187. 

S?. RCC and USCOC state that while they are participating through the filing of 

comments and attending workshops in docket 06-187, the applicability of the standards lo 

wireless carriers has not yet been addressed. 71 RCC and USCOC lack confidence that the issue 

Order at 71 17. 
Order a1 yi 18. 

(10 

71 I 

'" I R K  and USCOC Petition at 122. 


