Tiffany W. Smink

Corporate Counsel .
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10 Floor

1801 California Street Q W e S t

Denver, CO 80202
303-383-6619 (voice)
303-896-1107 (facsimile)
Tiffany.smink@qwest.com

VIA ECFS
November 11, 2009

Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Washington, DC 20554

Re:  Inthe Matter of High Cost Universal Service Support, WC Docket No. 05-
337, In the Matter of Universal Service Contribution Methodology, WC
Docket No. 06-122; In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on
Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45 — Ex Parte Erratum

Dear Ms. Dortch:

Qwest Communications International Inc. (Qwest) filed Comments in the above-
captioned proceedings on October 28, 2009. On November 11, 2009, it was brought to Qwest’s
attention that there was a misstatement in the text that appeared on page 5 of Qwest’s Comments.
In order to clarify the record of these three proceedings as quickly as possible, since the Reply
Comments are due on November 12, 2009, Qwest is filing today via the FCC’s Electronic
Comment Filing System a corrected version of its Comments (the FCC is closed today in
observance of Veterans’ Day).

The language on page 5 that is being changed is as follows:

“Consistent with the terms of these orders, Alltel and AT&T s CETC support
should be capped at their June 2007 support annualized, and should remain that
way until the Commission implements fundamental reform of the distribution of
high-cost support. The fact that the Commission subsequently issued an industry-
wide CETC cap which capped support for CETCs at their March 2008 support
annualized, should not alter the terms under which the Alltel and AT&T support
were previously capped.”

The new language to be substituted on page 5 is as follows:

“Consistent with the terms of these orders, Alltel and AT&T’s CETC support
should be capped at their June 2007 support annualized until the effective date of
the industry-wide CETC Interim Cap Order.”
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Qwest regrets any confusion or inconvenience the correction may have caused those
reviewing these Comments. Qwest is providing the corrected Comments with this letter.

For the convenience of the Commission and the parties to these proceedings, the
corrected Comments being filed today — with the new language on page 5 -- replace in their
entirety the Comments filed on October 28, 2009 (no other changes to the text of the previously
filed Comments have been made). Qwest has no plans to file Reply Comments in the three
proceedings on November 12, 2009, but it is serving today the parties that previously filed
Comments (for parties whose e-mail addresses are available, Qwest is serving them
electronically; as well, all parties are being served via first-class United States Mail, postage
prepaid).

Please call me on 303-383-6619 with any questions.
/s/ Tiffany West Smink

Attachment
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

High Cost Universal Service Support WC Docket No. 05-337

Universal Service Contribution WC Docket No. 06-122
Methodology

Federal-State Joint Board on Universal CC Docket No. 96-45
Service

Request for Universal Service Fund Policy
Guidance Requested by the Universal
Service Administrative Company
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COMMENTS OF QWEST COMMUNICATIONS INTERNATIONAL INC.

Qwest Communications International Inc. (Qwest), submits these comments in accord
with the Commission’s Public Notice in the above-referenced docket.” USAC has sought
guidance from the Commission on several issues related to the universal service programs that it
administers. Qwest responds here to some of these issues and recommends that the Commission
(1) not require ETCs to advertise each supported service and functionality enumerated in 47
C.F.R. § 54.101, (2) not apply its document retention rules retroactively, (3) implement the
earlier company-specific caps on the CETC high-cost support of Alltel and AT&T, and (4)

overhaul the universal service contribution methodology as soon as practicable.

' Public Notice, WC Docket Nos. 05-337, 06-122 and CC Docket No. 96-45, Comment Sought
on Request for Universal Service Fund Policy Guidance Requested by the USAC, DA 09-2117
(rel. Sept. 28, 2009).



L. The Commission Should Not Require ETCs To Advertise Each Supported
Service And Functionality Enumerated In 47 C.F.R. § 54.101.

USAC is seeking guidance as to whether eligible telecommunications carriers are
required to separately list each supported service enumerated in 47 C.F.R. § 54.101 and the
charges for those services when advertising the availability of the services. Under the
Commission’s rules, ETCs must offer the services supported by federal universal service
mechanisms set out in Rule 54.101 and “[a]dvertise the availability of such services and the

992

charges therefore using media of general distribution.”™ Interpreting this advertising requirement
to mandate that ETCs advertise each of the identified services and functionalities listed in Rule
54.101(a) is excessive. All of the services and functionalities except the toll limitation service
are provided by ETCs as part of their basic telephone service offerings.

Requiring ETCs to advertise each of these elements of their telephone service as part of
their general advertising is impractical. It serves no useful purpose for anyone — customer,
potential customer, or carrier — to require carriers to advertise that their telephone service
includes, for example, “dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its functional equivalent.” Nor do
carriers even necessarily have separate charges for these particular services or functionalities.
Instead, most of these items are included in a single charge for basic telephone service. A better

interpretation is that ETCs are required to advertise the basic telephone service that incorporates

these services and functionalities and the cost of that service.

*47 C.F.R. § 54.201(d)(2). The services and functionalities specifically identified as supported
by federal universal service mechanisms in Rule 54.101(a) are: (1) voice grade access to the
public switched network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its
functional equivalent; (4) single-party service or its functional equivalent; (5) access to
emergency services; (6) access to operator services; (7) access to interexchange service;

(8) access to directory assistance; and (9) toll limitation for qualifying low-income consumers.
47 C.F.R. § 54.101(a).
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This issue has also arisen in the context of ETCs advertising their services for the
universal service low-income program.” The Commission should also take this opportunity to
clarify that in advertising the availability of Lifeline service, ETCs are not required to advertise
each of the enumerated supported services and functionalities of Rule 54.101(a).
1L The Commission Cannot Apply Its Document Retention Rules Retroactively.

USAC also seeks guidance on how to address a carrier’s failure to retain documentation
prior to the effective date of the Commission’s document retention rule for the high-cost
program. On August 29, 2007 the Commission released an order adopting a five-year document
retention requirement for the high-cost program.® The new rule became effective on
January 23, 2008.” The Commission should make clear that carriers are not in violation of the
Commission’s high-cost program document retention rule if they did not retain high-cost
program documentation prior to the effective date of the rule. Carriers should not be penalized
for failing to retain documentation prior to the time that there was an effective obligation to do
so. Rules are to be implemented prospectively, and any effort to implement rules retrospectively
where no statutory authority exists to do so, as would be the case here, is invalid.” The
Commission has expressed no intent to implement this rule retroactively; nor has it identified any

statutory authority which would permit it to do so. Here, if a carrier is faulted for not retaining

* Request for Review by AT&T Inc. of Decision of the Universal Service Administrator, WC
Docket No. 03-109, Apr. 17, 2009, at 8-9.

* In the Matter of Comprehensive Review of the Universal Service Fund Management,
Administration, and Oversight, Report and Order, 22 FCC Red 16372 (2007); 47 C.F.R. §
54.202(e).

> 73 Fed. Reg. 11837 (Mar. 5, 2008).

® See Bowen v. Georgetown University Hospital, 488 U.S. 204, 208-09 (1988) (stating that “a
statutory grant of legislative rulemaking authority will not, as a general matter, be understood to

encompass the power to promulgate retroactive rules unless that power is conveyed by Congress
in express terms[]”) (citation omitted).
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documents prior to the time the retention rule went into effect, USAC is judging the carrier’s
prior conduct by applying the requirements of 47 C.F.R. § 54.202(e) retroactively. This is
patently unfair and contrary to long-standing legal tenets.” The Commission must confirm that
the document retention requirements of Section 54.202(e) only require a carrier to retain
documentation starting from the effective date of the rule.

This issue of the appropriate scope of Commission document retention rules has come up
in other FUSF programs as well." The Commission should also take this opportunity to clarify
that all of its FUSF document retention rules are only to be applied prospectively from their
effective dates.

III. The Commission Should Affirm The Earlier Implementation Of The AT&T
And Alltel Company-specific Caps On Their High-cost CETC Support.

USAC seeks guidance on whether the AT&T and Alltel company-specific CETC high-
cost support caps should have been implemented in accord with the effective date of their orders
which would have been prior to the August 1, 2008 effective date of the CETC industry-wide
interim cap order. The Commission should determine that the company-specific caps should be
implemented consistent with the terms of those Orders and thus prior to implementation of the

industry-wide cap. In the Alltel Order the Commission stated that it was in the public interest to

" Landgraf'v. USI Film Products, 511 U.S. 244, 265 (1994) (stating that “the presumption against
retroactive legislation is deeply rooted in our jurisprudence . . . [e]lementary considerations of
fairness dictate that individuals should have an opportunity to know what the law is and to
conform their conduct accordingly . . .”) (footnote omitted).

* Among other issues, Qwest has sought review of a USAC audit finding that Qwest was not in
compliance with the Lifeline program document retention requirement of 47 C.F.R. § 54.417(a)
because Qwest had not retained proper documentation of its customers’ Lifeline eligibility in
accord with the rule before the rule’s effective date. See Request for Review by Qwest
Communications International Inc. of Decision of the Universal Service Administrator, WC
Docket No. 03-109, Apr. 25, 2008, at 10-12. All comments on the Request have supported
Qwest’s positions on the issues raised, and the Request is awaiting a Commission decision.
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“immediately” address Alltel’s continued receipt of CETC funding.” Less than a month later, it
released the AT&T Order imposing an interim cap on AT&T’s CETC funding and applying the
same condition of capping the funding at the combined companies’ June 2007 funding
annualized. In the Alltel Order, the Commission required that the cap be maintained “until
fundamental comprehensive reforms are adopted to address issues related to the distribution of
support and to ensure that the universal service fund will be sustainable for future years.”"
Similarly, AT&T’s cap was to apply until the earlier of (1) “comprehensive universal service
reform addressing issues related to the distribution of high-cost support[]” or (2) any change to
Alltel’s cap.'' Consistent with the terms of these orders, Alltel and AT&T’s CETC support
should be capped at their June 2007 support annualized until the effective date of the industry-
wide CETC Interim Cap Order.

IV.  The Commission Should Move To A New Contribution Methodology.

USAC is seeking guidance on the appropriate classification of revenues from the
provision of ATM, frame relay, virtual private network (VPN) and dedicated Internet protocol
services. Some carriers are reporting these revenues as non-telecommunications revenues that
are not FUSF-assessable revenues, but USAC apparently believes that these revenues are subject
to FUSF contributions.

Often ATM and frame relay are basic transmission services that are telecommunications

services and when they are interstate services they are subject to FUSF contributions. But, if

* In the Matter of Applications of ALLTEL Corporation, Transferor, and Atlantis Holdings LLC,
Transferee For Consent To Transfer Control of Licenses, Leases and Authorizations,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 22 FCC Red 19517, 19521 99 (2007).

]Old

" In the Matter of AT&T Inc. and Dobson Communications Corporation For Consent to Transfer
Control of Licenses and Authorizations, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 22 FCC Red 20295,
20329 9 71 (2007).
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ATM or frame relay is offered as the transmission component of wireline broadband Internet
access on a non-common carrier basis, under the Commission’s Wireline Broadband Internet
Access Order, these would be services that are not telecommunications services and not FUSF-
assessable.”” Consequently, classifying the revenues of ATM and frame relay services is not a
clear or simple task.

With respect to VPN, they can be accomplished through different transmission
architectures, and different transmission protocols including multi-protocol label switching
(MPLS). The Commission has recently addressed MPLS and FUSF contributions. Earlier this
year, the Commission proposed certain “non-substantive” clarifications to the FCC Form 499-A
instructions including adding language to “clarify” that MPLS services are “interstate
telecommunications” for FUSF contribution purposes and that FUSF-assessable revenues
include those obtained from “offering dedicated capacity between specified points even if the
service is provided over local area switched MPLS, ATM or frame relay networks.”” These
revisions regarding MPLS in the Form 499-A instructions set off a flurry of activity in the
industry, and the Commission subsequently sent a letter to USAC explaining that the changes to
the instruction were “non-substantive” and that “[f]ilers providing services that use frame relay,
ATM, MPLS, or other transmission protocols should report their revenues consistent with

. . 14
Commission precedent.”

* In the Matter of Appropriate Framework for Broadband Access to the Internet over Wireline
Facilities, Report and Order and Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 20 FCC Red 14853, 14909-12
99 102-06, 14915-16 99 112-13 (2005).

" Public Notice, Wireline Competition Bureau Announces Release of the Revised 2009 FCC
Form 499-A and Accompanying Instructions, DA 09-454 (rel. Feb. 25, 2009);
Telecommunications Reporting Worksheet, FCC Form 499-A (2009), Revised, February 2009,

at Instructions — Page 26 (emphasis added).
" Letter from Jennifer K. McKee, FCC to Michelle Tilton, USAC, 24 FCC Red 3929, 3930
(2009).
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About the same time, Masergy Communications filed a petition for clarification of the
Commission’s addition of “MPLS” in the 2009 Form 499-A instructions asking that the
Commission clarify that only local access between a customer’s location and ingress to the
MPLS network could be subject to FUSF, but that the MPLS network itself was an information
service. The Commission noticed the Masergy petition for comment. The comments filed in
response to the Petition reflected that some in the industry view MPLS-based services to be
information services that are not FUSF assessable. As such it seems that the plain language of
the revised instruction is in conflict with industry interpretation of existing Commission
precedent, and thus the Commission’s efforts to provide “clarification”, merely created greater
confusion regarding the proper treatment of MPLS-based services for FUSF contribution
purposes.

These situations highlight the need for reform of the FUSF contribution methodology.
Since the Commission’s first decision to use interstate and international telecommunications
service revenues as the basis for assessing FUSF contributions, the Commission has had to
continually refine, modify, and clarify what services are and are not FUSF-assessable and how

they should be assessed.” The existing FUSF contribution methodology is increasingly a

® E.g., Inre Policy and Rules Concerning the Interstate, Interexchange Marketplace,
Implementation of Section 254(g) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 1998
Biennial Regulatory Review — Review of Customer Premises Equipment and Enhanced Services
Unbundling Rules In the Interexchange, Exchange Access And Local Exchange Markets,

CC Docket Nos. 96-61 & 98-193, Report and Order, 16 FCC Red 7418, 7446-48 49 47-54
(2001); In re Universal Service Contribution Methodology, Federal-State Joint Board on
Universal Service, 1998 Biennial Regulatory Review — Streamlined Contributor Reporting
Requirements Associated with Administration of Telecommunications Relay Service, North
American Numbering Plan, Local Number Portability, and Universal Service Support
Mechanisms, Telecommunications Services for Individuals with Hearing and Speech
Disabilities, and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, Administration of the North
American Numbering Plan and North American Numbering Plan Cost Recovery Contribution
Factor and Fund Size, Number Resource Optimization, Telephone Number Portability, Truth-in-
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patchwork of instruction clarifications and Commission decisions that leave too many gaps as to
the proper contribution treatment of new services that are not easily classified as
telecommunications services or information services, as interstate or intrastate. Providers
attempt to impose these classifications on their services for contribution purposes only to find
that others in the industry are drawing different distinctions. In today’s market where FUSF
assessments can constitute a 12% difference in the price of competitive services, inconsistent
industry application of FUSF assessments can constitute competitive harm.

The simple fact is, enough is enough. It is time to move away from the artificial
distinctions of this revenue-based approach. Universal service contributions need to be
competitively neutral both as to what types of providers are contributing and how they are
contributing. Universal service contributions should not influence or drive customer purchasing
behavior. As telecommunications technology fortunately but relentlessly advances, determining
revenues generated from interstate telecommunications services has become more complex. It is
harder to separate interstate from intrastate revenues as (1) newer technologies have neither the
need nor the ability to monitor the physical end points of the communications they enable, (2)
services simultaneously enable interstate and intrastate communications, and (3) new providers
generally are not subject to jurisdictional separations. Additionally, telecommunications
revenues are increasingly difficult to separate from non-telecommunications revenues as new
services, such as [P-enabled services, are difficult to classify and as telecommunications and

non-telecommunications services are bundled. Moreover, the need to classify service as

Billing and Billing Format, IP-Enabled Services, WC Docket Nos. 06-122 & 04-36, CC Docket
Nos. 96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, 99-200, 95-116, 98-170, Report and Order and Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, 21 FCC Red 7518 (20006); In re Regulations of Prepaid Calling Card
Services, WC Docket No. 05-68, Declaratory Ruling and Report and Order, 21 FCC Red 7290
(2006); In the Matter of Request for Review by InterCall, Inc. of Decision of Universal Service
Administrator, CC Docket No. 96-45, Order, 23 FCC Rcd 10731 (2008).
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interstate or intrastate, telecommunications service or information service primarily, if not solely,
for purposes of contribution to the Universal Service Fund is increasingly unreasonable.
Section 254(d) requires that providers of interstate telecommunications services

contribute in an equitable and non-discriminatory manner.* The statute does not require that
providers of interstate telecommunications services contribute based on the revenues of their
interstate telecommunications services. Thus, the Commission has the authority to move away
from requiring contributions on a revenue basis.

In lieu of spending more time providing piecemeal guidance on revenue classification of
services for FUSF assessments, the Commission should reform the entire contribution
methodology. The Commission needs to move to a methodology that is easier for both ETCs
and USAC to administer, easier for customers to understand, and that affords a more
competitively neutral application of universal service contributions in today’s
telecommunications marketplace.

Respectfully submitted,
By:  /s/ Tiffany West Smink

Craig J. Brown

Tiffany West Smink

Suite 950

607 14" Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20005

303-383-6619

craig.brown@gwest.com
tiffany.smink@agwest.com

Attorneys for Qwest Communications
International Inc.
October 28, 2009

47 U.S.C. § 254(d).
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Richard Grozier, do hereby certify that I have caused the foregoing COMMENTS OF
QWEST COMMUNICATIONS INTERNATIONAL INC. to be: 1) filed with the FCC via
its Electronic Comment Filing System in WC Docket Nos. 05-337, 06-122 and CC Docket No.

96-45; 2) served via email on Ms. Cindy Spiers at Cindy.Spiers@fcc.gov and Ms. Antoinette

Stevens at Antoinette.Stevens(@fcc.gov, both of the Telecommunications Access Policy

Division, Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal Communications Commission; and 3) served
via e-mail on the FCC’s duplicating contractor, Best Copy and Printing, Inc. at

fec@bepiweb.com.

/s/ Richard Grozier

October 28, 2009



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Richard Grozier, do hereby certify that [ have caused the foregoing EX PARTE
ERRATUM TO COMMENTS OF QWEST COMMUNICATIONS INTERNATIONAL
INC. to be: 1) filed with the FCC via its Electronic Comment Filing System in WC Docket Nos.
05-337, 06-122 and CC Docket No. 96-45; 2) served via email on Ms. Cindy Spiers at

Cindy.Spiers@fcc.gov and Ms. Antoinette Stevens at Antoinette. Stevens@fce.gov, both of the

Telecommunications Access Policy Division, Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal
Communications Commission; 3) served via e-mail on the FCC’s duplicating contractor, Best

Copy and Printing, Inc. at fcc@bepiweb.com; and 4) served via First Class United States Mail,

postage prepaid on the parties listed on the attached service list.*

/s/ Richard Grozier

November 11, 2009

* Parties denoted with an asterick * have been served via electronic mail on Nov. 11, 2009.



Daniel Mitchell

Karlen Reed

National Telecommunications
Cooperative Association

10™ Floor

4121 Wilson Boulevard

Arlington, VA 22203

Stuart Polikoff

Organization for the Promotion and
Advancement of Small Telecommunications
Companies

Suite 700

21 Dupont Circle, N.W.

Washington, DC 20036

* Joshua Seidemann

Independent Telephone &
Telecommunications Alliance

Suite 501

1101 Vermont Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20005

* Cathy Carpino
Christopher Heimann
Gary L. Phillips

Paul K. Mancini

AT&T Services, Inc.
Suite 1000

1120 20" Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

* John T. Scott, III
Tamara L. Preiss
Verizon Wireless

Suite 400 West

1300 I Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

Jonathan Banks

David Cohen

United States Telecom Association
Suite 400

607 14" Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20005

Derrick Owens

Western Telecommunications Alliance
Suite 300 C

317 Massachusetts Avenue, N.E.
Washington, DC 20002

Robert J. Deegan

Richard A. Askoff

National Exchange Carrier
Association, Inc.

80 South Jefferson Road

Whippany, NJ 07981

* Karen Zacharia

Christopher M. Miller
Verizon

Suite 500

1515 North Court House Road
Arlington, VA 22201

* Todd D. Daubert....................... USA Coalition

J. Isaac Himowitz

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
Suite 400

3050 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20007



Caressa D. Bennet........................ Rural Telecom
Kenneth C. Johnson

Bennet & Bennet, PLLC

Suite 201

4350 East West Highway

Bethesda, MD 20814

Charles W. McKee
Marybeth M. Banks

norina T. Moy

Sprint Nextel Corporation
2001 Edmund Halley Drive
Reston, VA 20191

TCA, Inc. — Telcom Consulting Associates
Suite 320

1975 Research Parkway

Colorado Springs, CO 80920

* Chérie R.Kiser....... . Sti Prepaid

Angela F. Collins

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP
Suite 950

1990 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Douglas D.OrvisIl........... Masergy Communications Inc.

Kimberly A. Lacey

Tamar E. Finn............................. Level 3
Danielle Burt

Bingham Mc¢Cutchen LLP

2020 K Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20006

* Jonathan S. Marashlian............... Ad Hoc Coalition
The CommLaw Group

Suite 205

1420 Spring Hill Road

McLean, VA 22102

* Dale Schmick
YourTel America, Inc.
2800 E 18" Street
Kansas City, MO 64127

Paul M. Schudel................ NE Rural Independent Cos.
James A. Overcash

Woods & Aitken LLP

Suite 500

301 South 13" Street

Lincoln, NE 68508

Pete Pattullo

Toni Van Burkleo

Jennifer Begin

Network Enhanced Telecom, LLP,
d/b/a NetworkIP

Suite 100

119 W. Tyler Street

Longview, TX 75601

Colin Stretch..............o Verizon
Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd,
Evans & Figel, PLLC
Suite 400
1615 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036



* Yaron Dort............................ TDS Telecom
Covington & Burling LLP

1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20004
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