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Pursuant to the Public Notice (“Notice”) released by the Wireless Telecommunications 

Bureau (“Bureau”) on June 30, 2010,1 AT&T Inc. (“AT&T”) submits the following comments. 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The Commission’s Fourteenth Annual Wireless Competition Report2 reads as a search 

for the dark lining in a silver cloud.  The great bulk of the Report lays out an enormous array of 

facts that confirm a vibrantly competitive wireless marketplace:  falling prices, expanding output, 

substantial new entry, unprecedented options for consumers, rapid, breathtaking innovation, and 

tens of billions of dollars of new investment even in the midst of an historic economic downturn.  

Inexplicably, however, the Fourteenth Report refuses to draw the obvious conclusion of the 

Commission’s past six annual wireless reports:  that the wireless marketplace is characterized by 

“effective competition.”3   

Looking past a veritable mountain of direct evidence that U.S. mobile wireless consumers 
                                                 
1 Public Notice, The State Of Mobile Wireless Competition, WT Docket No. 10-133 (rel. June 30, 
2010) (“Notice”). 
2 Fourteenth Report, Implementation of Section 6002(b) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1993; Annual Report and Analysis of Competitive Market Conditions With Respect to 
Mobile Wireless, Including Commercial Mobile Services, WT Docket No. 09-66, FCC 10-81 
(rel. May 20, 2010) (“Fourteenth Report” or “Report”). 
3 47 U.S.C. § 332(c). 
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are reaping the benefits of a marketplace that is characterized by vigorous competitive rivalry – 

with providers constantly one-upping each other to offer consumers expanded and improved 

choices and more for less – the Fourteenth Report instead ballyhoos a series of indirect 

calculations that it suggests may be harbingers of doom. 

The supposedly negative signs highlighted in the Fourteenth Report’s executive summary 

and press release are, in fact, nothing of the sort.  In some cases, such as the suggestions that 

provider investment and advertising are declining, the Fourteenth Report simply has the facts 

wrong.  In other cases, such as the “weighted average” HHI concentration in the world’s least 

concentrated wireless marketplace, the Fourteenth Report leaps to conclusions that would not be 

supported by its calculations even if they had been performed correctly (and they were not).  

And, in still other cases, such as “EBITDA” accounting “profitability,” the Fourteenth Report 

itself acknowledges that no economically meaningful conclusions can be drawn from the 

variations between providers that it cites.  Of course, none of this number-crunching can erase 

the directly observable market performance and, in the end, the Fourteenth Report attempts to 

shift attention entirely away from the congressional inquiry whether competition is “effective” 

(as it clearly is) under the theory that, no matter how effective the competition, “there are policy 

levers that can be used to produce superior outcomes.”4 

This conspicuous refusal to acknowledge effective wireless competition is not merely an 

academic issue – it is doing real harm.  By leaving the impression that the Commission may 

impose regulatory “solutions” in the absence of any real market problems, the Fourteenth Report 

undeniably exacerbates regulatory uncertainty and discourages new infrastructure investment – a 

                                                 
4 Fourteenth Report ¶ 16 (quoting Ex Parte Submission of the U.S. Dep’t. of Justice, GN Docket 
No. 09-51, at 11 (filed Jan. 11, 2010) (“DOJ 1/4/10 Ex Parte”)). 




