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REQUEST FOR CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT

By Courier

September 30, 2011 F’LED/ACCEPTED

Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary SEP 30 9n14
Federal Communications Commission Federal Communications o

5 ; I 1
445 12 Street, S.W. Otfcsof the Secyein ission

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re:  Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket No.
01-92; WC Docket No. 07-135; WC Docket No. 10-90; WC Docket No.
05-337; GN Docket No. 09-51.

Dear Ms. Dortch:

In response to a request from the staff of the Wireline Competition Bureau, T-Mobile
USA, Inc. (“T-Mobile™) submits data relating to T-Mobile’s intercarrier compensation costs for
2009. The requested data is contained in the Excel spreadsheet attached as Exhibit A.

As set forth in detail below, T-Mobile seeks confidential treatment of the attached data in
Exhibit A pursuant to the September 16, 2010 Protective Order entered in the above-referenced
proceeding. Independently of the Protective Order, the attached data also is protected from
disclosure under the Commission’s rules implementing the Freedom of Information Act
(“FOIA").2 Accordingly, T-Mobile seeks confidential treatment of Exhibit A in its entirety
pursuant to Sections 0.457(d) and 0.459 of the Commission’s rules’ as highly sensitive trade
secrets and/or confidential commercial or financial information protected from mandatory
disclosure under FOIA Exemption 4. In the event that the Commission determines not to accord
confidential treatment to Exhibit A, T-Mobile requests that Exhibit A be returned to T-Mobile
immediately.

! Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, Protective Order,, 25 FCC Red
13160 (WCB 2010) (*Protective Order™).

25U.8.C. § 552.
3 See 47 C.F.R. §§ 0.457(d), 0.459.

Y5U.8.C. § 552(b)(4).
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welfare” through reduced wireless consumer rates.® The Consumer Benefits study predicted,
based on a number of economic studies, that the pass-through of intercarrier compensation rate
reductions would continue in competitive service markets, including the wireless market.’

Moreover, the wireless market is vigorously competitive, by a variety of metrics. The
average per minute rate for wireless voice service has declined dramatically since 1993.1% As of
2009, out of twelve leading industrialized nations, Americans paid the least for wireless voice
service per minute.'" The decline in rates has facilitated innovative pricing plans, including the
elimination of “roaming” charges and increased use of “any distance” plans, and has been
accompanied by skyrocketing usage. As of December 2010, there were more than 302.8 million
wireless subscribers in the U.S., an increase of about 17 million from 2008."?

Thus, consistent with the Commission’s finding, wireless carriers will “pass through . . .
[industry-wide] cost reductions™" resulting from intercarrier rate reductions in the form of lower
consumer rates and innovative services and pricing plans. Once these savings are competed
away by the market, they will not be available to subsidize the deployment of services in high-
cost areas that cannot otherwise sustain such services. Further, to the extent that any savings are
used for network investment, they will have to be spent in areas where carriers can earn a
reasonable return on their investment. Rural and other high-cost areas need high-cost support
precisely because investment there is otherwise uneconomic. Accordingly, the answer to the
Commission’s “offset” question is that there will be no savings from intercarrier compensation
rate reductions available for other uses, and that if there were, such savings, by definition, would
not be used to fund deployments in areas that cannot attract private investment and thus are
eligible for high-cost support.

8 Letter from Robert Quinn, AT&T, et al., to Marlene Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket Nos.
10-90 et al. (filed July 29, 2011) (“ABC Plan”), Att. 4, Professor Jerry Hausman, “Consumer
Benefits of Low Intercarrier Compensation Rates” at 5-6 (July 25, 2011) (“Consumer Benefits™).

? Consumer Benefits at 8-9.

' Implementation of Section 6002(b) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993,
Fifteenth Report, 26 FCC Rcd 9664, 9783-84 § 191 & Table 20 & Chart 23 (2011) (“*CMRS
Competition Report™).

1 1d. at 9686 9 2 (International Comparisons).

12 CTIA, CTIA Semi-Annual Wireless Industry Survey, available at
http://www.ctia.org/advocacy/research/index.cfm/AID/10316 (last visited Sept. 30, 2011)
(Estimated Subscriber Connections).

' Price Cap Performance, 12 FCC Red at 16702 q 153.
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Note: All values provided in this Exhibit A are Confidential Information
subject to the Protective Order.
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