June 17, 2005
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SERVICE REGULATION

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MONTANA
* * * * *

	INQUIRY INTO MATTERS CONCERNING INTERCARRIER COMPENSATION
	)

)

)
	UTILITY DIVISION

DOCKET NO. D2004.5.84


 

 REF docket  \* MERGEFORMAT  SET"docket" \* MERGEFORMAT 


SECOND NOTICE OF INQUIRY AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC WORKSHOP
Comments of the Montana Telecommunications Association

The Montana Telecommunications Association (“MTA”) is pleased to provide the following comments pertaining to the Montana Public Service Commission’s inquiry into matters concerning intercarrier compensation.  
As the Commission is aware, over 3,000 pages of initial comments were filed by more than 100 parties with the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in its Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (FNPRM) on intercarrier compensation (In the Matter of Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket No. 01-92.  Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking; released March 3, 2003.).

MTA’s comments are intended to highlight what we consider are the most important intercarrier compensation principles from a rural telecommunications network and consumer perspective.  We hope that the commission will use these principles in formulating reply comments with the FCC and in developing strategies for implementation of intercarrier compensation reform at the state level.

I.
Importance of Intercarrier Compensation to Montana’s Economy


The importance of intercarrier compensation cannot be overemphasized.  The development and maintenance of a ubiquitous telecommunications infrastructure is vital to Montana’s economic welfare.  Investment in Montana’s public switched telephone network (PSTN) would not be possible without a viable investment cost recovery scheme.  It is an undisputed fact that the cost of deploying and maintaining an appropriate local communications network cannot be borne by customers alone.  In fact, local network costs, and rates, historically have been subsidized through a variety of means.  Non-ratepayer-based sources of revenue are even more important for rural networks with higher per-customer costs than for urban networks; but both rural and nonrural networks have benefited from revenue sources beyond customer rates.

In the “Ma Bell” era, local rates were largely subsidized by long distance rates in combination with universal service support.  In the post-divestiture era, the “traditional” long distance subsidy was replaced by a system of intercarrier compensation, involving company-to-company compensation for network usage.  Intercarrier compensation includes intrastate and interstate access charges for originating and terminating long distance traffic, and reciprocal compensation for exchange of local traffic among carriers.  Universal service continues to play a vital role in enabling telephone networks to maintain a level of investment in that ensures consumers receive quality last-mile telephone services at affordable rates.  

In Montana, intercarrier compensation and universal service can combine for nearly 80 percent of a rural carrier’s revenues.
  Interstate and intrastate access comprise on average 30% and 18% respectively of most MTA members’ revenues.  Universal Service accounts for another 29% of these carriers’ revenues.  Reciprocal compensation is negligible, at less than one percent.  

In short, without intercarrier compensation, and a predictable, sustainable universal service fund, investment in Montana’s rural PSTN infrastructure would come to a screeching halt.  Ratepayers alone simply cannot be expected to sustain the cost of this infrastructure.  Yet it is widely recognized that this very infrastructure is vital to the economic vitality of our state.  Indeed, in addition to providing “basic” voice communications capability, including emergency communications, to our citizens and businesses, this infrastructure is expected to provide enhanced capabilities through broadband deployment.  And Montana’s independent telecommunications carriers have met this challenge through deployment of DSL to over 250 rural Montana communities and investment in fiber-based backbone networks and state-of-the-art videoconference facilities in over 125 rural Montana communities providing distance learning, telemedicine and other advanced communications services to Montanans.

II.
Common Themes/Key Issues
A number of common themes has emerged from the comments filed in response to FCC’s NPRM.  

Need for intercarrier compensation reform.  There is nearly universal agreement that the intercarrier compensation system is broke and it needs fixing.  A variety of statutory and regulatory distinctions have resulted in different treatment of similar services.  Interstate telephone calls, for example, are subject to interstate access charges while intrastate access charges apply to intrastate calls.  But for the location of a call’s termination, there is absolutely no difference in essential nature of the telephone call.  Similarly, a telephone call from Helena to Missoula is a long distance call, subject to intrastate access charges, if the call is placed by a wireline phone.  But the same call from Helena to Missoula is a local call, subject to reciprocal compensation, if it’s placed by a wireless phone.  And then there’s the matter of whether a phone call is a “telecommunications service” or an “information service.”  A number of voice over Internet protocol (VOIP) providers market their services as alternatives to “your phone company.”  Yet when it comes to regulatory (or compensatory) treatment of these “broadband phone companies,” the VOIP providers attempt to argue they’re “information service” providers, exempt from most or all of the obligations, including pubic safety, incumbent upon telecommunications service providers.

The disparate treatment of similar services has resulted in regulatory arbitrage in which providers of telecommunications may use regulatory differences to seek competitive or price advantages for their services.  As Legg-Mason reported, “in some cases similar [service] bundles can have different prices based solely on government policy.”


In particular, the differences in intrastate and interstate access charges no longer can be sustained in a competitive environment, especially where technology has enabled telephone calls to circumvent access charges altogether.
  Thus, there is nearly unanimous agreement that such regulatory differences need to be reduced significantly, if not eliminated.


Need for three revenue streams.  As noted above, intrastate and interstate access and universal service may account for nearly 80 percent of rural telecom networks’ revenues.  Even in cases where companies have been able to reduce their intrastate access revenues by expanding local calling areas and rebalancing rates, interstate access and universal service comprise roughly 50% of such companies’ revenues.  


Nonrural companies are far less dependent on access and universal service than rural companies.  Thus, it is “easier” for nonrural carriers to remain viable if access and/or universal service revenues are reduced.  However, for rural carriers, reductions in access revenues necessarily will result in substantial increases in rates or universal service support, or both.  If access revenues are reduced without commensurate increases in rates or universal service, the only other alternative facing rural carriers is substantial reduction in investment.  However, all three revenue streams face significant financial, and practical constraints.  First, disparities among intrastate and interstate access charges need to be reduced or eliminated, as noted above, to mitigate regulatory arbitrage and to ensure greater revenue stability.  (This is not to say access charges need to be eliminated.  On the contrary, MTA argues that both originating and terminating access charges need to remain at a level that compensates networks for their costs of providing access to other networks.)  Second, universal service is constrained by law to remain predictable and sustainable and it must provide for affordable, comparable service and rates.  If access revenues are reduced “too much,” universal service may “loaded up” beyond its ability to remain financially or politically sustainable.  Consumers may resist exorbitant assessments.  Carriers may be encouraged to find ways to circumvent universal service obligations, leading to increased regulatory arbitrage.  Third, rates must remain within a tolerable range or else federal and state statutory parameters for just, reasonable, affordable, comparable rates will be violated.


In short, it is essential that federal and state policy retain a balanced system of revenues that include all three “legs” of the “stool:” access, universal service and end-user rates.


Moreover, it is essential that this balanced system of revenues applies to all providers of telecommunications services, regardless of technology used to provide such service.  Any network provider must be compensated for services provided to any company using the provider’s facilities.  It should be the goal of any intercarrier compensation reform initiative to reduce, if not eliminate regulatory arbitrage and cost avoidance schemes.


Bill and Keep.  MTA and a significant majority of commenters oppose proposals that espouse a transition to “bill and keep” (or in some circles, a “unified access rate of zero” applied to originating and terminating access).  NARUC, NASUCA, and NTCA, among others, oppose this system by which networks bill their customers for the entire cost of providing their network services.  Essentially, a bill and keep regime arises when access is eliminated.  While bill and keep may be viable in limited situations where exchange of traffic between networks is roughly equal, it does not work in rural situations where the cost of providing transporting traffic among users can be substantial and where a balance of revenue streams is essential to maintaining network investment.  In fact, eliminating access charges effectively provides a subsidy by local network customers to carriers using the originating or terminating services of the local network.
  


Even those commenters who suggest migrating to a bill and keep regime recognize that the costs of such a migration will be significant.  In short, proponents of reducing access to zero or near-zero levels, acknowledge that some combination of end user rate increases or “loading” of universal service will be necessary.  For example, NECA points out that end-user rates would increase by $2.3 billion under a bill and keep regime.  NTCA reports that average end user rates would increase by $22.00 per month.  In Montana, where access revenues account for a greater percent of overall revenues than the national norm, it is reasonable to assume that the end-user rate effect would be even more than $22 per customer per month. 


End User Rates: SLCs and affordability.   A series of FCC decisions already has resulted in dramatically increased universal service funding and concurrent increases in universal service contributions and end user rates through the imposition of end user charges (SLCs-subscriber line charges).  Consumers already are contributing over 10% of their interstate telephone service bills to the universal service fund, and are paying between $6.50 and $9.50 in SLC charges on their monthly telephone bills.  In short, there has been a massive shift from company-to-company payments to end-user-provided support of telecommunications infrastructure investment cost recovery.  Some proposals, particularly those that recommend reducing or eliminating access charges, recommend increasing universal serviced funding and end user charges even more.  At some point, as noted above, the statutory principles of comparability and affordability, and just and reasonable rates will be compromised.  MTA realizes that it is necessary to rationalize access rates to achieve a unified interstate and intrastate rate, and that such rationalization will affect (i.e., increase) universal service and end-user rates to some extent.  However, end users cannot be expected to foot the bill for irrational reductions in access or exorbitant increases in universal service support.  MTA again emphasizes that rural carriers are particularly sensitive to reductions in access or threats to universal service support, and that there simply are not enough end users from whom carriers can recover investment costs while maintaining affordable and reasonable rates. 


Universal Service: equity, benchmarks, growth and portability.  A number of comments recommend a variety of ways to reform universal service to accommodate intercarrier compensation reforms.  MTA concurs with those commenters, for example, who recognize the need to broaden the contribution base of the universal service fund.  All users of the PSTN at a minimum should contribute equitably to universal service.  This includes IP-enabled services that “touch” the PSTN at any point in the transmission of their services.  

MTA further refers the Commission to the MITS/MTA/MRTC joint comments regarding benchmark rates.
  MTA recognizes that universal service support may need to be linked to a certain minimum rate (i.e., benchmark) for local telephone service to satisfy rate comparability standards.  However, as we point out in our joint comments to the FCC, a single benchmark rate that does not account for individual specific local calling area dynamics is inappropriate and inconsistent with the principles of universal service.  Thus, MTA recommends a “fluid” benchmark which would account for calling scope at a minimum and include other economic or public interest factors.  For example, a benchmark in a rural local calling area with a calling scope which enables a customer to call 100 customers on a local call should be lower than a benchmark in an urban area where a customer can call 1 million customers with a local call.  As noted in the joint comments, often in rural exchange areas, customers often may not be able even to reach heath care services, schools, government services or other vital services on a local call.  An “urban” benchmark would be entirely inappropriate in such circumstances.  MTA notes additionally that the joint comments also recommend that any transition to benchmark rates should take place over a multi-year transition period.

As a recent Legg-Mason analysis points out, the growth of universal service payments to competitive eligible telecommunications carriers (CETCs) “is affecting the size of the [universal service] fund dramatically, as many businesses have been created on ‘regulatory revenues’ rather than on regulatory formulas tied to investment levels (allowed rates of return).  This has the practical impact of possibly damaging the incumbent carriers as customers are siphoned away in already-sparse service areas.”
  The same Legg-Mason report indicates that in the first Quarter of 2005, 95% of all CETCs are wireless carriers, and these wireless carriers account for 10% percent of total universal service allocations (as opposed to 0.06% in 2000).  As intercarrier compensation reform proposals almost necessarily will affect the universal service program, it will be necessary to take into account the effect of intercarrier compensation reform on existing recommendations to reform universal service contribution (funding) methodologies, fund size, growth, and allocation mechanics.  There are both demand-growth issues (increasing demand for universal service support as a result of dramatic growth in CETC designations) and supply reduction issues (fewer enterprises contributing to universal service through arbitrary safe harbor limits or regulatory classification schemes—e.g., VOIP).  As noted above and in the joint comments, the contribution base must be broadened and restraint must be exercised in any proposals that lead to increasing the size and growth of the universal service fund.

One means by which to lighten the burden on the universal service fund size is to separate the “E-rate” (schools and libraries fund) from the rest of the universal service fund, particularly the high cost fund.  In addition to the growth in the fund caused by the CALLS and MAG plans, the schools and libraries fund has attributed both financial and political pressure to the universal service program.

Another means by which to control the growth of the universal service fund, and to ensure that the effects of intercarrier compensation reform do not confer uneconomic (non-cost-based) benefit on CETCs is to ensure that increases in universal service support that result from access reductions are not portable to CETCs.  CETCs already may accrue substantial windfalls from their designations as CETCs by virtue of “inheriting” incumbent ETC support levels regardless of the CETC’s own cost structures.  If intercarrier compensation reform results in reductions in access revenues, which are made up in part by establishing new/additional universal service support, it makes no sense to enable CETCs, whose access revenues may not be affected at all by access reform, to “port” additional universal service support intended to maintain a local exchange carrier’s cost recovery.  If the CETC is a wireless carrier, for example, its access revenues are negligible in relation to a wireline local exchange carrier’s.  Allowing the CETC to port additional universal service support attributable to access revenue which the CETC did not lose in the first place would merely constitute (an additional) windfall.  


Edges and Points of Interconnection (POIs).  The joint comments discuss a variety of commenters’ “edge” proposals which would require terminating and/or originating carriers to transport traffic to a network “edge.”  Some proposals (e.g., Western Wireless) contemplate only one edge per LATA.  Others attempt to recognize the nature (and size/cost) of rural networks and offer to place the edge at a single location in a rural network’s study area, which could be hundreds of miles from the call’s origination or termination location.  Transport costs from the edge to the end user could be substantial.  MTA concurs with the Iowa Utilities Board, which recommends that the edge should be the access tandem for nonrural carriers, and the end office for rural exchanges.


Preemption.  It is obvious from the FNPRM and the number of comments addressing the issue of federal/state jurisdictional authority that the issue of preemption is both sensitive and controversial.  While MTA believes that interstate and intrastate access needs to be rationalized (i.e., there should be uniform, cost based access charges that apply equally on the interstate and intrastate “side” of communications), MTA does not believe the FCC has the authority to preempt state rate authority.  Moreover, even if a sustainable argument could be made to justify federal preemption, such a recommendation would almost necessarily lead to protracted litigation.  MTA concurs with those commenters (e.g., NARUC) who recommend federal/state collaboration as a superior alternative to litigation.  Similarly, MTA concurs with those commenters who argue that a bill and keep regime is likely not permissible under the Telecommunications Act’s “additional cost” provisions.

IV.
Commission Inquiry

The Commission’s Notice of Inquiry seeks comments from interested parties on plans filed with the FCC.  Following are MTA’s general comments on selected plans:

NARUC.  MTA concurs with several positive recommendations made by NARUC.  For example, MTA agrees that there should be a balance between the FCC and state commissions’ authority and jurisdiction.  We also agree with NARUC’s opposition to bill and keep, and support NARUC’s endorsement of cost-based, competitive and technologically neutral access charges.  MTA also embraces several NARUC recommendations for optional or flexible policy alternatives.  For example, there should be an option, as NARUC recommends, for higher interconnection rates in arbitrated proceedings and for tiered termination rates depending on the size of the wire center.  (We note, however, that such optional rates, if adopted, risk the return of disparate rates and re-invite the possibility of regulatory arbitrage schemes.)  NARUC also is properly concerned about the effect of intercarrier compensation reform on end user rates.  MTA also agrees with NARUC’s recommendation to broaden the base of universal service contributors, and to assess VOIP traffic whenever it uses the PSTN.


While there is much to support in NARUC’s proposals, MTA has significant reservations, however, regarding the proposed State Allocation Method (“SAM”).  Our understanding is that a SAM would work like a block grant, based on 2004 universal service allocations.  Using 2004, or any other static base year, rewards states that may have taken actions to attract as much universal service funding to their states as possible.  In other words, if a state designated multiple CETCs in 2004 and prior years, the state would be “rewarded” for such behavior in the form of a larger SAM allocation than a state that was more deliberate in considering applications for CETC designation.  Ironically, the FCC now has adopted standards encouraging states to use precisely such increased scrutiny that the SAM appears to disregard.  Moreover, MTA fears that the SAM, once allocated, would be susceptible to political pressure for allocation within a state based on a host of potentially non-economic factors.  There is no need to alter the present cost-based, objective criteria for allocating universal service support.  (This is not to say that other universal service reforms shouldn’t be adopted, such as revising the portability rule, expanding the contribution base, etc.)  


Further, as noted above, MTA objects to “edge” proposals that require local carriers to transport other carriers’ traffic to originate and terminate a call.  As such, MTA does not concur with NARUC’s adoption of the ICF edge proposal.  


Finally, NARUC suggests in a divided opinion to eliminate originating access.  MTA contends that there are access costs associated with both originating and terminating calls.  Eliminating either is potentially confiscatory, and confers a subsidy on the carrier using the originating or terminating network’s access services.  If originating access were eliminated, however, then equal access requirements should be eliminated concurrently.  Originating carriers should not be forced to “pay” to take traffic to an interexchange carrier (a breed of carrier which is increasingly defunct these days).  Eliminating equal access in turn would address a competitive inequality in the regulatory treatment of wireless and wireline long distance traffic, and would be consistent with one of the overarching goals of intercarrier compensation reform; that is, the reduction/elimination of regulatory arbitrage.


ICF.  MTA opposes the ICF edge concept (although, as we point out in the joint comments, ICF’s edge is better than other edge proposals in that ICF recognizes that a single edge per LATA is not feasible for rural carriers) and we disagree with the ICF transition to a “unified rate of zero” (i.e., bill and keep).  On the positive side, ICF recognizes that lost RLEC intercarrier compensation revenues need to be converted to increased universal service support and end user rate increases.  However, we do not agree with ICF’s recommended differential between urban and rural SLCs, and are concerned that a $10 SLC may be too much, especially if a comparability benchmark is set at a rate that already unreasonably threatens rural consumers’ pocket books.


  NASUCA.  MTA agrees with NASUCA’s concern with increasing the SLC, and with NASUCA’s opposition to bill and keep.  As NASUCA points out, SLC increases disproportionately harm small users.  NASUCA also argues that access reductions should be made up by universal service increases.  MTA also is sympathetic to NASUCA’s assertion that a permanent intercarrier compensation solution is not feasible at this point given the unknown effects of IP-based networks and services and the untested capacity-based reform proposals.


NECA.  NECA points out the costs of various major proposals.  Bill and keep would shift $2.3 billion to end users.  NARUC’s proposals would increase universal service funding by $1.7 billion. ICF would shift $1.9 billion to end users and universal service.  The Rural Alliance plan would shift $0.9 billion.  The effect of these proposals is greatest on rural carriers.  NECA appropriately urges a balance between revenue sources: end user rates, universal service and intercarrier compensation/access.  NECA further points out that intercarrier compensation assures a linkage between network usage and costs.
NTCA.  MTA agrees with NTCA’s urging that the integrity of universal service is maintained.  Other NTCA recommendations with which MTA agrees include: a non-portable residual access cost recovery mechanism; encouragement for broadband deployment; opposition to interconnection obligations beyond network boundaries; and a proposal that competitors that use indirect interconnection bear the cost of transport beyond rural ILEC service areas.  NTCA (and CenturyTel and others) also address phantom traffic, specifically: unidentified traffic should be billed to the carrier at the other end of the trunk group on which traffic is delivered; a default termination rate should be established for identified traffic for which there is no interconnection agreement; carriers should not be required to terminate traffic that is not identified.

Rural Alliance (RA).  As noted in the joint comments, MTA concurs with the principles advanced by the RA.  These principles include, among others: uniform, cost-based intercarrier compensation (access) rates; compensation for carriers for use of their networks; retention of universal service; expansion of the universal service contribution base; just, reasonable, cost-based transit service; revenue replacement based on revenue losses; local benchmarks.  The RA notes that jurisdictional issues need to be resolved by state/federal collaboration, or referral to Joint Boards; IP-traffic should be subject to access; and ISPs should contribute to universal service.  

Interstate Telecom Consulting Inc. (ITCI).  ITCI makes several positive contributions, including a recommendation for unified access rates, and an assertion that cost-based intercarrier compensation is superior to bill and keep.  In this regard, ITCI notes that bill and keep offers no incentive for investment, particularly in rural areas.  Other ITCI recommendations include: all similarly situated service should pay equivalent prices for equivalent uses of each last mile network; eliminate the enhanced service provider (ESP) exemption (e.g., IP-enabled voice should be subject to intercarrier compensation); eliminate the wireless MTA for “local” calls; Federal/state collaboration is the preferable means by which to address jurisdictional issues; keep meet-points (edges, POIs) within study areas; assure investment cost recovery through a balanced approach which retains three revenue streams: access, universal service affordable end-user rates.  ITCI warns that non-RBOC intrastate ($1.1B) and interstate ($2.6B) access contribute $3.7 billion in revenues.  If this access revenue were shifted to a “competitively neutral,” portable universal service fund, the fund could grow to over $10 billion, threatening affordability, predictability, and sustainability.  ITCI further notes that the ICF transitional access rate of $0.000175 per minute yields only $175 for 1 million minutes a month (a large amount for an RLEC).  $175 doesn’t cover expenses of carrier access billing operations, let along other administrative costs and overhead, etc.
BellSouth commented that carriers should compensate networks for access, including originating access.  The company also warned against one-size-fits-all solutions.
Western Wireless/SunCom Wireless/CTIA (“Wireless Carriers”).  MTA finds little with which to agree in the Western Wirelss/SunCom Wireless comments or the similar comments of CTIA.  First, the wireless carriers recommend—against the urging of most commenters—adopting a bill and keep form of intercarrier compensation.  MTA and most other commenters oppose bill and keep, especially for rural areas.  Bill and keep would effectively halt investment in rural telecommunications infrastructure.  (It is ironic to point out that wireless carriers actually use a substantial portion of the PSTN network infrastructure to transport and terminate wireless calls.  There’s further irony in the fact that wireless networks claim to be “more efficient” or “less expensive,” at least in part because they don’t build and maintain the fiber and other wired facilities that they lease from wireline networks.  Restricting PSTN investment cost recovery could directly affect the wireless carriers’ ability to maintain their own network operations.)  

The wireless carriers also claim that CETCs are not responsible for the dramatic growth in universal service funds.  While they’re correct in pointing to the significant effect of the CALLS and MAG plans on universal service fund growth, they’re off the mark by claiming that wireless CETCs have had little effect.  (See above citation of Legg-Mason’s analysis of universal service.)  The wireless carriers also contend that universal service should not subsidize artificially low end user rates.  MTA refers to its prior discussion, above, regarding calling scope and benchmarks.  MTA concurs with the wireless carriers’ recommendation to include cable-modem, DSL/broadband, IP-enabled services, and other platforms in the universal service contribution base to the extent such platforms provide telecommunications to others.  MTA opposes the wireless carriers’ recommendation for basing high cost support on forward-looking economic models.  MTA knows of no models that even reasonably accurately reflect costs and other conditions faced by a wide variety of individual rural carriers.  In fact, the most often cited forward looking cost model, when applied to various rural carriers often results in allocating more universal service support to rural carriers than they currently receive.  

The wireless carriers also propose an edge-based intercarrier compensation scheme, with one edge per LATA.  MTA strongly opposes this concept.  The wireless carriers also (surprise!) propose that all CETCs have nondiscriminatory access to any universal service allocations.  
V.
Conclusion


MTA encourages the Commission to file reply comments with the FCC that embrace the principles advanced by parties advocating a balanced approach to investment cost recovery for rural telecommunications networks that includes all three major sources of revenue: access, universal service, and affordable, just and reasonable end user rates.

� See comments of Montana Independent Telecommunications Systems (MITS), Montana Telecommunications Association (MTA) and Mid-Rivers Telephone Cooperative (hereinafter “joint comments”) In the Matter of Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket No. 01-92.  Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking; May 23, 2005.  The joint comments (at p. 2) note that some companies have shifted portions of their intrastate access revenue recovery to local rates via expansion of their local calling areas, but others are not able to establish broader communities of interest necessary to justify such expansion.


� The FCC on June 3, 2005 released an order mandating that VOIP providers enable their customers reliably to call 911 from VOIP-enabled phones.  (E911 Requirements for IP-Enabled Service Providers.  WC Docket No. 05-196.)


� Legg-Mason.  “Telecom and Media Insider.”  January 28, 2005.


� For example, intra-MTA wireless traffic is subject to reciprocal compensation and is responsible for significant reduction in local exchange carrier intrastate access revenues.  And VOIP traffic currently avoids access payments altogether.


� See joint comments, page 10.


� Id.  pp. 6-8.


� Legg-Mason.  Universal Service Financial Analysis.  Industry Update.  June 9, 2005.


� Joint comments p. 15.


� 47 U.S.C. §252(d)(2)
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