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effectively cause the combined AT&T/T-Mobile to pass through the proposed merger synergies
to its customers and to continue to innovate.”? Since AT&T claims to place enormous
importance on carriers such as the Petitioners serving as a continuing competitive check on the
combined AT&T/T-Mobile, it is essential that the concerns, needs and comments of Petitioners
be given great weight.
IL INTEREST OF PETITIONERS

Both Petitioners have a substantial interest in maintaining the competitiveness of the
wireless market.

A. MetroPCS

MetroPCS is the fifth largest facilities based carrier in the United States, based on
number of subscribers served. MetroPCS has been an active participant throughout many
Commission proceedings dealing with wireless, roaming and spectrum issues. MetroPCS owns
or has access to licenses covering a population of approximately 149 million people in 14 of the
25 largest metropolitan areas in the United States. As of March 31, 2011, MetroPCS had
approximately 8.9 million subscribers and it currently offers service in the New York, Boston,
Miami, Orlando, Tampa, Atlanta, Dallas, Detroit, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Las Vegas,

Philadelphia, and Sacramento metropolitan areas.

£ For example, the combined AT&T/T-Mobile will have in excess of 183 MHz on average in each of
MetroPCS’ major metropolitan areas whereas MetroPCS on the other hand has only 22 MHz on average — or only
about one-eighth AT&T’s post-merger holdings — across its major metropolitan areas. As a result, MetroPCS is
constrained in its ability to offer certain services — such as laptop cards, tablets and connected devices — and will
therefore not be an effective competitive check against the combined AT&T/T-Mobile unless additional spectrum
becomes available to MetroPCS. Similarly, in the most populous markets serviced by NTELOS in the Norfolk-
Virginia Beach BTA, NTELOS has 20 MHz and AT&T/T-Mobile will have over 120 MHz. The only way to
effectively ensure that competition continues after the consummation of the merger is to require AT&T to divest
adequate spectrum to those carriers in each market which now have inadequate spectrum, so that those competitors
will be able to provide an effective check on all of the services the combined AT&T/T-Mobile plans to offer.
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In effect, AT&T is asking the Commission to consider the effect of this merger on competition
(and spectrum concentration) using a market based approach focused solely on a local market-
by-market basis rather than nationally.?® Such an approach would miss the many additional
effects of the merger on such important matters as spectrum, roaming, backhaul, and handsets.
While such a definition of the relevant market might be appropriate when the merger does not
include two national carriers, here AT&T and T-Mobile compete in virtually every metropolitan
area and offer nationwide services, and so the effect on the market from a consumer perspective
must be examined on a national basis.

A. The market for wireless services has changed from being local to being
national in scope

The market for wireless services has changed dramatically over the past several years in
at least two respects. First, in the past, the national market boasted four substantial nationwide
competitors. This merger would disturb that market structure. One of the four is being acquired
by the second largest carrier, and another, Sprint, has indicated that the proposed transaction will
effectually remove it from the mix as a viable competitor.”> Accordingly, the Commission can
no longer afford to focus its attention solely on individual markets when the nationwide
competitive equilibrium has been disturbed at its core.

Second, the services being provided by wireless carriers have changed from being
predominantly a local or regional services to a national service. Over the last several years,
consumer perception has changed. The first hand experience of MetroPCS proves this point.
When MetroPCS first started service in 2002, service outside of the local MetroPCS footprint

was of only limited interest to MetroPCS customers. In the last several years, however, the

2 public Interest Statement at 72-75.
4 See supran.6.
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