

Nutnaree Jurukul
5404640632
Commentary on presentation on “The effect of private interest on regulated retail and wholesale price”
	In my opinion, the presentation is quite well. The topics almost cover all in this article. It begins with the background before Telecommunication Act (1996) to get audience the relationship between phones service company and private interest and after act to see its effects. I mostly agree with the conclusion of this presentation. I do agree that there is really an impact of private interest on setting price both retail and wholesale. Since the one who fix prices is state regulators, who are selected by US citizens. Therefore, they will set price in favor of residential customers, resulted in high price of service for business and low price of service for residential. What’s more, the price discrimination is more intense between rural and urban areas, where rural areas are mostly full with people who are more sensitive to price differences. While, urban areas are places for business, which care less about few differences in price. Resulted that price urban business is the highest and for rural residential is the lowest.
	However, the presentation did not explain one important topic, which is section 271, or interstate phone service. This interstate profit is made as compensates to the incumbent for leasing the UNE loops which give enormous profit. For this section, the paper did not say quite clear if the profit of interstate can cover all the profit incumbents have to forgo. Hence, we do not know whether the incumbent is forced to lease UNE by law or choose to forsake its old profit to attain new more opportunity. 
	I also have another perspective on the regulations. I believe that make an open market for phones service and regulate the wholesale price can be enough. Because competitive market will force the price down itself, accompanying with anti-trust law which prohibit any explicit collusion of the service company in setting prices. 
	




