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ool e =7t 2] jedof F= AlAR o] tistel AEstara} gt

) 015 2] ‘ofg92F (Margin Squeeze)o|Shilk St

2) oA, 2, A FRVIYS] THAR Sl 3 ol= i} BU B2 vl A4 (2009, 5.) 109,

3) PACIFIC BELL TELEPHONE CO., dba AT&T CALIFORNIA, et al. v. LINKLINE COMMUNICATIONS, INC,, et al. 555 U.S.
(2009,

4) o] AP A Pacific Bekll An ILEC, short for incurnbent local exchange carrier, is a local telephone company in the United States
that was in existence at the time of the break up of AT&T into the Regional Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs), also known as
the "Baby Bells." The ILEC is the former Bell System or Independent Telephone Company responsible for providing local
telephone exchange services in a specified geographic area. GTE was the second largest ILEC after the Bells, but it has since
been absorbed into Verizon, an RBOC, ILECs compete with Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLEC). When referring to the
technical communities ILEC is often used just to mean a telephone provider.
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o] AbAS] GAR} 5] FQI Pacific Bell 7-(8) AT&TS] 31 Qlsto], jEg]A} &
&9 wjojH] W' (Baby Bell) & P42l SALR, AEUl Alnj A0 Algo| Hash g #1838
A (Digital Subscriber Line, 13} “DSL’o]2} 3tthPS 283131 Q&= s|Afo|t}, o] Sik=
20051 SBCof| Q1=EI%laL, SBCE ety & AT&T 2he A& ARSsHTh

HFH, LINKLINE COMMUNICATIONS, INC.(e]3} “LINKLINE’ o2} qHh) FAMAR L=
FH FE ddiste] DSLo|y Dial Up Service®} -8 olelUl MUl AE A 33k AFdRFo]c}?
o] 3jAk= A E o} Ao A Pacific BlZHFE] 214 JEYl M AQH|AE A2s)7| 9]
sto] F 83k DSL 59 A latste] Au|AEol|A QIEYl M AulAE Al Fsieit,

SRS 7R B4 (Local Loop)e HIESH FAK B AlE-2 913t Zeks Aol A
Tt ARJERAIA} sh= AFARE 0] AlR o] ke Aol ulgHelA A9 E7Fs st i’iE
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5) DSL2 Digital Subscriber Ling (CIAE7HIA 2] oFol2 712 A3piiE o]8sie] 14:9] vlo|E§AIE 7h5aH ke 7]4-& Tt
19894 21519 Bellcoreol|A] 7120] A3} §4 42 AMsto] vile, g4 1z T9e Y MbpsE dlole] £59 HRE A4sl| Yot
of Aotz 7pdelrt, 1996w Agato] ul=e] £.4 FAl AliAtel| ofatod Al Alu| A7t 220E7] AlAsle], 1997~1998 A0l A AHIA
2 A8 QI DSLY] 7P & ARE ot A3k, = el AMSPEAE MbpsE HloTH A44RE AFSitts Hojuh £84 vt e
(VOD), el A& A dA3]e) 5 ejujrof ofZej7ol g |5t 215 dojg Ayt Yo 272 SATLANE FEAZ &

ol DSLE Hlole Adro] meh it YADSL), WA SDSL), T&4HDSL), 2id fAE7dA3A(VDSL) 508 EREr,
http://terms. naver, com/entry.nhn?docld=67454 (2011_ 6.7. 45 &),

6) o] SlAre] B Aol diet TS http: //www linkline.com/internet_services/overview.php (2011. 6. 7. 2% A%,

T ollE Bol, vl=r9] 19961 SAR-AL of2fdh B4R S Kalsia 919l The Telecommunications Act of 1996 imposes upon an
incumbent local exchange camer(LEC) the obligation to share its telephone network with competitors, 47 U.S.C. § 251(0),
including the duty to provide access to individual network elements on an “unbundled” basis, see §251(c)(3). VERIZON
COMMUNICATIONS INC. v, LAW OFFICES OF CURTIS V., TRINKO, LLP CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT at 1.
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HZ(Federal Communication Commission)=, T4 5 SJA7} ¢lE]) A~ /\}m;q,_oﬂ A g Aigstel AlgetE g A
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9) Complaint of linkLine Commns, Inc v SBC Ca, Inc, No 03-5265 SVW, 2003 WL 25284389 (CD Cal 24 July 2003).

10) VERIZON COMMUNICATIONS INC. V. LAW OFFICESOF CURTIS V. TRINKO, LLP (02-682) 540 U.S. 398 (2004) 305
1".3d 89, reversed and remanded.

11) Aspen Skiing Co, v. Aspen Highiands Skiing Corp., 105 5.Ct. 2847 (1985).
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AR} AHE REEA] stofof sk QR 7L 248k ot A|ek, o]t At
Verizon AFollA 9] Bt £ Adt 7R 7HAQNE *}7d°ﬂ*15 2849 = Qe AL opetaL
ZHA|SFHA, Pacific Bell?] Y9l SAFAHE HARIsH 712428 9lof st
th, o|2|gt weho)) 7] 25te] | muo} AFAPFH AL AL F4 WHA-S STk
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(Dangerous Possibility)o| EAeH=A] ol57} $Hgh 7FAY2e) E4 o5 Hkshe 7|%
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2) o] ARlelA] Aol ARl A2zl BE H&oR YRk EASHA] ofethe FEE Wit Respondent's complaint
alleging breach of an incumbent LEC s 1996 Act duty to share its network with competitors does not state a claim
under §2 of the Sherman Act,

13) LINKLINE COMMUNICATIONS, INC., et al. v. SBC CA., 2004 WL 5503772 (C.D.Cal. 2004).

14) Brooke Group Ltd. v. Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp, 509 U.S, 209 (1993).
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15) LINKLINE COMMUNICATIONS, INC., et al. v. SBC CA., 508 F.3d 876 Otk Cir. 2007).

16) o9 7Hxg AR AANT} AEH Ofﬁl hEHez HE 7} 1E9 WAOHME Brief of Amici Curiae Professors and
Scholars in Law and Economics in ‘?upport of the Petitioners, No (07-512, 2007 WL 4125499, at 4 (3 September 2008) &=,

17) Petition for a Writ of Certiorari, Pacific Bell Tel Co v linkLine Comms, Inc, 2007 WL 8028933 (No 07-512) (17 Octobor'
2007),
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18) Brief for the United States as Amicus Curiae, Pacific Bell Tel Co v linkLine Comms, Inc, 2008 WL 2155265 (No 07-512)
(22 May 2008), available at www.usdoj.gov/atr/cases/f233500/233594. htm,

19)1d. at 7.

20) Brief for the United States as Amicus Curiae at 16, 2008 WL 2155265 (quoting 3A Phillip E Areeda & Herbert
Hovenkamp, Antitrust Law, 767c5 at 1297130 (2d ed 2002).

21) Statement of the Federal Trade Commission Declining To Join the US Department of Justice Recommendation That the
United States Supreme Court Review the Decision of the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit in linkLine Comms v
Pacific Bell Telephone Company (23 May 2008) at 1, available at www. ftc, gov/opa/2008/05/linkline.shtm,

22)1d. at 3. AANUYTE 714U 2E 2L 4 Q= AR U.S. v. Aluminum Co. of America 148 F 2d 416 2nd Cir
1945)¥} Town of Concord v. Boston Edison Co,, 915 F 2d 17 (1st Cir 1990)& A AJaFct,
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24) ©1= Competitive Local Exchange Carrier{CLEC)?] oFatelt} mj=t BAWAL 292449 2H ocal Exchange Carriers;
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25) PACIFIC BELL TELEPHONE CO., dba AT&T CALIFORNIA, et al. v. LINKLINE COMMUNICATIONS, INC., et al. 555
U.S. _ (2009 pp 7-17.

26) US v Colgate & Co., 250 U.S, 300. 307.
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27) PACIFIC BELL TELEPHONE CO., dba AT&T CALIFORNIA, et al. v. LINKLINE COMMUNICATIONS, INC., et al. 555
U.S. _ (2009) pp. 7-9.

28) Id. pp. 9-12.

29) 1d. pp. 9-10.

30) “Cutting prices in order to increase business often is the very essence of competition.” Matsushita Elec. Industrial Co.
v, Zenith Radio Corp,, 475 U, S. 574, 594 (1986),
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40) “Low prices benefit consumers regardless of how those prices are set, and so long as they are above predatory levels,

they do not threaten competition.” Atlantic Richfield Co. v. USA Petroleum Co., 495 U. S. 328, 340 (1990).
D ol3le} AFASS 5% w517} $43F Azolt] Leegin Creative Leather Products v PSKS, 127 S Ct 2705 (2007); Credit
Suisse Securities Billing, 127 S Ct 2383 (2007); Twombly v Bell Atl, 127 S Ct 1955 (2007); Weyerhaeuser Co v Ross-
Simons Hardwood Lumber Co, Inc, 127 S Ct 1069 (2007); 1llinois Tool Works, Inc v Independent Ink, 547 US 28 (2006);
Texaco Inc v Dagher, 547 US 1 (2006); Volvo v Reeder Simco GSM, 546 US 164 (2006); Empagran v F Hoffman—
LaRoche, 542 US 155 (2004); USPS v Flamingo Ind, 540 US 736 (2004);: Verizon v Trinko, 540 US 398 (2004); California
Dental Assn v FTC, 526 US 756 (1999); NYNEX Corp v Discon, Inc, 525 US 128 (1998); State Oil v Khan, 522 US 3 (1997);
Brown v Pro Football, Inc, 518 US 231 (1996); Hartford Fire Insurance Co v California, 509 US 764 (1993); Brocke Group
Litd v Brown & Williamson Tobacco Corp, 509 US 209 (1993); FTC v Ticor Titte Insurance Co, 504 US 621 (1992).

42) Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians of Or v Weyerhaeuser Co, 411 F 3d 1030 (9th Cir 2005); Dagher v Saudi Refining,
Inc, 369 F 3d 1108 Gth Cir 2004); Flamingo Industries (USA) Ltd v US Postal Service, 302 F 3d 985 (9th Cir 2002);
California Dental Ass n v FIC, 128 F 3d 720 (9th Cir 1997); In re Insurance Antitrust Litig, 938 F 2d 919 (1991);
McQuillan v Sorbothane, Inc, 907 F 2d 154 Oth Cir 1990). The only affirmance of a Ninth Circuit antitrust decision
during this period was Columbia Pictures Indus, Inc v Prof Real Estate Investors, Inc, 944 F 2d 1525 (9th Cir 1991).
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