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Pursuant to Section 1.724 of the Commission’s Rules (47 C.F.R. § 1.724) and the rulings 

set forth in the Commission’s July 1, 2016 Notice of Formal Complaint (“July 1 Notice”), 

Verizon Business Network Services Inc. and MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon 

Business Services (collectively, “Verizon”
1
) hereby answer the Formal Complaint (“Complaint”) 

filed by Farmers Bank, Windsor, Virginia (“Farmers Bank” or “Complainant”).  The Complaint 

seeks various damages associated with certain alleged billing, location information, and 

customer service issues.  These essentially are breach of contract claims that Complainant tries to 

                                                           
1
  In some instances, it is necessary for this Answer to distinguish between these and certain 

other Verizon entities.  However, for ease of reading, unless otherwise specified, this Answer 

will refer to Defendants Verizon Business Network Services Inc. and MCI Communications 

Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services and/or any relevant wholly owned subsidiaries 

and affiliates of Verizon Communications Inc. collectively as “Verizon.”   



     

2 
 

dress up as violations of the Telecommunications Act or the Commission’s rules.  But, following 

the Complaint, Verizon addressed and resolved the underlying billing, location information, and 

customer service issues that animated the Complaint and has provided Complainant with 

corresponding credits or payments that cover most of the asserted damages claims.  The 

Complaint otherwise does not set forth any actionable claim upon which the Bureau could grant 

relief.  All that is left are a limited number of claims for damages that are not available as a 

matter of fact, law, or contract.  The Bureau therefore should dismiss or deny the Complaint with 

prejudice.   

SUMMARY OF THE FILING 

To the extent any response to Complainant’s “Summary of the Filing” is necessary, 

Verizon either addresses the allegations contained in that section below or lacks knowledge or 

information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of those averments.  Verizon would 

summarize the matter as follows:   

While the Complaint is lengthy and contains a number of allegations, most of the relevant 

facts are not in dispute and the current posture of this case is relatively straightforward.  The 

issues raised by the Complaint largely have been resolved.  All that remains open are certain 

requests for damages to which Complainant is not entitled, that the Commission cannot award, 

and/or that are expressly prohibited by the governing contract (and/or tariff or product guide), 

which preclude both the type of damages sought by Complainant (including indirect, 

consequential, or punitive damages and attorneys’ fees) and the amount of damages sought by 

Complainant (which are limited by agreement to amounts that Farmers Bank paid to Verizon in 

the six months preceding accrual of the latest cause of action).   

Summary of the Relevant Facts.  Verizon has provided services to Farmers Bank at 

multiple locations for several years.  In April 2013, Verizon and Farmers Bank entered into an 
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arrangement through which Verizon would provide service for a new Farmers Bank branch 

located at 3100 Godwin Boulevard in Suffolk, Virginia (“Godwin Blvd.”).  With perhaps one 

exception, all of Complainant’s claims for damages appear to relate to service provided at 

Godwin Blvd.
2
   

The parties initially contemplated that Verizon would provide service at Godwin Blvd. 

using an Integrated Services Digital Network (“ISDN”) with Primary Rate Interface (“PRI”).  

See Declaration of Daniel P. Lawson (“Lawson Decl.”), ¶ 3; Verizon Exhibit 1 (April 29, 2013 

“Application for Service” for Godwin Blvd.).
3
  In connection with establishing ISDN PRI 

service at the Godwin Blvd. branch, Farmers Bank intended to port certain telephone numbers 

from its existing Windsor, Virginia branch and transfer its customer service call center from 

Windsor to the Godwin Blvd. location.  However, Farmers Bank otherwise intended to continue 

operating its existing Windsor branch and to continue to receive services from Verizon at that 

location, as Farmers Bank entered into a new three-year agreement with Verizon for services at 

the Windsor branch on June 13, 2013 – after entering the contract for services at the new 

Godwin Blvd. location.  See Verizon Exhibit 2 (the “June 2013 Windsor contract”).   

The contract establishing the ISDN PRI service at the new Godwin Blvd. location was 

subject to the availability of suitable facilities (Verizon Exhibit 1), and Verizon advised Farmers 

                                                           
2
  While unclear from the Complaint, it appears Complainant also may be seeking to recover the 

amounts paid for service provided at its Windsor, Virginia branch from June 2013 forward.  

However, even in that instance, it appears that Complainant is seeking what was paid for service 

at Windsor as “damages” for Verizon’s alleged failure to provide service as originally 

contemplated at Godwin Blvd.  For a discussion of that potential claim, please refer to the 

response to Paragraph 135, below, and the attached Legal Analysis.   

3
  The April 29, 2013 “Application for Service” for Godwin Blvd. expressly incorporated and 

was “subject to the terms and conditions of Verizon’s applicable tariffs in effect during the 

Service period ….”  Verizon Exhibit 1.  Following de-tariffing of services in Virginia, tariffs 

were replaced by product guides.  See Verizon South Inc. Product Guide (available at 

http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=I*&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS

_STATUS=E).        

http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=I*&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS_STATUS=E
http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=I*&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS_STATUS=E
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Bank that it could “not guarantee[]” that the desired numbers could be ported from Windsor 

“until they are in and working.”  Complainant’s Exhibit 10.
4
  Just prior to initiating service at 

Godwin Blvd. (scheduled for June 26, 2013), Verizon discovered that the available facilities 

were not suitable and that service could not be set up as contemplated.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 4.  

Because the Windsor and Godwin Blvd. branches are in different rate centers, telephone 

numbers could not be ported from one to the other.  Id.  See also Compl. Exhs. 14, 15.  The 

parties therefore made alternative arrangements to avoid any gap in service for Farmers Bank at 

Godwin Blvd., first utilizing a combination of ISDN PRI service and remote call forwarding 

(“RCF”) to redirect calls intended for certain numbers on a temporary basis,
5
 and then entering 

into a new agreement that – once implemented – would utilize Voice over Internet Protocol 

(“VoIP”) to provide service at Godwin Blvd.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 5; VZ Exh. 3 (June 28, 2013 

contract for VoIP service at Godwin Blvd.).   

The alternative arrangements were not (and could not be) set up the same way the parties 

contemplated that the original ISDN PRI service would be provided at Godwin Blvd., requiring 

certain additional equipment and work, including from the bank’s third party vendor, BCS Voice 

and Data Solutions (“BCS”).  The switch to the alternative arrangements led to some issues with 

respect to billing for services, described below.  And Farmers Bank encountered certain issues 

with location information associated with three telephone numbers that Verizon physically 

installed at Godwin Blvd., but that Complainant and/or its vendor, BCS, assigned to different 

locations within the bank’s private branch exchange (“PBX”) system.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 9.  

But Verizon has been providing service at Godwin Blvd. since June 2013 and continues to do so 

                                                           
4
  Exhibits accompanying the Complaint will be referred to herein as “Complainant’s Exhibits” 

or “Compl. Exh.”  The exhibits accompanying this Answer will be referred to as “Verizon 

Exhibits” or “VZ Exh.” 

5
  See, e.g., Compl. Exhs. 22, 24. 



     

5 
 

today.  Id. at ¶ 6.  Likewise, as noted above, after arranging for service at Godwin Blvd., Farmers 

Bank entered into a new agreement with Verizon to maintain separate ISDN PRI service at the 

Windsor branch, where it continues to maintain its customer service call center.   

Summary of Complainant’s Claims.  Farmers Bank filed its Formal Complaint on June 

24, 2016, principally asserting that the billing and location information issues following the 

switch to alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd. amounted to violations of the 

Telecommunications Act and that Verizon was responsible for the costs of the additional 

equipment and work associated with implementing those alternative arrangements.  The parties 

previously had discussed at least some of those issues, and Farmers Bank raised some of them in 

complaints submitted to the Virginia State Corporation Commission in October 2015.   

In November 2015, Verizon provided Farmers Bank with a refund for the entire amount 

it paid under the initial alternative arrangement at Godwin Blvd. (that utilized ISDN PRI and 

remote call forwarding).  See Declaration of Cara White (“White Decl.”), ¶ 4; VZ Exh. 4; 

Complaint ¶ 150; Compl. Exh. 137.  The Complaint does not allege that Farmers Bank contacted 

Verizon to raise or discuss any issues between then and the filing of the Complaint in this 

proceeding on June 24, 2016.  As far as Verizon is aware, Farmers Bank did not provide Verizon 

with notice of its intent to file a formal complaint with the Commission or with a certified letter 

outlining the allegations that form the basis of the complaint it anticipated filing with the 

Commission as contemplated by 47 C.F.R. § 1.721(a)(8).  The Complaint does not contain a 

certification indicating otherwise.
6
   

                                                           
6
  While Paragraph 152 of the Complaint asserts that Farmers Bank “attempted to discuss 

potential resolution of these disputes and invited response from Verizon …,” Complainant’s 

Information Designation (Compl. Exh. 144 at 25) indicates that Complainant’s “good faith 

effort” to do so was an October 27, 2015 email to Verizon (Compl. Exh. 138) that forwarded the 

“four complaints Farmers Bank filed with the State Corporation Commission of Virginia” and 
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Narrowing of the Issues.  Upon receipt of the Complaint, Verizon contacted Farmers 

Bank to address the issues it raised and to discuss potential resolution of the case.  Working with 

Farmers Bank, Verizon coordinated onsite testing with the bank’s vendor, BCS, and a third party 

equipment vendor.  That testing identified and successfully addressed the location issue for the 

three telephone numbers that Verizon installed at Godwin Blvd., but that Complainant and/or 

BCS assigned to different locations in the bank’s PBX system.  See Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 8-9.  That 

issue is now resolved.  Id. at ¶¶ 9-10. 

Verizon likewise investigated and resolved the billing issues, stopping billing on and 

closing certain accounts, and has provided corresponding credits to fully resolve those issues.  

See White Decl., ¶¶ 3-8; VZ Exh. 5; Legal Analysis, Appendix A. 

With respect to the costs Farmers Bank seeks for the additional equipment and work 

associated with implementing the alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd., the Complaint did 

not include a computation of damages as required by 47 C.F.R. § 1.722(h)(1) to identify those 

costs (or any other alleged damages).  Verizon has attempted to identify those costs (and any 

other alleged damages) through review of the Formal Complaint, review of the relevant 

accounts, and post-Complaint discussions with Complainant’s counsel.  See Legal Analysis, 

Appendix A.  Despite those efforts, Verizon has not been able to identify the amounts that 

comprise Complainant’s claim for $162,515.46 in compensatory damages.  See, e.g., Complaint 

¶ 166.  Nor does the Complaint explain how that request for damages associated with the 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

“encourage[d Verizon] to fully investigate this matter.”  That communication did not reference 

any potential formal complaint to be filed with the Commission.  Likewise, the Complaint does 

not include a certification that, prior to the filing of the complaint, Complainant “mailed a 

certified letter outlining the allegations that form the basis of the complaint it anticipated filing 

with the Commission to the defendant carrier or one of the defendant’s registered agents for 

service of process that invited a response within a reasonable period of time.”  47 CFR § 

1.721(a)(8).   
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services provided at Godwin Blvd. can be squared with the contractual limitation on liability that 

Farmers Bank agreed to with Verizon, which limits any damages claim to the aggregate amount 

paid by Farmers Bank to Verizon under that contract for the six months prior to the accrual of the 

latest cause of action – an amount significantly less than $162,515.46.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.2; 

Legal Analysis at 7-10.   

While the parties were unable to reach a global settlement regarding the amounts sought 

by Complainant and Verizon does not concede that the lack of suitable facilities to allow 

implementation of the initial ISDN PRI solution and the switch to alternative arrangements at 

Godwin Blvd. amounted to either a breach of contract or violation of any statute or Commission 

rule, Verizon nevertheless has provided credit to Farmers Bank to cover the additional costs to 

Farmers Bank that would not have been incurred absent the switch to those alternative 

arrangements and that are permitted under the relevant contracts, as specified in this Answer.  

See VZ Exh. 5.  For the Bureau’s convenience, Appendix A to the attached Legal Analysis lists 

all damages claims (or potential damages claims) Verizon could identify and denotes which of 

those amounts have been credited to Farmers Bank, thereby resolving those claims.   

The only costs Complainant potentially may be seeking with respect to the switch to the 

alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd. that Verizon will not cover are for two expenses 

associated with additional third party equipment and/or services Farmers Bank used at Godwin 

Blvd. and monthly service at Windsor, discussed in the answers to paragraphs 32 and 135 below, 

that (a) Complainant failed to adequately assert or substantiate in the Complaint, (b) are time 

barred, (c) did not stem from the switch to the alternative arrangements or Complainant 



     

8 
 

voluntarily agreed to, and/or (d) were mitigated by Complainant, such that it did not suffer any 

loss.  See Legal Analysis at 7.
7
   

Otherwise, there are only three outstanding issues left in this matter – all of which 

concern damages claims that are prohibited in both type and amount:   

First, while not entirely clear from the Complaint, Complainant apparently seeks $35,000 

for loss of business, reputational damage, and other indirect or consequential damages it 

allegedly incurred when phone service for a VoIP account temporarily was interrupted for 

nonpayment from July 6-9, 2015.
8
  Complainant does not argue that it timely paid the associated 

bills.  Rather, Complainant seems to suggest that it did not receive those bills or notice of an 

overdue balance for three-plus months.  See Complaint ¶¶ 107, 115-17.  Verizon’s records 

indicate otherwise.  VZ Exhs. 9-11.  But, regardless, Complainant does not attempt to 

substantiate its claimed $35,000 in damages much less demonstrate that it actually suffered 

losses in that amount.  Such damages are not recoverable in any event, as the governing contract 

expressly precludes any recovery for “indirect, consequential, exemplary, special, incidental or 

punitive damages, or for loss of use or lost business, revenue, profits, savings, or goodwill ….”  

VZ Exh. 3, § 11.1.  See Legal Analysis at 10-12. 

Second, Complainant requests punitive damages and attorneys’ fees.  However, the 

Bureau lacks the authority to award punitive damages or attorneys’ fees (or costs) in this 

proceeding.  See Legal Analysis at 13-16.  Likewise, even if the Bureau had such authority, the 

governing contract expressly precludes the award of punitive damages or attorneys’ fees.  See 

VZ Exh. 3, §11.1 (stating that “[n]o party to this Agreement is liable to any other for … punitive 

                                                           
7
  The amounts sought by Complainant for these expenses also appear to exceed the applicable 

limitations on damages.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.2.  

8
  See Complaint ¶¶ 118, 123.   
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damages …”) and § 11.2 (limiting total liability to “direct damages proven by the claiming 

part(ies)” or aggregate amounts paid by Farmers Bank to Verizon in the six months prior to 

accrual of the latest cause of action).
9
  Nor would the facts justify such an award.  See Legal 

Analysis at 13-16. 

Third, Complainant seeks an award for loss of use of its employees for time they 

allegedly spent “dealing with Verizon” or “on Verizon issues.”  Complaint, ¶¶ 137-44.  The 

Complaint does not specify how much of that time purportedly was spent in connection with the 

complaints filed with the Virginia State Corporation Commission or the Complaint in this 

proceeding, but any such time should be considered cost of litigation and is precluded for the 

reasons set forth above.  Nor does the Complaint specify how much of that claimed time was 

expended as a result of an alleged violation by Verizon – or which alleged violation – as opposed 

to time spent in the normal course of contracting, reviewing bills, or other contact with its 

provider.  But, in any event, this request for loss of use is precluded by the governing contract 

                                                           
9
  The product guides (which replaced tariffs when services were de-tariffed in Virginia) that 

were incorporated into the contracts for the original ISDN PRI service at Godwin Blvd. and for 

the ISDN PRI service at Windsor both also contain terms and conditions limiting liability to 

amounts charged for the service provided.  See Verizon South Inc. Product Guide (available at 

http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS

_STATUS=E), § 2.5.1 (stating that Verizon’s liability for any mistakes, omissions, interruptions, 

delays, errors or defects in any of the services or facilities it provides “shall in no event exceed an 

amount equivalent to the proportionate charge to the customer for the period of service during 

which such mistake, omission, interruption, delay, error or defect or failure in facilities occurs.”); 

Verizon Virginia Inc. Product Guide (available at 

http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS

_STATUS=E), Section 1, Original Sheet 33 (limiting liability to “in no event exceed an amount 

equivalent to the proportionate charge to the customer for the service or facilities affected during 

the period …”).  Thus, to the extent Complainant seeks any damages under those agreements 

(and it does not appear Complainant does), they preclude liability for any amount in excess of 

what the customer was charged – whether that be for punitive damages, attorneys’ fees, or any 

other indirect or consequential damages. 

http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS_STATUS=E
http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS_STATUS=E
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provisions, as discussed above.  Those provisions likewise limit the amount Complainant can 

seek in damages and preclude recovery in the amount sought here.  See Legal Analysis at 12-13.   

Given that the underlying location information and billing issues have been resolved and 

that Verizon has provided credit to Farmers Bank for the amounts set forth herein, all that 

remains are claims for damages that Complainant is not entitled to, that the Bureau cannot 

award, and/or that are expressly prohibited by contract.  The Bureau therefore should dismiss or 

deny the Complaint with prejudice.   

NATURE OF THE ACTION 

1.  Verizon admits that it and/or related affiliates have provided services and 

submitted bills to Complainant.  Verizon otherwise denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 

1 of the Complaint.  Verizon has not engaged in any abusive practices, has not intentionally 

billed Farmers Bank for any improper charges, and denies that its telephone bills are misleading 

or deceptive.  Contrary to Complainant’s assertions, Verizon appreciates and is committed to its 

rural and small-town business customers, and provides quality services to those customers.  

Verizon denies providing unauthorized services to Farmers Bank, as Farmers Bank entered into 

contractual agreements with Verizon authorizing and affirmatively requesting that Verizon 

provide each of the services referenced in the Complaint.   

COMMISSION AUTHORITY 

2. The Communications Act of 1934 and Title 47 of the Code of Federal 

Regulations (“Rules”) speak for themselves.   

PARTIES & REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

3. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments regarding Complainant’s corporate form, place of incorporation, or principal 

place of business, although Verizon admits that it provides services to Farmers Bank at 50 E. 
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Windsor Boulevard in Windsor, Virginia.  Verizon admits that, for purposes of 47 U.S.C. § 

153(39), the term “person” is defined to include corporations.   

4. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments contained in Paragraph 4 of the Complaint regarding Complainant’s state of 

mind and business operations.  Verizon admits that it provides services to Farmers Bank at six 

locations in Windsor, Smithfield, Courtland, and Suffolk, Virginia.     

5. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments contained in Paragraph 5 of the Complaint regarding Complainant’s historical 

operations.  

6. Verizon notes that Paragraph 6 of the Complaint contains assertions based on 

“information and belief” without a supporting affidavit.  The Commission’s Rules prohibit 

assertions based on information and belief “unless made in good faith and accompanied by an 

affidavit explaining the basis for the plaintiff’s belief and why the complainant could not 

reasonably ascertain the facts from defendant or any other source.”  47 C.F.R. § 1.721(a)(5).  

Verizon admits that Verizon Business Network Services Inc. and MCI Communications 

Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services are Delaware corporations.  Verizon Business 

Network Services Inc. has its principal place of business at One Verizon Way, Basking Ridge, 

New Jersey 07920.  MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services has its 

principal place of business at 22001 Loudoun County Parkway, Ashburn, VA 20147.  

7. Verizon notes that Paragraph 7 of the Complaint contains assertions based on 

“information and belief” without a supporting affidavit.  See 47 C.F.R. § 1.721(a)(5).  Verizon 

admits that Verizon Business Network Services Inc. and MCI Communications Services, Inc. 
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d/b/a Verizon Business Services are wholly owned indirect subsidiaries of Verizon 

Communications Inc. (“Verizon Communications”), which is a publicly held corporation.   

8. Verizon notes that Paragraph 8 of the Complaint contains assertions based on 

“information and belief” without a supporting affidavit.  See 47 C.F.R. § 1.721(a)(5).  Verizon 

denies that Verizon Long Distance LLC does business as Verizon Enterprise Solutions (“VES”) 

or has its principal place of business in Arlington, Virginia.  Verizon Long Distance LLC is an 

indirect, wholly owned subsidiary of Verizon Communications.  Verizon admits that Verizon 

Long Distance LLC provides long distance services throughout Virginia and manages business 

and government clients of Verizon.   

9. Verizon notes that Paragraph 9 of the Complaint contains assertions based on 

“information and belief” without a supporting affidavit.  See 47 C.F.R. § 1.721(a)(5).  Verizon 

lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the averments 

regarding the meaning of the quoted and capitalized term “Verizon Affiliates,” as used in the 

Complaint.  It is unclear what entities Complainant is referring to with that term.  However, 

Verizon admits that Verizon Services Corp., Verizon South Inc., Verizon Virginia LLC, 

MCImetro Access Transmission Services of Virginia, Inc., and MCImetro Access Transmission 

Services LLC are direct or indirect subsidiaries of Verizon Communications.  Verizon admits 

that those entities are all either Delaware or Virginia corporations or limited liability companies 

with principal places of business in Basking Ridge, New Jersey or Ashburn, Virginia.     

10. While Complainant defines “Verizon” to mean Verizon Business Network 

Services Inc. and MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services in this 

and other paragraphs, the Complaint sometimes appears to use that defined term to refer to 

Verizon Communications and/or other of its wholly owned affiliates and subsidiaries.  In either 
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case, Verizon denies that, by market capitalization, it is the largest provider of telephone and 

internet services to consumers, businesses, and government agencies.  AT&T Inc. is the largest 

such provider by market capitalization.  Verizon admits that the wholly owned indirect 

subsidiaries of Verizon Communications collectively operate one of the largest Internet Protocol 

(“IP”) networks and one of the largest optical networks to provide voice and data services in the 

United States, although the networks do not extend “throughout” every part of the United States.   

11. Verizon admits that it – or other Verizon entities – provides telephone services, 

including Integrated Services for Digital Network (“ISDN”) and Voice over Internet Protocol 

(“VoIP”) services, to customers located within the Commonwealth of Virginia.    

12. Verizon admits that certain direct and indirect subsidiaries of Verizon 

Communications are providers of certain telecommunications services and “telecommunications 

carriers” within the meaning of 47 U.S.C. § 153(51) when providing those services.  Verizon 

Business Network Services Inc. is not a service provider. 

13. 47 U.S.C. § 153(51) speaks for itself.   

14. While Complainant defines “Verizon” to mean Verizon Business Network 

Services Inc. and MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services in this 

and other paragraphs, the Complaint sometimes appears to use that defined term to refer to 

Verizon Communications and/or other of its wholly owned affiliates and subsidiaries.  Verizon 

admits that the averments contained in Paragraph 14 are applicable for 2015 for Verizon 

Communications and/or its wholly owned subsidiaries and affiliates.      

15. 47 U.S.C. § 217 speaks for itself.  Verizon admits that, in general, its employees 

were acting within the scope of their employment when providing services to Farmers Bank.  At 



     

14 
 

this time, Verizon cannot address whether its employees might have exceeded the scope of their 

employment with respect to any particular action with respect to Farmers Bank.   

ANSWER TO FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

16. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 16 of the Complaint.  

Verizon did not engage in a repetitive and cyclical pattern of deceptive promises, irreconcilable 

problems with services, or purposefully unjust billing.  Nor did Verizon provide unauthorized or 

severely defective services.  While service at Godwin Blvd. could not be set up as originally 

contemplated due to certain technical reasons, the parties thereafter made alternative 

arrangements and Verizon has been providing services to Farmers Bank under those 

arrangements ever since.  See Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 4-6.  Similarly, while the switch to those 

alternative arrangements led to some issues with respect to billing and there were issues 

regarding location information for three telephone numbers that Verizon installed at Godwin 

Blvd., but that Complainant and/or BCS assigned to different locations within the bank’s PBX 

system, those issues have been resolved.  Id. at ¶¶ 9-10; White Decl., ¶¶ 3-9.  Verizon is not 

aware of any other alleged problems with the services it has been (and currently still is) 

providing to Farmers Bank.  See Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 10-11; White Decl., ¶ 9. 

A. Answer to Allegations regarding the Initial Proposal for ISDN PRI Services 

at Godwin Blvd. 

17. Verizon admits the allegations contained in Paragraph 17 of the Complaint.  The 

fully executed Application for Service (“Application”), together with the applicable tariffs or 

product guides (which replaced tariffs after services were de-tariffed in Virginia), comprised the 

initial contract for ISDN PRI services at Godwin Blvd.  See VZ Exh. 1.  The Application made 

performance of the agreement “subject to the availability of suitable facilities.”  Id.   
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18. Verizon admits the allegations contained in Paragraph 18 of the Complaint, 

including that Farmers Bank executed the Application on April 29, 2013.   

19. Verizon admits that the proposal it submitted to Farmers Bank for the initial 

ISDN PRI service at Godwin Blvd. (Compl. Exh. 2) listed two components of the proposed 

“Bundled Components for Internet” as “24X7X365 customer service” and “industry leading 

SLA’s.”  The proposal also included the slogan, “We never stop working for you,” in the header.   

20. Verizon admits that, at the time the Application relating to PRI services as 

Godwin Blvd. was executed in April 2013, Verizon already was providing ISDN PRI service to 

Farmers Bank at its Windsor location.       

21. Verizon admits that, prior to the filing of the Complaint in June 2016, the monthly 

billing for ISDN PRI services at Windsor had not exceeded $1,200 per month for the preceding 

three years.  The parties’ contract for ISDN PRI service at Windsor expired in June 2016, with 

services for that location reverting to the rates set forth in the applicable product guide.   

22. Verizon admits that it entered into an agreement with Farmers Bank in 2007 to 

provide Multi-Protocol Label Switching (“MPLS”) services for Farmers Bank (“MPLS Service 

Agreement”).  That agreement expired in 2010, and Verizon no longer provides MPLS services 

to Farmers Bank.  That agreement appears to have no relevance to the claims in this proceeding. 

23. The terms of the MPLS Service Agreement speak for themselves.  But that 

agreement expired in 2010, and Verizon no longer provides MPLS services to Farmers Bank.  

That agreement does not appear relevant to this Complaint.   

24. Verizon admits that, in connection with the application for ISDN PRI services at 

Godwin Blvd. (VZ Exh. 1), Farmers Bank sought to port certain numbers from its Windsor 

location to Godwin Blvd., including certain direct inward dialing (“DID”) numbers.  Verizon 
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likewise understands that Farmers Bank initially intended to move its customer service call 

center function from Windsor to Godwin Blvd.  However, Farmers Bank did not intend for the 

contemplated ISDN PRI service at Godwin Blvd to eliminate the need for service at its Windsor 

branch, as it executed a new three-year agreement for ISDN PRI service at the Windsor location 

on June 13, 2013 – after it made arrangements for the new service at Godwin Blvd. and before 

any alternative arrangements had to be made for Godwin Blvd.  See VZ Exh. 2 (June 2013 

Windsor ISDN PRI contract).   

25. Verizon admits that, on May 21, 2013, it sent a letter to Farmers Bank providing 

information regarding the ISDN PRI services that the parties contemplated would be installed at 

Godwin Blvd.  The letter speaks for itself.  But, among other things, the letter indicated that the 

initial due date for installation of ISDN PRI service was May 31, 2013.  The parties subsequently 

moved the date to June 26, 2013.  See Response to Paragraph 27, below.  The letter also 

identified the relevant DID numbers associated with the planned installation and port at Godwin 

Blvd., but indicated that “these numbers are not guaranteed until they are in and working.”  

Compl. Exh. 10.   

26. Complainant’s Exhibit 10 speaks for itself.  But Verizon admits that the May 21, 

2013 letter also stated that “[t]his ISDN PRI will be billed on a 3-year ISDN PRI Plus 10K MOU 

pricing agreement,” with billing to commence once installation for the identified circuit ID 

scheduled for May 31, 2013 had been completed.  Id.   

27. Verizon admits that the originally contemplated ISDN PRI service for Godwin 

Blvd. subsequently was scheduled for implementation on June 26, 2013.   
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28. Verizon admits that Farmers Bank identified the DID numbers that it wished to 

port from Windsor to Godwin Blvd.  Verizon also advised Farmers Bank that “these numbers are 

not guaranteed until they are in and working.”  Compl. Exh. 10. 

29. Verizon denies that “phone lines for Plain Old Telephone Service (‘POTS’), also 

[are] known as Public Switched Telephone Network ‘PSTN’),” although POTS service may 

utilize the PSTN.  As noted above, Verizon admits that Farmers Bank identified telephone 

numbers that it wished to port from Windsor to Godwin Blvd.   

30. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments in Paragraph 30 of the Complaint regarding whether or when Farmers Bank 

moved personnel from its Windsor branch to Godwin Blvd.   

31. Verizon understands that Complainant made arrangements with a vendor, BCS, to 

provide certain equipment and services in connection with the installation of ISDN PRI services 

at Godwin Blvd.  Verizon lacks knowledge or information regarding the particulars of 

Complainant’s arrangements with BCS.  Verizon understands that, in connection with 

establishing service at Godwin Blvd., Farmers Bank initially intended to move its customer 

service call center functionality from Windsor to the Godwin Blvd. branch.  However, Farmers 

Bank did not intend for the contemplated PRI service at Godwin Blvd to eliminate the need for 

service at its Windsor branch, as it executed a new three-year agreement for ISDN PRI service at 

the Windsor location on June 13, 2013 – after it had made arrangements for new service at 

Godwin Blvd. and before any alternative arrangements needed to be made for Godwin Blvd.  See 

VZ Exh. 2 (June 2013 Windsor ISDN PRI contract).  Thus, even if everything had gone as 

intended for Godwin Blvd., Farmers Bank still intended to receive service from Verizon at 

Windsor for at least three more years.  After the initially contemplated set-up at Godwin Blvd. 
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proved to not be suitable or technically feasible, Farmers Bank continued to maintain its 

customer service call center at its Windsor branch and has received services from Verizon at that 

location ever since.  See generally Lawson Decl., ¶ 7. 

32. Paragraph 32 of the Complaint refers to Compl. Exh. 12, which appears to be a 

“Purchase Agreement” between Farmers Bank and BCS.  The document speaks for itself.  

Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to whether Compl. Exh. 12 

is the governing contractual arrangement between Complainant and BCS, what BCS ultimately 

charged Farmers Bank under this arrangement, or what payments Farmers Bank may have made 

to BCS under this “Purchase Agreement.”  Verizon notes that the “Purchase Agreement” lists 

equipment (including the “Mitel MXe 3300 Controllers”), software, training and other items.  

Verizon is aware that Farmers Bank did acquire Mitel equipment for use at Godwin Blvd. and 

that, although service was not set up at Godwin Blvd. as originally contemplated, Farmers Bank 

nevertheless still was able to use the Mitel equipment at Godwin Blvd. and continues to do so 

today.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 9 (confirming that Complainant was using Mitel 3300 Controller 

equipment in August 2016).   

As the Complaint did not include a computation of damages as required by 47 C.F.R. § 

1.722(h)(1), it is unclear from the Complaint whether Complainant seeks any of the amount 

referenced in Compl. Exh. 12 as part of this proceeding.  But, to the extent that Complainant 

seeks any amounts for this equipment (or any other related cost under the “Purchase Agreement” 

included as Compl. Exh. 12), they are not recoverable.  See Legal Analysis at 6-8.  Complainant 

either would have utilized this equipment (and other related services) anyway, regardless of any 

switch to alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd., or it has mitigated any loss by using the 

equipment (and any related services) after the switch was made.  In either event, to the extent 
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Complainant is seeking any recovery in Paragraph 32, it has failed to adequately substantiate any 

such claim and any such claim would be time-barred.  Id.   

B. Answer to Allegations regarding Efforts to Establish ISDN PRI Services at 

Godwin Blvd. 

33. Verizon admits that, on June 25, 2013, Verizon contacted Farmers Bank to 

indicate that the ISDN PRI services could not be set up as originally contemplated at Godwin 

Blvd. due to technical reasons and the lack of available suitable facilities.  In particular, because 

the Windsor and Godwin Blvd. branches are in different rate centers, the numbers that Farmers 

Bank sought to port from Windsor to Godwin Blvd. could not be ported.  See, e.g., Compl. Exh. 

14; Lawson Decl., ¶ 4.  The parties then made alternative arrangements, initially utilizing a 

combination of the ISDN PRI service and a remote call forwarding (“RCF”) feature to forward 

calls intended for certain numbers until a more permanent solution could be implemented.  See, 

e.g., Lawson Decl., ¶ 5; Compl. Exhs. 22, 24.  (As discussed below, this was an interim or 

temporary solution, with the parties later utilizing a VoIP arrangement to provide services to 

Godwin Blvd.)   

34. Verizon admits that the switch to this initial (and temporary) alternative 

arrangement required certain additional work, including from Verizon and from the bank’s third 

party vendor, BCS, and that phone lines were accessible for Farmers Bank and its customers on 

June 26, 2013.   

35. Verizon admits that Farmers Bank included an invoice from BCS as Exhibit 18 to 

the Complaint.  The document speaks for itself.  Farmers Bank represents that this BCS invoice, 

in the amount of $2,911.25, is for work BCS performed on June 25, 2013 as a result of the 

switch to the alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd.  While the governing contract made 

performance at Godwin Blvd. subject to the availability of suitable facilities (VZ Exh. 1) and the 
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May 21, 2013 letter from Verizon to Farmers Bank confirmed that “these numbers are not 

guaranteed until they are in and working” (Compl. Exh. 10),
10

 Verizon nevertheless committed 

to compensating Farmers Bank for the full amount of this invoice.  Verizon has provided a credit 

for this amount to do so.  See VZ Exh. 5; Legal Analysis, Appendix A.  This issue therefore is 

resolved.   

36. Verizon admits that it requested copies of the BCS invoices and communicated 

with Farmers Bank regarding the request for reimbursement of or credit for these BCS charges 

associated with the alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd.  As noted in response to Paragraph 

35, above, Verizon has provided credit to Farmers Bank for the full amount of this invoice.  This 

issue therefore is resolved.   

C. Answer to Allegations regarding the VoIP Solution for Godwin Blvd. 

37. Verizon admits that, on the scheduled implementation day for the ISDN PRI 

services at Godwin Blvd. (June 26, 2013), it communicated to Farmers Bank a proposal for the 

initial alternative arrangement at Godwin Blvd. (utilizing ISDN PRI and remote call forwarding) 

until a more permanent alternative arrangement using VoIP could be implemented.  That 

communication (Compl. Exh. 22) speaks for itself.  As discussed below, the parties thereafter 

identified additional items to be added to what was contained in the VoIP proposal, such that the 

final contract for VoIP services agreed to by the parties ultimately differed from the proposal.  

Compare Compl. Exh. 22 to VZ Exh. 3.  However, months before the Complaint was filed, 

Verizon refunded Farmers Bank all amounts paid under the interim alternative arrangement 

                                                           
10

  Verizon likewise does not concede that the inability to implement the initial ISDN PRI 

solution and the switch to alternative arrangements amounted to a violation of any statute or 

Commission rule.   
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using ISDN PRI and remote call forwarding.  See VZ Exh. 4; White Decl., ¶ 4; Complaint ¶ 150; 

Compl. Exh. 137.   

38. Paragraph 38 of the Complaint cites to Compl. Exhs. 22 and 23, which speak for 

themselves.  As discussed below, the parties identified additional items to be added to what was 

contained in the initial VoIP proposal for Godwin Blvd., such that the final VoIP contract agreed 

to by the parties ultimately differed from the proposal. 

39. Verizon admits that the proposed long-term alternative arrangement or “solution” 

for Godwin Blvd. utilized VoIP service, as discussed above.  Verizon admits that utilizing VoIP 

service required different customer premises equipment (“CPE”) than was required for ISDN 

PRI service.  Verizon has provided Farmers Bank with a credit the cost of that CPE.  See VZ 

Exh. 5; Legal Analysis, Appendix A.  That issue therefore is resolved.   

40. Verizon admits that it sent a copy of the proposed contract for VoIP service at 

Godwin Blvd. to Farmers Bank on June 28, 2013.  See Compl. Exh. 24.  That document speaks 

for itself.   

41. Verizon admits that Paragraph 41 of the Complaint appears to quote various 

bullets from the June 28, 2013 email from Verizon’s account manager to Farmers Bank (Compl. 

Exh. 24) that attached the proposed VoIP contract for Godwin Blvd.  That email speaks for itself. 

42. Paragraph 42 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from Compl. Exh. 24, 

which speaks for itself.  However, Verizon notes that the email indicates that the author (a 

Verizon account manager) was “glad to know we are making some progress to get this resolved.”   

43. Paragraph 43 of the Complaint quotes excerpts from Farmers Bank 

communications to Verizon (Compl. Exhs. 25 and 26).  Those documents speak for themselves.  
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But Verizon admits that Farmers Bank requested that it not work with a particular Verizon 

account manager any further.   

44. Verizon admits that, in both the June 28, 2013 email (Compl. Exh. 24) and in a 

July 1, 2013 email (Compl. Exh. 26), Verizon advised Farmers Bank that it was removing the 

account manager from the account, as requested by Farmers Bank, and that one or both of two 

other, more senior Verizon managers would work on the account.  In that correspondence, 

Farmers Bank’s Senior Vice President and Chief Operating Officer thanked Verizon’s Center 

Manager, Medium Business for Verizon’s responsiveness and efforts to address the issues that 

had arisen in making alternative arrangements for Godwin Blvd., stating, among other things, 

that: 

I want to personally THANK YOU for your responsiveness with 

the many issues we’ve experiences [sic] with this project … 

Toshombia [Jones, Verizon’s Senior Analyst Order Management – 

Network Field Ops.] has been a joy to work with & in my mind, he 

has done everything possible … I honestly don’t know how we 

would have made it this far with him (and Bill Stemm [Verizon 

Cslt Engineer – Network Consulting]). … In my mind, he has done 

everything in his power to make up for the mishaps & on behalf of 

all Farmers Bank, please know how much we appreciate 

everything, he, you and others have done for us. …  

[ ] 

I apologize for the long email and again extend my deepest 

appreciation for everything you have done to try and make all of 

this work out for us. …  

Compl. Exh. 26. 

45. Verizon does not understand the reference in Paragraph 45 of the Complaint to 

Complainant’s “rights and remedies” with respect to the ISDN PRI service at Godwin Blvd. and 

denies that there were any actionable “misrepresentations” regarding that service that would give 

rise to any action or remedy.  In any event, the parties voluntarily entered into a contractual 
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arrangement for that service; any “rights and remedies” would be governed by those documents 

and Verizon did not owe any duty to “advise Farmers Bank” of what it had agreed to or could 

pursue under the contract.  With respect to the proposed VoIP solution, Verizon provided 

Farmers Bank with a proposal for VoIP services at Godwin Blvd.  The parties identified 

additional items to be added to what was contained in the proposal.  For example, the proposal 

did not include a desired shared trunking feature or taxes and surcharges.  See, e.g., Compl. Exh. 

22.  Verizon sent Farmers Bank a proposed contract to provide VoIP services at Godwin Blvd 

reflecting those additional items.  Farmers Bank then agreed to that contract, reflecting the 

parties’ agreement on how to proceed with service at Godwin Blvd.  See VZ Exh. 3. 

46. Paragraph 46 of the Complaint appears to contain a typographical error and/or is 

missing information that renders the meaning of the averment unclear.  However, to the extent 

Paragraph 46 is alleging that Verizon charged Farmers Bank “duplicative amounts” by billing 

Farmers Bank for both ISDN PRI service (with remote call forwarding) and VoIP service at the 

same time, Verizon denies that Farmers Bank has stated any actionable claim or suffered any 

losses as a result.  When the parties transitioned from the interim ISDN PRI (with remote call 

forwarding) arrangement to the VoIP service for Godwin Blvd. in May 2014, there was a brief 

overlap (in May – June 2014) where both services were billing at the same time.  However, in 

November 2015, Verizon refunded Farmers Bank for all charges under the interim ISDN PRI 

service (with remote call forwarding) for Godwin Blvd.  See Complaint ¶ 150; Compl. Exh. 137; 

VZ Exh. 4; White Decl., ¶ 4.  Accordingly, the only amounts Farmers Bank ultimately ended up 

paying for Godwin Blvd. were for VoIP service.  So, to the extent there were any “duplicative” 

charges between ISDN PRI and VoIP bills at Godwin Blvd., those would have been covered by 

and included within the refund for the full amount of the ISDN PRI service (with remote call 
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forwarding) that was provided.  This issue therefore was resolved months before the Complaint 

was filed.   

After the Complaint was filed, Verizon performed a review of Farmers Bank’s accounts 

and determined that it would credit Farmers Bank for two categories of amounts billed in 

connection with the VoIP service provided at Godwin Blvd.  See White Decl., ¶¶ 3, 6-7.  First, 

while the parties had entered into an agreement for that VoIP service in June 2013 and Verizon 

installed facilities to provide the service by December 2013, the VoIP service was not fully 

implemented until May 2014.  (Verizon continued to provide service at Godwin Blvd. through 

the temporary ISDN PRI service with remote call forwarding during that time.)  However, once 

installed in December 2013, Verizon’s systems automatically began billing Farmers Bank for the 

VoIP service – even though it was not yet fully implemented.  Verizon has corrected this error – 

providing a credit to Farmers Bank for $6,722.22 to cover the “early billing” on this account 

before the VoIP service was fully implemented.  See White Decl., ¶ 6; VZ Exh. 5; Legal 

Analysis, Appendix A.  Between that credit and the above-referenced refund for the ISDN PRI 

service with remote call forwarding, Farmers Bank has been relieved of any charges for the 

service it received at Godwin Blvd. from June 2013 until May 2014, when the VoIP service was 

fully implemented.     

Second, Verizon later inadvertently invoiced certain duplicative charges to Farmers Bank 

for VoIP service at Godwin Blvd.  When the VoIP service was implemented at Godwin Blvd. in 

May 2014, it initially was provided under Account No. 6000081542x26.  The VoIP services later 

were moved to a different account (Account No. 6000083824x26).  However, when the services 

were moved to the new account, the old account was not disconnected initially – and billing 

occurred on both accounts until the error was discovered.  See White Decl., ¶ 7.  Verizon has 
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corrected that error and – to remedy the inadvertent overcharge – provided a credit to Farmers 

Bank in the amount of $10,757.34.  See id.; VZ Exh. 5; Legal Analysis, Appendix A.   

47. As discussed in response to Paragraph 39, above, Verizon has provided a credit 

for the full claimed cost of the CPE referenced in Paragraph 47 of the Complaint.  This issue 

therefore is resolved.   

48. Verizon denies that it provided the contract for VoIP services at Godwin Blvd. 

without explanation to Farmers Bank.  Moreover, Farmers Bank had the ability to review that 

contract itself before signing it.  Verizon also denies that it required Farmers Bank to execute the 

contract for VoIP services at Godwin Blvd. or advance monthly amounts before implementing 

the interim ISDN PRI arrangement with remote call forwarding.  While Complainant cites 

Compl. Exh. 24 in support of this allegation, that Exhibit (a June 28, 2013 email from Verizon to 

Farmers Bank) actually indicated the contrary.  The email forwarded the contract for VoIP 

services and asked Farmers Bank to sign it, but stated that the order utilizing remote call 

forwarding already had been placed – indicating that execution of the VoIP contract was not 

required for implementation of the interim solution with ISDN PRI (and remote call forwarding).  

See Compl. Exh. 24 (“[t]he RCF order has been place[d]”).   

49. The terms of the contract for VoIP services at Godwin Blvd. speak for 

themselves.  But, in any event, Verizon has provided a credit to Farmers Bank for the 

underutilization charge associated with this contract.  See Responses to Paragraphs 147-48, 

below.   

50. Verizon admits that the terms contained in the final contract agreed to by the 

parties for VoIP services at Godwin Blvd. differ from the initial proposal for VoIP services, for 

the reasons set forth above.  After sharing the initial proposal, additional items were identified to 
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be included in the final agreement.  Those items were included in the proposed contract Verizon 

sent to Farmers Bank and that Farmers Bank ultimately agreed to and executed.  Those 

documents speak for themselves. 

51. Verizon admits that it initially billed Farmers Bank $14,853.07 for the interim 

alternative arrangement at Godwin Blvd. utilizing ISDN PRI and remote call forwarding, with 

the understanding that Verizon would credit those charges back to Farmers Bank.  As 

Complainant acknowledges, Verizon thereafter provided Farmers Bank with a refund of 

$15,708.66 to cover those charges.  Complaint ¶ 150; Compl. Exh. 137.  See also White Decl., ¶ 

4; VZ Exh. 4.  As a result, this issue was resolved approximately seven months prior to the filing 

of the Complaint.   

52. Verizon admits that it advised Farmers Bank it would provide credit for the 

amounts it billed to Farmers Bank for the interim alternative arrangement at Godwin Blvd. 

utilizing ISDN PRI and remote call forwarding.  As Complainant acknowledges, Verizon did so 

– providing a full refund for those amounts.  See Complaint ¶ 150; Compl. Exh. 137.  As a result, 

this issue was resolved approximately seven months prior to the filing of the Complaint.   

53. Verizon admits that Farmers Bank requested refund of the amounts Verizon billed 

for the interim alternative arrangement at Godwin Blvd. utilizing ISDN PRI and remote call 

forwarding.  But Verizon denies that those requests were “to no avail.”  As the Complaint later 

acknowledges, Verizon did provide a full refund of those amounts.  See Complaint ¶ 150.  As a 

result, this issue was resolved approximately seven months prior to the filing of the Complaint.  

See White Decl., ¶ 4. 
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D. Answer to Allegations regarding Loss of Service, Location Issues, and Billing 

Issues Associated with the VoIP Solution for Godwin Blvd. 

54. Verizon admits that the Farmers Bank telephone number referenced in Paragraph 

54 of the Complaint was out of service on July 1, 2013 and that callers attempting to reach that 

number received a recorded message indicating that the number was not in service or had been 

disconnected at that time.  Verizon lacks knowledge or information necessary to form a belief as 

to whether that number represents Farmers Bank’s “main phone line.”   

55. Verizon admits that Paragraph 55 of the Complaint appears to accurately quote a 

sentence contained within the July 1, 2013 email sent from Farmers Bank to Verizon that was 

attached to the Complaint as Compl. Exh. 44.  The email speaks for itself.   

56. Verizon lacks knowledge or information necessary to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averment that Farmers Bank performed 911 testing on July 23, 2013 or what that testing 

entailed.  Verizon is aware that, at times, there was an issue regarding the location information 

associated with three telephone numbers that Verizon physically installed at Godwin Blvd., but 

that Complainant and/or its vendor, BCS, assigned to different locations within the bank’s PBX 

system.  See Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 6, 9.  That issue has been resolved.  Id. at ¶¶ 9-10. 

57. Verizon denies that Farmers Bank’s inquiries regarding Verizon’s progress on 

implementation of the VoIP solution were met with inconsistent responses and excuses for 

delays.  As Compl. Exhs. 46 and 47 show, Verizon responded to inquiries from Farmers Bank, 

explaining that Verizon was working to add the bank’s Windsor location to its VoIP footprint so 

as to allow the desired porting of telephone numbers.  See Compl. Exh. 47.  While working that 

issue, Verizon continued to provide service to Farmers Bank using the interim ISDN PRI service 

(with remote call forwarding).   
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58. Paragraph 58 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from an August 15, 

2013 email from Verizon to Farmers Bank (Compl. Exh. 48).  That email speaks for itself.  But, 

as the email indicates, Verizon encountered an issue with respect to porting numbers from the 

Windsor location under the VoIP solution because the Windsor rate center did not yet have 

Verizon VoIP facilities.  The email passed along the “[g]ood news” that there was approval to 

add the Windsor location to the VoIP footprint, which – once completed – would allow those 

numbers to be ported.  The email also confirmed that, “All other [Farmers Bank] locations could 

be ported to VoIP immediately.”  Compl. Exh. 48.  And, in the interim, Verizon continued to 

provide service to Farmers Bank using the ISDN PRI service (with remote call forwarding). 

59. Paragraph 59 appears to quote excerpts from Compl. Exh. 48, which speaks for 

itself.  Verizon denies the characterization of the issue referenced in Paragraph 59 as a 

“roadblock” and denies that its VoIP footprint at the time did not extend to Windsor because it is 

a “rural town.”  Verizon routinely provides services to rural areas.   

60. Paragraph 60 appears to quote excerpts from Compl. Exh. 49, which speaks for 

itself.  Generally speaking, having a customer commitment to place an order in an area where 

VoIP services are not available helps prioritize expansion of the VoIP footprint to include that 

area.  Verizon denies that it is the largest U.S. provider of telephone and internet services.  See 

Response to Paragraph 10, above.   

61. Verizon denies that it billed Farmers Bank for an “unimplemented” ISDN PRI 

service at Godwin Blvd.  While the ISDN PRI service at Godwin Blvd. could not be set up as 

initially contemplated, Verizon implemented and provided service to Farmers Bank at that 

location using the interim ISDN PRI solution with remote call forwarding.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 

6.  Verizon admits that, before the VoIP solution was implemented, Verizon billed Farmers Bank 
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for the interim ISDN PRI service.  But, as Complainant has conceded, Verizon refunded Farmers 

Bank all charges associated with that ISDN PRI service months before the Complaint was filed.  

See Complaint ¶ 150; Compl. Exh. 137; White Decl., ¶ 4.   

62. Verizon admits that Paragraph 62 of the Complaint refers to an August 28, 2013 

email from Farmers Bank to Verizon (Compl. Exh. 51), which speaks for itself.  The Verizon 

engineer who received that email forwarded it to the Verizon manager assigned to the account to 

investigate whether it was a repair issue.  See Compl. Exh. 51.  In the email, Farmers Bank also 

indicated that, “Last week we performed 911 test calls at all of our locations and all of our tests 

were correct ….”  Id.   

63. Verizon admits that Farmers Bank contacted Verizon Customer Care in 

September and October 2013 indicating it had a question or issue regarding its designation of a 

Primary Interexchange Carrier (“PIC”) for phone number 757-242-6111.  See Compl. Exh. 52. 

64. Verizon denies that Verizon Customer Care knowingly provided Farmers Bank 

and BCS erroneous phone contact information.  The Customer Care representatives do not have 

direct dial numbers; the phone number listed in the correspondence with Farmers Bank was the 

general number for Customer Care, which had representatives in multiple locations.  See Compl. 

Exh. 52.   

65. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as the truth of 

the averment in Paragraph 65 of the Complaint.  It is unclear what “the ongoing issue” 

referenced in Paragraph 65 is.  To the extent the “issue” relates to the PIC designation for the 

phone number referenced in Paragraph 63, Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to 

form a belief as to whether that issue impacted Complainant’s ability to service its clients or 

resulted in customer complaints.  As reflected in the email communications attached to the 
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Complaint, Verizon attempted to address the PIC issue and indicated that it was being caused by 

the manner in which the bank’s vendor was outpulsing the number, causing conflicts.  See 

Compl. Exh. 53. 

66. Paragraph 66 of the Complaint references the content of Compl. Exh. 54, which 

speaks for itself. 

67. Paragraph 67 of the Complaint quotes an excerpt from Compl. Exh. 54, which 

speaks for itself.     

E. Answer to Allegations regarding Duplicative Billing for Godwin Blvd. 

68. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 68 of the Complaint.  It is 

unclear what time period Paragraph 68’s reference to “at this time” refers to, but Verizon denies 

that it failed to communicate with Farmers Bank regarding the switch from the interim ISDN 

PRI arrangement to the VoIP service at Godwin Blvd. or the associated billing issues.  See, e.g., 

Compl. Exh. 57 (January 29, 2014 email from Verizon to Farmers Bank responding to request 

for an explanation of billing).  In any event, as the Complaint acknowledges, Verizon refunded 

Farmers Bank the full amount of its billing under the ISDN PRI (with remote call forwarding) 

arrangement at Godwin Blvd. in November 2015.  See White Decl., ¶ 4; Complaint ¶ 150.  As 

such, there cannot be any concern with respect to potentially duplicative or overlapping billing 

between the ISDN PRI and VoIP services at Godwin Blvd.  Complainant was refunded for all 

ISDN PRI (and RCF) billing for that location, duplicative or not.  Id.  This issue therefore was 

resolved approximately seven months before the Complaint was filed.   

69. Verizon denies that the ISDN PRI at Godwin Blvd. was never properly 

implemented or functionally utilized, and denies that it is “questionable” whether any associated 

services were effectively provided.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 6.  While the ISDN PRI service at 

Godwin Blvd. could not be set up as originally contemplated, the parties thereafter made 
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alternative arrangements and Verizon implemented and successfully provided service to Farmers 

Bank at that location using the interim ISDN PRI solution with remote call forwarding for 

months.  Id. at ¶¶ 4-6.  As set forth in the response to Paragraph 68, above, Verizon 

communicated with Farmers Bank regarding any duplicative billing while switching from the 

interim ISDN PRI arrangement to the VoIP solution at Godwin Blvd. and provided Complainant 

with a refund for all ISDN PRI (and remote call forwarding) charges for that location – not just 

any potentially duplicative amounts.  As such, this issue has been resolved.   

70. Paragraph 70 of the Complaint appears to quote excerpts from Compl. Exh. 57 

and cites Compl. Exh. 59, both of which speak for themselves.  As discussed above, in 

November 2015, Verizon provided a full refund to Farmers Bank for all ISDN PRI (and remote 

call forwarding) charges for Godwin Blvd.  See White Decl., ¶ 4. 

71. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 71 of the Complaint.  

Verizon denies that it charged Farmers Bank for numbers not utilized and denies that its invoices 

lacked sufficient detail.  Contrary to Complainant’s assertions, Verizon responded to billing 

inquiries – as evidenced by Complainant’s own exhibits (see, e.g., Compl. Exh. 58).  And 

Verizon ultimately provided Complainant with a refund for all ISDN PRI (and remote call 

forwarding) charges for Godwin Blvd. – not just any potentially duplicative amounts.  See White 

Decl., ¶ 4.  As such, this issue was resolved months before the Complaint was filed.   

72. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 72 of the Complaint, which 

selectively quotes a Verizon email (which speaks for itself) and mischaracterizes a statement by 

one of Verizon’s managers.  Paragraph 72 cites a July 2014 email exchange to suggest that 

Verizon’s billing descriptions were so inadequate that the Verizon manager had “no idea” what 

they were intended to cover.  However, the exchange confirms that Verizon employee was being 
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asked a different question.  The question to this Verizon manager was “what the charges for this 

account are going to be for going forward?”  Compl. Exh. 60.  This manager, not being 

particularly familiar with this particular bill or account, responded that she had “no idea,” and 

therefore directed the customer to call a representative who could review the account and billing 

and provide the requested information, or to send an email to a provided address to open a billing 

inquiry.  Id.   

73. It is unclear what is meant by the reference in Paragraph 73 of the Complaint to a 

“detailed accounting.”  Similarly, it is unclear what “double charge” is being referenced in 

Paragraph 73.  But Verizon denies that Farmers Bank has never received credits associated with 

the ISDN PRI service provided at Godwin Blvd. and denies that Farmers Bank has any losses 

associated with that service.  The Complaint concedes that Verizon provided a refund to Farmers 

Bank for all ISDN PRI (and remote call forwarding) charges for Godwin Blvd. – not just any 

potentially duplicative amounts.  See Complaint ¶ 150.  As such, this issue was resolved months 

before the Complaint was filed.  See White Decl., ¶ 4. 

74.  Verizon admits that Paragraph 74 of the Complaint appears to quote an email 

message from Verizon that was attached to the Complaint as Compl. Exh. 74.  The email speaks 

for itself.  Verizon generally does not stop billing on or provide credit for an account if the 

customer has not contacted Verizon to disconnect or close out the account.  However, Verizon 

did stop billing and provided credit for this account, as detailed above.  See White Decl., ¶ 4.  

This issue was resolved months before the Complaint was filed.   

75. Verizon denies that it made any misrepresentations, omissions of material facts or 

failed to address Farmers Bank’s inquiries.  Moreover, as detailed above, Verizon provided a 

refund to Farmers Bank for all ISDN PRI (and remote call forwarding) charges for Godwin 
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Blvd. – not just any potentially duplicative amounts.  See White Decl., ¶ 4.  This issue was 

resolved long before the Complaint was filed.   

F. Answer to Allegations regarding Location Issues Associated with Numbers 

under the VoIP Contract for Godwin Blvd. 

76. Verizon admits that it continued to work with Farmers Bank through May 2014 

regarding porting numbers to Godwin Blvd.  Farmers Bank began utilizing the VoIP solution at 

Godwin Blvd. in May 2014.  It is unclear what specifically Paragraph 76 of the Complaint is 

referring to in stating that incorrect numbers were being displayed and communicated to 911 

dispatch.  As noted above, Verizon was aware of certain location issues for certain numbers for 

certain periods.  Working with Farmers Bank, Verizon coordinated onsite testing with the bank’s 

vendor, BCS, and a third party equipment vendor in August 2016.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 8.  That 

testing identified and successfully addressed the location issue for the three telephone numbers 

that Verizon installed at Godwin Blvd., but that Complainant and/or BCS assigned to different 

locations in the bank’s PBX system.  Id. at ¶ 9.  That issue was then remedied and is now 

resolved.  Id. at ¶¶ 9-10.  Verizon is not aware of any issue with respect to 911 location 

information since that time.  Id. at 10. 

77. Without admitting liability or the allegations contained in Paragraph 77 of the 

Complaint, Verizon has provided credit to Farmers Bank for the BCS charges referenced in 

Paragraph 77.  See VZ Exh. 5; Legal Analysis, Appendix A.  This issue therefore has been 

resolved.   

78. Verizon admits that it did successfully port numbers for Farmers Bank.  Verizon 

otherwise lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief regarding the remaining 

averments contained in Paragraph 78 of the Complaint, nor can Verizon speak to what appear to 

be multiple internal Farmers Bank documents contained within Compl. Exh. 69.  As noted 
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above, Verizon is aware that there was a location issue for certain telephone numbers that 

Verizon installed at Godwin Blvd., but that Complainant and/or BCS assigned to different 

locations in the bank’s PBX system.  See Response to Paragraph 76.  But that issue is now 

resolved.  

79. Verizon denies that it was indifferent, unresponsive, or had “repeated failures” 

with respect to its dealings with Farmers Bank.  Even the exhibits to the Complaint reflect a 

steady stream of communication back and forth between the parties, and Verizon has been 

providing service to Farmers Bank at Godwin Blvd. since 2013.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 6.  

Paragraph 79 of the Complaint otherwise appears to quote an email written by a Farmers Bank 

employee, which speaks for itself.  To the extent Paragraph 79 is referring to the location issue 

for certain telephone numbers that Verizon installed at Godwin Blvd. but that were assigned to 

different locations in the bank’s PBX system, that issue has been resolved.  Id. at ¶¶ 8-10. 

80. Paragraph 80 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from an email chain 

between Verizon and Complainant (Compl. Exh. 71) and cites to a second email chain between 

the parties (Compl. Exh. 72).  That email correspondence speaks for itself.  Contrary to the 

allegations contained in Paragraph 79, the exhibits referenced in Paragraph 80 show Verizon’s 

responsiveness to questions raised by Farmers Bank and its efforts to address those questions. 

81. Verizon denies that it was “apathetic” towards questions raised by the bank 

regarding location information.  To the contrary, the Exhibits referenced in Paragraph 81 of the 

Complaint reflect repeated communications between Verizon and the bank regarding these 

issues, and Verizon’s attempts to address Complainant’s concerns.  See, e.g., Compl. Exhs. 73-

77 (reflecting multiple communications from Verizon responding to Farmers Bank requests and 
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providing status updates).  In any event, the location issue for certain bank telephone numbers 

has been resolved.  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 76, above.   

82. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averment contained in Paragraph 82 of the Complaint.  In any event, as discussed above, 

the location issue for certain bank telephone numbers has been resolved.  See Response to 

Paragraph 76, supra. 

83. Paragraph 83 of the Complaint selectively quotes a self-serving excerpt from an 

email Farmers Bank sent as part of a lengthy email chain between the parties, in which Verizon 

provided information and multiple status updates to Farmers Bank and indicated that it was 

“escalating” the issues the bank raised.  That email correspondence speaks for itself.  In any 

event, as discussed above, the 911 location issue for certain bank telephone numbers has been 

resolved.  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 76, above.  Verizon is not aware of any 

further issue with location information for the bank.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 10. 

84. Paragraph 84 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from an email sent 

from a Farmers Bank employee to Verizon.  The email speaks for itself.  As noted above, the 

location issue that existed at certain times for certain bank telephone numbers has been resolved.  

Please refer to the response to Paragraph 76, above.  Verizon is not aware of any further issue 

with 911 location information for the bank.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 10. 

85. Verizon acknowledges that, in February 2015, Farmers Bank asked for contact 

information for the next level supervisor for Verizon’s inside sales manager, who then copied 

that supervisor on the email correspondence between the parties.  See Compl. Exh. 79.   

86. Verizon lacks information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the 

averments contained in Paragraph 86 about what testing Complainant might have performed, the 
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details of those tests, or what the results showed.  As noted above, Verizon is not aware of any 

current issues with respect to 911 location information for Farmers Bank.  Please refer to the 

Response to Paragraph 76, above.  That issue has been resolved.   

87. Paragraph 87 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from an email that 

Farmers Bank sent to Verizon as part of a lengthy email exchange between the parties.  That 

email correspondence speaks for itself, although it reveals that Verizon continued to respond to 

inquiries from the bank and worked to address them.   

88. Paragraph 88 of the Complaint appears to quote excerpts from email 

correspondence between the parties, which speaks for itself.  As noted above, the location issue 

that existed at certain times for certain bank telephone numbers has been resolved.  Please refer 

to the response to Paragraph 76, above.   

89. Paragraph 89 of the Complaint appears to selectively quote a self-serving excerpt 

from an email a Farmers Bank employee wrote as part of a larger email chain between the 

parties.  That email communication speaks for itself.  As noted above, any 911 location issues 

that may have existed have been resolved.  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 76, above.   

90. Verizon admits that it sought specific information from Farmers Bank on the 

location issues the bank indicated it was experiencing.  Verizon otherwise denies the allegations 

contained in Paragraph 90 of the Complaint.   

91. Paragraph 91 of the Complaint appears to selectively quote an excerpt from an 

email a Farmers Bank employee wrote as part of a larger email chain between the parties.  What 

is stated in that excerpt is not accurate, but that excerpt email communication speaks for itself.  

In any event, any 911 location issues that may have existed have been resolved.  Please refer to 

the response to Paragraph 76, above. 
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92. Verizon lacks information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the 

averments contained in Paragraph 92 about what testing Complainant might have performed in 

March 2015, the details of those tests, or what the results showed.  As noted above, Verizon is 

not aware of any current issues with respect to 911 location information for Farmers Bank.  

Please refer to the Response to Paragraph 76.  To Verizon’s knowledge, any 911 location issues 

that may have existed have been resolved.  See Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 9-10. 

93. Paragraph 93 of the Complaint cites and quotes and excerpt from a 2015 email 

exchange between Verizon and Farmers Bank, which speaks for itself.  Verizon admits that, on 

April 29, 2015, it communicated to Farmers Bank that it had completed activation for remaining 

bank sites and asked whether Verizon still needed to migrate or port any numbers for those sites.  

See Compl. Exh. 88.  The email correspondence also indicates Verizon’s continuing attention to 

location information issues, stating that such issues were the “main focus right now.”  Id. 

94. Verizon lacks information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the 

averments contained in Paragraph 94 about what testing Complainant might have performed in 

April 2015, the details of those tests, or what the results showed.  As noted above, Verizon is not 

aware of any current issues with respect to 911 location information for Farmers Bank.  Please 

refer to the Response to Paragraph 76.  To Verizon’s knowledge, any 911 location issues that 

may have existed have been resolved.  See Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 9-10. 

95. Without admitting liability or the allegations contained in Paragraph 95 of the 

Complaint, Verizon has provided credit to Farmers Bank for the BCS charges referenced in 

Paragraph 95.  See VZ Exh. 5; Legal Analysis, Appendix A.  This issue therefore has been 

resolved. 
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96. Paragraph 96 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from a May 2015 

email exchange between Verizon and Farmers Bank (Compl. Exh. 93).  That email 

correspondence speaks for itself.   

97. Verizon lacks information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as to the 

averments contained in Paragraph 97 about what testing Complainant might have performed in 

June 2015, the details of those tests, or what the results showed.  As noted above, any 911 

location issues that may have existed have been resolved.  Please refer to the Response to 

Paragraph 76.   

98. Without admitting liability or the allegations contained in Paragraph 98 of the 

Complaint, Verizon has provided credit to Farmers Bank for the BCS charges referenced in 

Paragraph 98.  See VZ Exh. 5; Legal Analysis, Appendix A.  This issue therefore has been 

resolved. 

99. As noted above, the issues and concerns associated with 911 dispatch have be 

resolved.  Without admitting liability or the allegations contained in Paragraph 99 of the 

Complaint regarding BCS, Verizon has provided credit to Farmers Bank for the BCS charges 

referenced in Paragraph 99.  See VZ Exh. 5; Legal Analysis, Appendix A.
11

  This issue therefore 

also has been resolved. 

G. Answer to Allegations regarding Loss of Phone Service from July 6 to July 9, 

2015. 

100. Verizon admits that a new Client Executive, Verizon Enterprise Solutions began 

working on the Farmers Bank accounts in or around June 2015.   

                                                           
11

  Verizon also has provided credit to Farmers Bank for an additional BCS invoice received after 

the Complaint for vendor charges associated with the testing and resolution of 911 location 

information issues on August 12, 2016.  See VZ Exh. 5. 
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101. Farmers Bank was out of service for a VoIP account at Godwin Blvd. from July 6 

to July 9, 2015.  Verizon denies that the outage was without explanation or resolution.  As 

Verizon conveyed at the time, the temporary outage was due to nonpayment on the account.  See, 

e.g., Compl. Exh. 108.   

102. Verizon admits that, in response to Complainant indicating that the above-

referenced account was out of service at Godwin Blvd. in July 2015, Verizon dispatched a 

technician to that location to determine whether there was any technical issue.  Verizon realized 

that the issue was not technical, but rather caused by nonpayment on the account.  Paragraph 102 

of the Complaint quotes and/or cites to two exhibits, which speak for themselves.   

103. Paragraph 103 quotes an excerpt from a July 8, 2015 email from a Verizon 

employee and cites to another such email, both of which speak for themselves.  As noted in 

response to Paragraph 102, above, Verizon responded to Complainant’s indication that there was 

a service outage for an account at Godwin Blvd. by initially sending a technician to determine 

whether there was any technical issue.  Verizon provided multiple updates to Farmers Bank that 

day.  That evening, Verizon communicated that the issue was not technical, but owing to 

nonpayment on the account.  See Compl. Exh. 108.   

104. Paragraph 104 of the Complaint selectively quotes an excerpt from an email 

Farmers Bank sent to Verizon following an update from Verizon on the outage at Godwin Blvd.  

The email correspondence speaks for itself.   

105. Paragraph 105 of the Complaint selectively quotes another excerpt from an email 

Farmers Bank sent to Verizon following an update from Verizon on the outage at Godwin Blvd.  

The email correspondence speaks for itself.   
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106. Verizon admits that, later on July 8, 2015, Verizon both called and left a voice 

message and sent an email to Farmers Bank indicating that a VoIP account at Godwin Blvd. had 

been “blocked by collections” – i.e., that the temporary outage was owing to nonpayment on the 

account.  Compl. Exh. 108.   

107. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 107 of the Complaint.  As a 

general matter, Verizon provides both written notification of past due amounts in its bills and 

places phone calls to customers to advise them that service on an account will be interrupted for 

nonpayment before actually stopping service on the account.  In this case, Verizon’s records 

indicate that it sent invoices for this account that were prepared on April 1, 2015, May 1, 2015, 

June 1, 2015 and July 1, 2015 to Complainant at its Godwin Blvd. address.  See VZ Exh. 6 

(containing first page of invoices for this account from April 1, 2015 through November 1, 2015 

showing 3100 Godwin Blvd. address).  Due to the timing of when they were sent, the July 1, 

2015 invoices may not have been received prior to the temporary outage on July 6, 2015.  

However, Verizon’s records indicate the previous three months’ invoices were sent to the correct 

address, but not paid prior to the temporary interruption in service due to nonpayment.  Id.   

In addition, Verizon’s records indicate that eight automated calls were placed to the bank 

in an attempt to advise the bank of the past due amounts in June and July 2015, prior to the 

interruption of service.  See VZ Exh. 9 (excerpts from account notes indicating automated calls 

placed to Farmers Bank regarding account balance).  Verizon’s systems indicate that it left 

messages to that effect on four occasions.  Id.   

Finally, Verizon sent a letter to Farmers Bank at the 3100 Godwin Blvd. address on May 

4, 2015, indicating that the account had an “unpaid balance” and that, “[i]f we do not receive 

your payment promptly, further collection activity will follow.”  VZ Exh. 10.  On June 1, 2015, 
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Verizon sent a letter to the same (Godwin Blvd.) address, stating that the account “is scheduled 

to be suspended for non-payment” and provided associated details.  VZ Exh. 11.  Those letters 

provided Farmers Bank with notice of the potential service interruption for nonpayment well 

before the temporary outage occurred.   

108. Paragraph 108 of the Complaint selectively quotes an excerpt from a July 9, 2015 

email Verizon sent to Farmers Bank updating the bank on the interruption in service for an 

overdue account at Godwin Blvd.  The email correspondence speaks for itself.     

109. Paragraph 109 of the Complaint selectively quotes another excerpt from the email 

cited in Paragraph 108 and from another email from the same Verizon employee sent 

approximately 30 minutes later and providing additional information on the VoIP line that was 

out of service for nonpayment at Godwin Blvd.  The email correspondence speaks for itself.   

110. Verizon admits that, on July 9, 2015, one its employees provided Farmers Bank 

with one recent invoice associated with the overdue account at Godwin Blvd.  That invoice 

(Compl. Exh. 111) shows an unpaid previous balance (broken down by amounts 0-30 days late 

and amounts over 30 days late) and a “Late Payment Charge.”  There were other invoices with 

overdue amounts in addition to that one – including amounts more than 60 days past due.  See 

VZ Exh. 6.      

111. Verizon admits that the Verizon invoice referenced in Paragraph 110 of the 

Complaint indicated that the current charges were due and payable before July 31, 2015.  See 

Compl. Exh. 111.  The prior (overdue) charges were due and payable on earlier dates, as set forth 

in the prior invoices on the account.  See VZ Exh. 6. 
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112. Verizon admits that Complainant paid $5,270.15 to cover four invoices with 

overdue amounts and that service was restored for the VoIP account at Godwin Blvd. on July 10, 

2015.   

113. Verizon admits that the invoices referenced in Paragraph 112 of the Complaint 

were associated with the VoIP services being provided at Godwin Blvd.  Verizon otherwise 

denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 113.  Verizon did not “fail[] to provide the 

proposed VoIP solution at 3100 Godwin Blvd.”  Quite the contrary, Verizon successfully 

provided VoIP service at Godwin Blvd. and continues to do so today.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 6. 

114. Verizon admits that phone service was restored for the VoIP account at Godwin 

Blvd. on July 10.  Verizon admits that, before that, it sent four July 2015 invoices associated 

with that account to Farmers Bank in accordance with its regular billing cycle for that account, in 

which invoices were prepared on the first of the month and sent out afterwards.  Those particular 

invoices were prepared on July 1, 2015 (prior to the outage) and appear to have been postmarked 

July 6, 2015 (potentially before the outage and indisputably before the communications between 

the parties regarding the outage and before Farmers Bank made payment for those amounts).  See 

Compl. Exhs. 114-117.  Those invoices showed past due amounts from prior bills that had not 

been paid.  The issue, therefore, was not when those particular July 1, 2015 invoices were sent or 

received; the temporary service interruption was caused by the fact that the previous invoices had 

not been paid.  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 107, above. 

115. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 115 of the Complaint.  

Verizon did provide notice of the outstanding amounts and the potential that service would be 

interrupted for nonpayment.  Please refer to the responses to Paragraphs 107 and 114, above.   
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116. Paragraph 116 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from an August 19, 

2015 email from Farmers Bank to Verizon.  The email speaks for itself, but both the statement 

excerpted from that email and the statements that precede and follow it are not factually accurate.  

Verizon did not mail three bills to Farmers Bank after the bank made payment “to cover up 

[billing] mistakes.”  Verizon prepared and mailed four July invoices – not three – and did so 

before it received payment from the bank.  As Complainant’s own exhibits show, the invoices 

were prepared on July 1, 2015 and postmarked July 6, 2015 (Compl. Exhs. 114-117), but 

Complainant did not make payment until July 9 or 10, 2015.  Compl. Exh. 112.  Moreover, 

Verizon sent invoices for this account in each of the prior three months to the same address as 

the July 2015 invoices that Complainant admittedly received.  See VZ Exh. 6.  Please refer to the 

responses to Paragraphs 107 and 114, above.   

117. Paragraph 117 of the Complaint appears to quote another excerpt from the August 

19, 2015 email from Farmers Bank to Verizon, referenced in Paragraph 116 above.  The 

excerpted statement speculates that Farmers Bank did not receive prior bills and hypothesizes 

that the “more logical conclusion” is that Verizon did not handle the billing correctly, even 

though Farmers Bank did receive the July 1, 2015 Verizon bills that were prepared prior to the 

outage and addressed to the same address.  But, in any event, the email speaks for itself.   

H. Answer to Allegations that Farmers Bank Continues to Suffer Losses 

Associated with the VoIP Solution Verizon Provided (and Continues to 

Provide) at Godwin Blvd. 

118. Verizon denies that the temporary interruption in service for nonpayment on the 

one VoIP account at Godwin Blvd. from July 6-9, 2015, discussed above, was an “extended 

interruption of phone service to Farmers Bank.”  Verizon lacks knowledge or information 

sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the averments in Paragraph 118 of the Complaint 

regarding Complainant’s alleged loss of business, loss of manpower, or reputational damage.  
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But there is nothing in the Complaint that substantiates those claims.  Verizon denies that it 

“acknowledged” such losses.  A Verizon employee advised the bank that he would ask the 

responsible Verizon personnel if Verizon could provide credit for the days out of service on the 

account (essentially so that the bank would not have to pay for service for July 6-9, 2015 on that 

account) and for additional credit in connection with a proposed new VoIP solution.  See Compl. 

Exhs. 118-19.  Even though the service for this account was interrupted due to nonpayment, 

Verizon nevertheless did provide credit to the bank so that it would not have to pay for the days 

out of service.  See Compl. Exh. 121.  As set forth in Verizon’s product guide, Verizon calculates 

a credit for days out of service by determining what the charges for one day’s worth of service 

would be (based on the monthly service amount) and then multiplying that by the days out of 

service.  Id.  However, Verizon did not and could not provide any requested credit for the alleged 

loss of business, loss of manpower, or reputational damage.  Such claims not only were 

unsubstantiated, but are specifically prohibited by the governing contract between the parties for 

Godwin Blvd.  See Legal Analysis at 10-11.  That agreement specifically precludes any recovery 

for “indirect, consequential, exemplary, special, incidental or punitive damages, or for loss of use 

or lost business, revenue, profits, savings, or goodwill ….,” which prohibited all of the additional 

amounts sought by the bank.  VZ Exh. 3, § 11.1.   

119. Paragraph 119 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from an August 19, 

2015 email from Farmers Bank to Verizon.  The excerpted statement contains insults directed at 

Verizon and does not contain any probative factual assertions to which a response is required.  

Prior to the excerpted statement, the email makes several demands of Verizon.  The email then 

concludes – apparently in reference to those demands – by attempting to qualify that what 
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Complainant is asking of Verizon “is not extortion.”  Compl. Exh. 118.  But the email speaks for 

itself.   

120. Please see the response to Paragraph 118, above.   

121. Please see the response to Paragraph 118, above.   

122. Please see the response to Paragraph 118, above.   

123. Verizon admits that Farmers Bank made several demands of Verizon in its August 

19, 2015 email that was attached to the Complaint as Exhibit 118, which Complainant stated “is 

not extortion.”  Compl. Exh. 118.  Those demands included a request for a refund of all amounts 

paid by Farmers Bank for the interim ISDN PRI solution (with remote call forwarding) at 

Godwin Blvd., which Verizon subsequently paid in November 2015.  See White Decl., ¶ 4; 

Complaint ¶ 150.  That issue has been resolved.   

The demands also included resolution of the location information issue, discussed above, 

which also has occurred.  See Response to Paragraph 76, supra; Lawson Decl. ¶¶ 8-10.  

The demands included an unsubstantiated request for $35,000 for the interruption in 

phone service from July 6-9, 2015 and associated loss of business, reputational damage, 

“headache and stress,” and of “all of the time … spent talking with Verizon and … handling 

compliants [sic] from customers ….” Compl. Exh. 118.  Those demands not only were 

unsubstantiated, but are precluded by the parties’ agreement.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.1 (prohibiting 

“indirect, consequential, exemplary, special, incidental or punitive damages, or for loss of use or 

lost business, revenue, profits, savings, or goodwill ….”); Legal Analysis at 10-12.   

Verizon admits that, in a separate September 2015 email, Farmers Bank demanded 

“[e]ight months credit at a minimum plus the $14,000 check or we go to war.”  Compl. Exh. 122.   
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It is unclear what is meant by the reference in Paragraph 123 of the Complaint to “an 

accounting of unnecessary and unutilized services.”    

124. Paragraph 124 of the Complaint appears to quote another excerpt from the August 

19, 2015 email from Farmers Bank to Verizon referenced above.  The statements contained in 

that excerpt regarding Verizon are inflammatory and inaccurate, but the email speaks for itself.   

125.   Paragraph 125 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from a September 

2015 email sent by Farmers Bank to Verizon.  The email is not accurate in several respects.  

Among other things, the reference to $14,000 is for the interim ISDN PRI solution with remote 

call forwarding at Godwin Blvd. and is separate from the 911 location information issue, 

discussed above.  But both of those issues have been resolved as Verizon provided Farmers Bank 

with a full refund for the interim ISDN PRI solution at Godwin Blvd. (White Decl., ¶ 4) and 

worked with the bank, its vendor, and a third party to identify and resolve the location 

information issues associated with certain bank telephone numbers.  Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 8-10.  

Similarly, as discussed above, service was temporarily interrupted on one VoIP account due to 

nonpayment – not because of any “proven ineptness” on Verizon’s part.  In any event, the email 

speaks for itself. 

126. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 126 of the Complaint.  For 

the reasons set forth above, Verizon denies that it executed an “unjustified disconnection” of 

services, denies that it issued misleading, deceptive and inconspicuous invoices and charges, and 

denies that it failed to propose or implement phone systems and services that can be utilized by 

Complainant.  While Complainant has raised issues related to the way its accounts were 

configured following the switch to alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd. in June 2013, those 
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issues have not impacted the service Verizon has provided.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 6.  Verizon has 

provided functioning service to Farmers Bank since June 2013 and continues to do so today.  Id. 

I. Answer to Allegations Regarding a Proposed New VoIP Agreement for 

Godwin Blvd. 

127. Verizon admits that the Client Executive referenced in Paragraph 127 of the 

Complaint continued to communicate regularly with Farmers Bank to address any issues raised 

by the bank.  To the extent Paragraph 127 asserts that Verizon was not providing services to 

Farmers Bank, Verizon denies that allegation.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 6.  The exhibits cited and 

quoted in Paragraph 127 speak for themselves.   

128. Paragraph 128 of the Complaint selectively cites and quotes an excerpt from an 

August 2015 email exchange between the parties.  That email correspondence reflects an effort 

to review the bank’s accounts and technical configurations to ensure the bank was receiving 

proper and/or optimized service.  The email correspondence speaks for itself, but indicates that it 

contains a “summary” that Verizon asks to be reviewed for accuracy.  Many of the statements 

contained therein are preliminary, based on “if” or “if it is possible” or what “we suspect,” and is 

subject to review with Verizon’s engineers.  Compl. Exh. 124 (stating that “I will run all this by 

my engineers”).  Verizon denies that the Farmers Bank accounts are structured inadequately, that 

it engaged in a convoluted and unsuccessful attempt to provide services to the bank, or that calls 

originating from Godwin Blvd. are or were being routed improperly.   

129.   Paragraph 129 of the Complaint cites to a portion of the email correspondence 

referenced in Paragraph 128, above, which speaks for itself.  Verizon admits that it proposed a 

new VoIP arrangement to Farmers Bank in or around August 2015 (which the Complaint refers 

to as the “Independent VoIP System Solution”) and the parties ultimately entered into an 

agreement for Verizon to provide such VoIP service in September 2015.  See VZ Exh. 7 (the 
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“September 2015 VoIP Agreement”).  After entering into that contract, Farmers Bank refused to 

go forward with implementation.  Because a valid contract had been entered in Verizon’s 

systems, Verizon began billing Complainant the agreed-upon amounts for the September 2015 

VoIP Agreement after that agreement was executed.  Farmers Bank has not paid Verizon any 

amounts under that agreement or a subsequent amendment to that agreement that the parties 

entered into in March 2016.  See VZ Exh. 8.  However, Verizon has provided Farmers Bank with 

a credit for the full amount billed under the September 2015 VoIP Agreement and amendment, 

and has closed the associated account(s) so that no further billing will occur.  See VZ Exh. 5; 

Legal Analysis, Appendix A.       

130. Please refer to the response to Paragraph 129, above. 

131. Please refer to the response to Paragraph 129, above.  Farmers Bank has not paid 

Verizon any amounts under the September 2015 VoIP Agreement and March 2016 amendment, 

and Verizon has provided credit for all amounts billed under those agreements and has closed the 

associated account(s) so that no further billing will occur. 

132. Paragraph 132 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from a September 28, 

2015 email from Verizon to Farmers Bank, which speaks for itself.  Verizon admits that it 

communicated to Farmers Bank that it would be providing the bank with a refund for the 

amounts billed under the initial ISDN PRI arrangement (with remote call forwarding) at Godwin 

Blvd.  Verizon did provide a check to cover those amounts in their entirety in November 2015, 

which Farmers Bank cashed that same month.  As such, that issue was resolved approximately 

seven months before the Complaint was filed. 
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133. Paragraph 133 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from the same email 

referenced in Paragraph 132, above.  The email speaks for itself.  The author of that email no 

longer is employed by Verizon.   

134. The terms of the September 2015 VoIP Agreement speak for themselves.  Please 

refer to the response to Paragraph 129, above.  Farmers Bank refused to proceed with activation 

and implementation of the September 2015 VoIP agreement.     

135. Verizon admits that the September 2015 VoIP Agreement remains 

unimplemented because Farmers Bank refused to proceed with activation and implementation of 

that agreement.  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 129, above.  As noted above, Farmers 

Bank has not paid any amounts under that agreement (or the associated amendment), Verizon 

has provided a credit to zero out any amounts billed under those arrangements, and Verizon 

closed the associated account(s) so that no further billing will occur.  See VZ Exh. 5; Legal 

Analysis, Appendix A.   

Verizon admits that, up through the filing of the Complaint, Farmers Bank should have 

paid – and did pay – for ISDN PRI services at Windsor under the June 2013 agreement the 

parties entered into for that location.  That contract is separate from any VoIP (or other) service 

being provided at the Godwin Blvd. branch.  And Farmers Bank never intended for the services 

being provided at Godwin Blvd (whether under the originally contemplated ISDN PRI or 

through VoIP) to eliminate the need for service at its Windsor branch.  In June 2013, 

Complainant agreed to a three-year contract for ISDN PRI service at Windsor after it had made 

arrangements to initiate the initially contemplated service at Godwin Blvd. and transfer certain 

numbers from Windsor to Godwin Blvd. and before any alternative arrangements had to be made 

for Godwin Blvd.  See VZ Exh. 2 (June 2013 Windsor ISDN PRI contract).  Thus, even if 
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everything had gone as originally contemplated for Godwin Blvd., Farmers Bank still intended to 

receive service from Verizon at Windsor for at least three more years and entered into a contract 

providing for just that.  In other words, Farmers Bank would have continued to receive service at 

Windsor and pay for those services under the June 2013 contract, regardless of anything that 

occurred with respect to Godwin Blvd.
12

  Verizon provided the contracted for services for 

Windsor and, indeed, has continued to provide services at Windsor even after the expiration of 

that contract earlier this year.   

J. Answer to Allegations regarding Complainant’s Alleged Losses as a Result of 

Complainant’s Refusal to Allow Activation and Implementation of the 

September 2015 VoIP Agreement. 

136. Verizon denies that there are “continued inadequacies in providing competent 

phone services” to Complainant or that the Complaint has demonstrated the resultant alleged 

harms.  Verizon has provided services to Farmers Bank throughout the period of time covered by 

the Complaint.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 6. 

137.  Verizon denies that it has engaged in “unacceptable conduct” or “unlawful 

behavior” that would entitle Complainant to any relief in this proceeding.  Verizon lacks 

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the averments in Paragraph 

137 regarding how Farmers Bank employees have spent their time or the amount of time they 

                                                           
12

  The fact and timing of the June 2013 contract for services at Windsor plainly refute any 

notion that Farmers Bank continued to pay for service at Windsor only as the result of Verizon 

not being able to provide services at Godwin Blvd.  But, even if that were the case, Complainant 

still could not recover damages in the amount it paid for monthly services at Windsor.  Such 

damages either would (a) be indirect or consequential damages resulting from alleged failures to 

provide service under the Godwin Blvd. contract and, therefore, precluded by that contract (VZ 

Exh. 3, § 11.1), or (b) stem from the June 2013 Windsor contract that incorporates and is subject 

to the Verizon South Product Guide requiring any claim to be brought in writing within 60 days 

– which Complainant did not do.  See Verizon South Product Guide § 2.5.5 (stating that Verizon 

“shall not be liable for damages or statutory penalties in any case where a claim is not rendered in 

writing within sixty days after the alleged delinquency occurs”).  
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have spent “dealing with Verizon.”  But, even if the Complaint set forth some actionable 

violation by Verizon, Verizon denies that Complainant can recover any amounts associated with 

employee time spent “dealing with Verizon.”  See Legal Analysis at 12-13.   

The Complaint does not specify how much of that time was spent in connection with the 

complaints filed with the Virginia State Corporation Commission or the Complaint in this 

proceeding, but any such time should be considered cost of litigation that cannot be awarded by 

the Commission and is precluded by the governing contract (and/or tariffs or product guides).  

Nor does the Complaint specify how much of that claimed time was expended as a result of an 

alleged violation by Verizon – or which alleged violation – as opposed to time spent in the 

normal course of contracting, reviewing bills, or other contact with its provider.  A customer 

cannot recover any amount from a provider simply for time spent on such normal course 

activities.  But any request for compensation for loss of use of employee time spent “dealing 

with Verizon” is precluded by the governing contract provisions.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.1.  Those 

provisions likewise limit the amount Complainant can seek in damages and preclude recovery in 

the amount sought here.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.2 (limiting total liability to “direct damages proven 

by the claiming part(ies)” or aggregate amounts paid by Farmers Bank to Verizon in the six 

months prior to accrual of the latest cause of action).
13

  

138. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments in Paragraph 138 regarding how much time a Farmers Bank employee spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  For the reasons stated above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon 

                                                           
13

  To the extent Complainant seeks any damages under the original ISDN PRI agreement for 

Godwin Blvd. or for the contract for ISDN services at Windsor (and it does not appear 

Complainant does), those agreements incorporate terms and conditions from product guides that 

preclude liability for any amount in excess of what the customer was charged under those 

agreements – which would exclude any such amounts for punitive damages, attorneys’ fees, or 

any other indirect or consequential damages.  See FN 12, supra. 
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denies that Complainant can recover any alleged “time-to-value loss” for employee time spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 137, above.   

139. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments in Paragraph 139 regarding how much time a Farmers Bank employee spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  For the reasons stated above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon 

denies that Complainant can recover any alleged “time-to-value loss” for employee time spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 137, above.   

140. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments in Paragraph 140 regarding how much time a Farmers Bank employee spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  For the reasons stated above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon 

denies that Complainant can recover any alleged “time-to-value loss” for employee time spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 137, above.   

141. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments in Paragraph 141 regarding how much time a Farmers Bank employee spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  For the reasons stated above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon 

denies that Complainant can recover any alleged “time-to-value loss” for employee time spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 137, above. 

142. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments in Paragraph 142 regarding how much time a Farmers Bank employee spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  For the reasons stated above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon 

denies that Complainant can recover any alleged “time-to-value loss” for employee time spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 137, above.   
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143. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments in Paragraph 143 regarding how much time a Farmers Bank employee spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  For the reasons stated above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon 

denies that Complainant can recover any alleged “time-to-value loss” for employee time spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 137, above.   

144. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments in Paragraph 144 regarding how much time a Farmers Bank employee spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  For the reasons stated above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon 

denies that Complainant can recover any alleged “time-to-value loss” for employee time spent on 

“Verizon issues.”  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 137, above.   

145. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 145 of the Complaint.  

While service at Godwin Blvd. could not be set up as originally contemplated in 2013 due to 

certain technical reasons, the parties thereafter made alternative arrangements and Verizon has 

been providing services to Farmers Bank under those arrangements ever since.  See Lawson 

Decl., ¶¶ 4-6.  Similarly, while there were issues regarding location information for three 

telephone numbers that Verizon installed at Godwin Blvd., but that Complainant and/or BCS 

assigned to different locations within the bank’s PBX system, those issues have been resolved.  

Id. at ¶¶ 8-10.  Verizon is not aware of any other alleged problems with the services it has been 

(and currently still is) providing to Farmers Bank.  Id. at ¶ 11.  Indeed, Verizon has provided 

working services to Farmers Bank throughout the time period covered by the Complaint.  Id. at ¶ 

6. 

K. Answer to Allegations regarding Billing. 

146. Verizon admits that it sent an invoice dated October 10, 2015 to Farmers Bank at 

its Godwin Blvd. address.  Verizon lacks information or knowledge sufficient to form a belief as 
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to the truth of the averment regarding when Farmers Bank received that invoice.  The invoice is 

for the VoIP account at Godwin Blvd.  The invoice contains a “Statement Summary” indicating a 

total amount due of $7,642.55.  See Compl. Exh. 133.  The following pages of the invoice 

explain that the amount due is for an “ANNUAL UNDERUTILIZATION CHARGE” and the 

associated taxes and fees.   

147. Verizon denies that the invoice referenced in Paragraph 146 of the Complaint 

“includes no account information.”  The invoice includes both a “Corporate ID” associated in 

Verizon’s systems with Farmers Bank and a “Bill Payer ID” associated in Verizon’s systems 

with a Farmers Bank location.  Verizon further denies that the invoice’s description of the annual 

underutilization charge is “limited.”  Farmers Bank entered into a contract with Verizon for VoIP 

services at Godwin Blvd. that specifically provided for payment of an underutilization charge to 

be triggered in certain circumstances when Farmers Bank did not meet certain minimum 

purchase requirements.  See VZ Exhibit 3, § 6.  The reference in the October 2015 invoice to an 

annual underutilization charge is to the same charge that Farmers Bank agreed to in its contract 

with Verizon.  However, Verizon has provided credit to Farmers Bank for the full amount of the 

underutilization charge (and the associated taxes and fees).  See VZ Exh. 5; Legal Analysis, 

Appendix A.  As such, this issue has been resolved.   

148. Verizon admits that, when Farmers Bank did not pay the October 2015 invoice 

including the underutilization charge, Verizon sent additional invoices that included that 

outstanding charge.  As noted above, Verizon subsequently addressed this issue and provided a 

credit to Farmers Bank to cover the underutilization charge and all associated taxes, fees, and 

late payment penalties.  Verizon will not issue additional invoices that include this particular 

charge, meaning this issue has been resolved.   
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149. As set forth in the responses to Paragraphs 147-48, above, Verizon has issued a 

credit covering the underutilization charge and this issue has been resolved.   

150. Verizon denies that it engaged in “multiple attempts to thwart repayment” of the 

amounts that Complainant paid to Verizon for the initial alternative arrangement at Godwin 

Blvd. utilizing ISDN PRI and remote call forwarding.  Verizon agreed to refund those amounts 

and admits that, in November 2015, it provided Farmers Bank with a check in the amount of 

$15,708.66 to cover those amounts.  See White Decl., ¶ 4.  This issue therefore was resolved 

approximately seven months before Farmers Bank filed its Complaint.   

151. Verizon admits that it received copies of the complaint and related 

correspondence that Farmers Bank submitted to the Virginia State Corporation Commission 

raising the same or similar issues to those raised in this Complaint.  Verizon denies that it did not 

respond to the complaint filed with the Virginia State Corporation Commission.  Verizon 

engaged in communications directly with the Virginia State Corporation Commission and, as set 

forth in response to Paragraph 150 above, thereafter provided Farmers Bank with a refund of the 

amounts that Complainant paid to Verizon for the initial alternative arrangement at Godwin 

Blvd. that utilized ISDN PRI and remote call forwarding.   

152. Verizon admits that Farmers Bank raised at least certain of the disputes set forth 

in the Complaint with Verizon prior to November 2015 and that Verizon attempted to address 

those issues in good faith on multiple occasions at and prior to that time.  As noted above, 

Farmers Bank also raised some of these issues in complaints filed with the Virginia State 

Corporation Commission in October 2015.  In November 2015, Verizon provided Farmers Bank 

with a refund for the full amount Farmers Bank paid to Verizon under the initial alternative 

arrangement at Godwin Blvd. that utilized ISDN PRI and remote call forwarding.  See White 
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Decl., ¶ 4.  Verizon is not aware of Farmers Bank raising these issues or seeking to discuss them 

with Verizon between November 2015 and the filing of the Complaint in this proceeding on June 

24, 2016.   

While Paragraph 152 of the Complaint asserts that Farmers Bank “attempted to discuss 

potential resolution of these disputes and invited response from Verizon …,” Complainant’s 

Information Designation (Compl. Exh. 144 at 25) indicates that Complainant’s “good faith 

effort” to do so was an October 27, 2015 email to Verizon (Compl. Exh. 138) that forwarded the 

“four complaints Farmers Bank filed with the State Corporation Commission of Virginia” and 

“encourage[d Verizon] to fully investigate this matter.”  That communication did not reference 

any potential FCC formal complaint.  Likewise, the Complaint does not include a certification 

indicating that, prior to the filing of the formal complaint, Complainant “mailed a certified letter 

outlining the allegations that form the basis of the complaint it anticipated filing with the 

Commission to the defendant carrier or one of the defendant’s registered agents for service of 

process that invited a response within a reasonable period of time.”  47 C.F.R. § 1.721(a)(8).  

Verizon has investigated and has not been able to confirm receipt of any such certified letter 

from Complainant prior to receiving the Complaint.     

153. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to whether 

Complainant filed suit in any court on the basis of the causes of action alleged in the Complaint.  

In October 2015, Farmers Bank filed complaints with the Virginia State Corporation 

Commission based on at least some of the same or similar allegations. 

154. Verizon is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 

truth of the averment that Complainant paid a filing fee in the amount of $450 with the 
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Commission for this Formal Complaint.  The Commission’s records as to whether the fee was 

paid speak for themselves.   

155. Verizon admits that Complainant included an information designation as Compl. 

Exh. 144.     

156. Verizon admits that Complainant included a Formal Complaint Intake Form as 

Compl. Exh. 145.    

157. Verizon denies that Farmers Bank “suffers without relief” and otherwise denies 

the allegations contained within Paragraph 157 of the Complaint.  While technical reasons 

prevented the ISDN PRI services from being set up as originally contemplated at Godwin Blvd. 

in 2013, the parties subsequently entered into alternative arrangements and Verizon has been 

providing services under those arrangements for more than three years.  See Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 4-

6.  Moreover, as set forth above, most of the issues raised by the Complaint have been resolved 

successfully.  The location information and billing issues that make up the crux of the Complaint 

have been resolved.  Id. at ¶¶ 8-10.  Verizon also has issued credit to Farmers Bank to cover 

most of the asserted damages claims stemming from the switch to the alternative arrangements at 

Godwin Blvd. and that are permitted under the relevant contracts, as specified above.  As such, 

the only issues remaining outstanding in this proceeding relate to certain claims for damages that 

Complainant is not entitled to and cannot recover as a matter of fact, law or contract.   

ANSWER TO COUNT I – ALLEGING THAT VERIZON VIOLATED 47 U.S.C. 

201(b) BY PROVIDING “DEGRADED SERVICES” IN VIOLATION OF THE 

RURAL CALL COMPLETION ORDER 

158. Paragraph 158 of the Complaint does not contain an allegation to which a 

response is required.  Verizon incorporates its responses to each of the prior Paragraphs of the 

Complaint as if set forth herein.  For a discussion of Count I, please refer to the attached Legal 

Analysis at 17-19. 
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159. 47 U.S.C § 201(b) speaks for itself. 

160. The Commission decisions quoted in Paragraph 160 of the Complaint speak for 

themselves.  However, Verizon denies that the referenced Rural Call Completion Order,
14

 the 

Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling,
15

 or an order adopting a consent decree related to 

those decisions are applicable to this proceeding.  Please see the attached Legal Analysis at 17-

19.   

161. Paragraph 161 of the Complaint appears to quote the Rural Call Completion 

Declaratory Ruling, which speaks for itself.  It is not applicable here.   

162. Paragraph 162 of the Complaint appears to quote the Rural Call Completion 

Declaratory Ruling, which speaks for itself.  It is not applicable here. 

163. Verizon denies that Farmers Bank notified it – or that it is aware – of any 

“degraded services” in any rural areas within the meaning of the Rural Call Completion Order or 

Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling.  Please see the attached Legal Analysis.  Verizon 

otherwise denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 163 of the Complaint.  To the extent that 

Paragraph 163’s reference to “intermediate ‘solutions’” refers to the alternative arrangements 

made for service at Godwin Blvd. referenced above, those arrangements are and have been 

viable and capable of utilization.  Verizon has provided service to Farmers Bank under those 

arrangements since 2013.  See Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 4-6.   

164. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 164 of the Complaint.  As 

set forth above, Verizon has not engaged in any “practice” of billing and collecting charges for 

                                                           
14

  Rural Call Completion, Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 28 

FCC Rcd 16154 (2013), modified in part on recon., Order on Reconsideration, FCC 14-175, 

2014 FCC LEXIS 4273, 2014 WL 6070709 (rel. Nov. 13, 2014) (“Rural Call Completion 

Order”). 

15
  In the Matter of Developing an Unified Intercarrier Comp. Regime, Declaratory Ruling, 27 

FCC Rcd 1351 (WCB 2012).   

https://www.lexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=bef57784dd2556f6633e23b9cab1ccef&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b30%20FCC%20Rcd%20245%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=3&_butStat=2&_butNum=20&_butInline=1&_butinfo=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b28%20FCC%20Rcd%2016154%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=1&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVzB-zSkAl&_md5=2f5d4a531d1b5e3536b74f226117c9df
https://www.lexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=bef57784dd2556f6633e23b9cab1ccef&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b30%20FCC%20Rcd%20245%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=3&_butStat=2&_butNum=20&_butInline=1&_butinfo=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b28%20FCC%20Rcd%2016154%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=1&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVzB-zSkAl&_md5=2f5d4a531d1b5e3536b74f226117c9df
https://www.lexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=bef57784dd2556f6633e23b9cab1ccef&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b30%20FCC%20Rcd%20245%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=3&_butStat=2&_butNum=21&_butInline=1&_butinfo=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b2014%20FCC%20LEXIS%204273%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=1&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVzB-zSkAl&_md5=665ed9649e75b0fc3b59038e39822445
https://www.lexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=bef57784dd2556f6633e23b9cab1ccef&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b30%20FCC%20Rcd%20245%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=3&_butStat=2&_butNum=21&_butInline=1&_butinfo=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5b2014%20FCC%20LEXIS%204273%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=1&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVzB-zSkAl&_md5=665ed9649e75b0fc3b59038e39822445
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unauthorized or unutilized services nor imposed “increased associated expenses” on Farmers 

Bank.  Moreover, as set forth above, the majority of issues raised by the Complaint have been 

resolved – including addressing billing issues and providing credit to Farmers Bank.   

165.  Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 165 of the Complaint, 

denies that it has engaged in “repeated” or “willful” misconduct,” and denies that it has provided 

“degraded services” to Farmers Bank within the meaning of the Rural Call Completion Order or 

Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling.  Verizon assumes that Paragraph 165’s reference to 

“Section 201 of the Communications Act” refers to 47 U.S.C. § 201(b).  Verizon denies that it 

has engaged in any unjust or unreasonable practice or that it has committed – or that the 

Complaint has set forth a claim for – any violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b).  Please refer to the 

attached Legal Analysis.   

166. Verizon denies that it engaged in unjust and unreasonable practices.  

Nevertheless, to narrow the issues the Commission will have to address in this proceeding, 

Verizon has issued credit to Farmers Bank for costs stemming from the switch to the alternative 

arrangements at Godwin Blvd. and that are permitted under the relevant contracts, as specified 

above.  As such, the only issues remaining outstanding in this proceeding relate to certain claims 

for damages that Complainant is not entitled to and cannot recover as a matter of fact, law or 

contract.   

While Paragraph 166 asserts that Complainant suffered damages in an amount no less 

than $162,515.46, it does not specify how much (if any) of that amount allegedly is attributable 

to Count One.  Nor does the Complaint include a computation of damages as required by 47 

C.F.R. § 1.722(h)(1).  Verizon denies that Complainant suffered damages in an amount no less 

than $162,515.46.  Moreover, the governing contracts (and/or tariffs or product guides) preclude 
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Complainant from seeking that amount in damages.  Indeed, Farmers Bank specifically agreed 

under its agreement with Verizon for VoIP services at Godwin Blvd. that any claim for damages 

would be “limited to the lesser of (i) direct damages proven by the claiming part(ies) or (ii) the 

aggregate amounts paid by [Farmers Bank] to Verizon … for the six months prior to accrual of 

the latest cause of action” – an amount significantly less than $162,515.46.  VZ Exh. 3, § 11.2.
16

  

Please see the attached Legal Analysis.    

167.  Verizon denies that is liable to Farmers Bank for the requested damages and 

attorneys’ fees pursuant to Section 206 of the Act.  Verizon denies that Paragraph 167 of the 

Complaint fully and accurately quotes all of the relevant language from that statute, which refers 

to a court proceeding in which such an award is “to be fixed by the court.”  It does not apply to 

formal complaint proceedings before the Bureau or the Commission.  See Legal Analysis at 13-

15.  Neither the Bureau nor the Commission has the authority to award attorneys’ fees in this 

proceeding.  Id.  Even if the Bureau or Commission had such authority, attorneys’ fees are 

precluded by the governing contract.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.2 (limiting total liability to “direct 

damages proven by the claiming part(ies)” or aggregate amounts paid by Farmers Bank to 

Verizon in the six months prior to accrual of the latest cause of action).
17

  Please see the attached 

Legal Analysis.   

                                                           
16

  To the extent Complainant seeks any damages under the original ISDN PRI agreement for 

Godwin Blvd. or for the contract for ISDN services at Windsor (and it does not appear 

Complainant does), those agreements incorporate terms and conditions from product guides that 

also preclude liability for any amount in excess of what the customer was charged under those 

agreements.  See FN 12, supra. 

17
  To the extent Complainant seeks attorneys’ fees under the original ISDN PRI agreement for 

Godwin Blvd. or the contract for ISDN services at Windsor (and it does not appear Complainant 

does), those agreements incorporate terms and conditions from product guides that preclude 

liability for any amount in excess of what the customer was charged under those agreements – 

which would exclude any such amounts for attorneys’ fees or any other claimed damages.  See 

FN 12, supra. 
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168. Paragraph 168 appears to quote an excerpt from 47 U.S.C. § 207, which speaks 

for itself.  Verizon denies that it has violated the Communications Act and denies that Count I of 

the Complaint sets forth any violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b) (or any other provision) of the 

Communications Act.   

169. For the reasons set forth above, Verizon denies the allegations contained in 

Paragraph 169 of the Complaint.   

ANSWER TO COUNT II – ALLEGING THAT VERIZON VIOLATED 47 

U.S.C. § 201(b) BY PLAYING A RECORDING THAT INDICATED ONE 

OF COMPLAINANT’S ACCOUNTS WAS OUT OF SERVICE WHEN IT 

WAS OUT OF SERVICE 

170. Paragraph 170 of the Complaint does not contain an allegation to which a 

response is required.  Verizon incorporates its responses to each of the prior Paragraphs of the 

Complaint as if set forth herein.  For a discussion of Count II, please refer to the attached Legal 

Analysis at 19-21. 

171. 47 U.S.C. § 201(b) speaks for itself.   

172.  Paragraph 172 appears to quote an excerpt from the Rural Call Completion 

Declaratory Ruling, which speaks for itself.  It is not applicable here.  Please see the attached 

Legal Analysis.   

173. Paragraph 173 appears to quote an excerpt from the Rural Call Completion 

Declaratory Ruling, which speaks for itself.  It is not applicable here.   

174. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 174 of the Complaint.  

From July 6 to July 9, 2015, callers trying to reach a phone number on Farmers Bank VoIP 

account for Godwin Blvd. received a recorded message indicating that the number was not in 

service or had been disconnected at that time.  See Response to Paragraph 54, supra.  The 

recorded message was neither deceptive nor misleading.  The numbers was not in service at that 
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time because of nonpayment on the account, as discussed above.  See Responses to Paragraphs 

100-117, supra.  The recorded message accurately reflected as much.   

175. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 175 of the Complaint.  As 

explained in response to Paragraph 174, above, Verizon did not transmit deceptive and 

misleading information and Verizon did not violate Section 201(b) of the Act.   

176. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments contained in Paragraph 176 of the Complaint regarding the “harmful 

consequences” of phone service being out from July 6-9, 2015 for the VoIP account, as 

described above.  The Complaint does not substantiate or provide evidence quantifying any 

alleged “loss of business revenue” or any other consequential or indirect damages resulting from 

the temporary outage.  However, even if Complainant could substantiate such claims, the 

Commission cannot award such damages in this proceeding and the governing contract expressly 

precludes Farmers Bank from even seeking such damages.  The June 2013 contract between 

Farmers Bank and Verizon for VoIP service at Godwin Blvd. precludes any recovery for 

“indirect, consequential, exemplary, special, incidental or punitive damages, or for loss of use or 

lost business, revenue, profits, savings, or goodwill ….”  VZ Exh. 3, § 11.1.  The claimed 

“harmful consequences” here fall squarely within that prohibition.  Please see the attached Legal 

Analysis.   

177. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 177 of the Complaint.  

Verizon denies that it engaged in any unjust or unreasonable practices.  While Paragraph 177 

asserts that Complainant suffered damages in an amount no less than $162,515.46, the Complaint 

does not include a computation of damages as required by 47 C.F.R. § 1.722(h)(1) and Paragraph 

177 does not specify how much (if any) of that amount allegedly is attributable to Count II.  
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While unclear, Paragraph 123 of the Complaint and Compl. Exh. 118 suggest that Complainant 

actually is seeking $35,000 in damages for this Count.  Verizon denies that Complainant suffered 

damages in an amount no less than $162,515.46.  See Response to Paragraph 166, supra.   

To the extent Complainant seeks $35,000 for loss of business, reputational damage, and 

other indirect or consequential damages it allegedly incurred when phone service for the VoIP 

account temporarily was interrupted for nonpayment from July 6-9, 2015, the Complaint does 

not attempt to substantiate that figure, much less demonstrate that it actually suffered losses in 

that amount.  But any such damages are not recoverable in any event, as the governing contract 

for VoIP services at Godwin Blvd. expressly precludes any recovery for “indirect, consequential, 

exemplary, special, incidental or punitive damages, or for loss of use or lost business, revenue, 

profits, savings, or goodwill ….”  VZ Exh. 3, § 11.1.  Please see the attached Legal Analysis.   

178. For the reasons set forth above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon denies 

that Paragraph 178 or Count II of the Complaint sets forth any violation of the Communications 

Act and denies that Farmers Bank is entitled to recover the claimed damages or attorneys’ fees.   

ANSWER TO COUNT III – ALLEGING THAT INFORMATION LOCATION 

ISSUES AMOUNTED TO VIOLATIONS OF 47 U.S.C. § 201(b) 

179. Paragraph 179 of the Complaint does not contain an allegation to which a 

response is required.  Verizon incorporates its responses to each of the prior Paragraphs of the 

Complaint as if set forth herein.  For a discussion of Count III, please refer to the attached Legal 

Analysis at 21-23. 

180. Paragraph 180 of the Complaint appears to quote 47 U.S.C. 201(b), which speaks 

for itself.   

181. Paragraph 181 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from a 2015 

Enforcement Bureau order adopting a consent decree with Verizon regarding potentially 
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substandard delivery of long distance calls to certain rural areas over an eight month period.  In 

the Matter of Verizon, Adopting Order, 30 FCC Rcd 245 (E.B. 2015).  That adopting order 

speaks for itself.  It is not relevant here, as the Complaint does not raise any allegations related to 

potentially substandard delivery of long distance calls or “[r]ural call completion problems” 

within the meaning of that order or consent decree.  Id.   

182. Paragraph 182 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from a Commission 

order regarding spoofing of caller identification information to emergency services providers and 

certain Commission Rules.  Complainant does not explain why it has cited those materials or 

how they are relevant here, but they speak for themselves.   

183. Paragraph 183 of the Complaint appears to refer to 47 C.F.R. § 64.708, which 

speaks for itself.    

184. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 184 of the Complaint, as 

Verizon is not aware of any 911 issues “remaining uncorrected.”  As discussed above, Verizon is 

aware that location information displayed incorrectly for certain Farmers Bank telephone 

numbers for certain periods.  Working with Farmers Bank, Verizon coordinated onsite testing 

with the bank’s vendor, BCS, and a third party equipment vendor in August 2016.  See Lawson 

Decl., ¶ 8.  That testing identified and successfully addressed the location information issue for 

the three telephone numbers that were identified by the Bank.  Id. at 9.  Verizon installed those 

three numbers for service at Godwin Blvd., which Complainant and/or BCS assigned to different 

locations in the bank’s PBX system.  The parties were able to resolve that issue through BCS’s 

contact with the relevant Public Safety Answering Point (“PSAP”) to request an update of the 

location information associated with the numbers.  Id.  As of August 12, 2016, location 

information for the relevant Farmers Bank telephone numbers displayed correctly in testing.  Id.  
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At that point, the issue was resolved and Verizon is unaware of any other concerns regarding 911 

information.  Id. at ¶¶ 9-10.  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 76, above. 

185. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 185 of the Complaint.  As 

noted in response to Paragraph 184, above, this issue has been resolved.   

186. Verizon denies that it engaged in unlawful conduct and practices.  While 

Paragraph 186 asserts that Complainant suffered damages in an amount no less than 

$162,515.46, the Complaint does not include a computation of damages as required by 47 C.F.R. 

§ 1.722(h)(1) and Paragraph 186 does not specify how much (if any) of that amount allegedly is 

attributable to Count III.  Indeed, the Complaint has not identified – and it is difficult to imagine 

– what direct or otherwise recoverable damages Complainant could seek from Verizon based on 

the allegations contained in Count III.  In any event, the issues raised in Count III have been 

resolved.  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 184, above.    

As discussed in response to Paragraph 166, above, Verizon denies that Complainant 

otherwise suffered damages in an amount no less than $162,515.46.   

187. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 187 of the Complaint.  The 

Commission lacks the authority to award punitive damages in this proceeding.  See Legal 

Analysis at 14-16.  Likewise, even if the Commission had such authority, the governing contract 

expressly precludes the award of punitive damages.  See VZ Exh. 3, §§ 11.1 (stating that “[n]o 

party to this Agreement is liable to any other for … punitive damages …”) and 11.2 (limiting 

total liability to “direct damages proven by the claiming part(ies)” or aggregate amounts paid by 

Farmers Bank to Verizon in the six months prior to accrual of the latest cause of action).
18

 

                                                           
18

  To the extent Complainant seeks any punitive damages under the original ISDN PRI 

agreement for Godwin Blvd. or the contract for ISDN services at Windsor (and it does not 

appear Complainant does), those agreements incorporate terms and conditions from product 
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Nor would the facts justify such an award.  Verizon did not engage in “unlawful practices 

of willful and substantial delay,” nor fail to provide information to Farmers Bank, nor fail to 

make efforts to solve the 911 issues that Complainant raised.  As discussed above, even 

Complainant’s exhibits show that Verizon repeatedly engaged with Farmers Bank and made 

multiple attempts to address the issue regarding location information for those certain numbers 

that – at times – did not display correctly.  See, e.g., Responses to Paragraphs 79-81, supra.  

Ultimately, working with Farmers Bank, Verizon coordinated onsite testing with the bank’s 

vendor, BCS, and a third party equipment vendor in August 2016 that identified and successfully 

addressed the location issue with the three telephone numbers that Verizon installed at Godwin 

Blvd., but that Complainant and/or BCS assigned to different locations in the bank’s PBX 

system.  See Response to Paragraph 76, supra.  As of August12, 2016, all location information 

for those numbers appeared correctly in testing and this issue has been resolved.  See Lawson 

Decl., ¶¶ 8-10.  Accordingly, even if the Commission could award punitive damages (which it 

cannot) and even if punitive damages were not precluded by the governing contract or product 

guides (which they are), no award of punitive damages would be warranted here.   

188. For the reasons set forth above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon denies 

that Farmers Bank is entitled to recover the claimed damages or attorneys’ fees.     

ANSWER TO COUNT IV – ALLEGING THAT VERIZON VIOLATED 47 U.S.C. 

§ 201(b) BY TERMPORARILY HALTING SERVICE ON THE VoIP ACCOUNT 

COMPLAINANT HAD NOT PAID 

189. Paragraph 189 of the Complaint does not contain an allegation to which a 

response is required.  Verizon incorporates its responses to each of the prior Paragraphs of the 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

guides that preclude liability for any amount in excess of what the customer was charged under 

those agreements – which would exclude any such amounts for punitive damages.  See FN 12, 

supra. 
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Complaint as if set forth herein.  For a discussion of Count IV, please refer to the attached Legal 

Analysis at 23-24. 

190. Paragraph 190 of the Complaint appears to quote a portion of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b), 

which speaks for itself.   

191. Paragraph 191 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from a 1951 

Commission decision, Katz v. Am. Tel. & Tel. Co., 16 FCC 421 (1951), which speaks for itself.  

That decision does not appear relevant here.     

192. Paragraph 192 appears to quote additional language from the 1951 decision 

referenced in Paragraph 191, above.  That decision does not appear relevant here.  Verizon did 

not discontinue service to Farmers Bank upon learning information that the bank was using that 

service for an unlawful purpose.  Nor did Verizon fail to provide Farmers Bank that it was going 

to discontinue service to the bank before doing so.  As discussed in response to Paragraph 107 

and 114, above, service to Farmers Bank’s VoIP account temporarily was interrupted (from July 

6-9, 2015) due to nonpayment on the account.  But Verizon provided notice to Farmers Bank 

beforehand by sending the associated prior months’ bills to the correct address (the same address 

where Complainant acknowledges it received the July 1, 2015 invoices), through its automated 

calls to the bank, and through May and June 2015 letters to the correct (Godwin Blvd.) address 

informing the bank of the overdue balance and potential suspension of services. 

193. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 193 of the Complaint.  

Verizon did provide notice to Farmers Bank that its services would be disconnected for 

nonpayment before doing so.  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 192, above.     

194. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 194 of the Complaint.  

Please refer to the response to Paragraph 192, above.  Verizon further denies that the temporary 
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interruption in service for nonpayment on July 6, 2015 resulted in a loss of service for “all phone 

communications.”  Services were out only for the VoIP account referenced above.  

Complainant’s other services were not affected.   

195. Verizon lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth 

of the averments contained in Paragraph 195 of the Complaint regarding the alleged 

consequences of phone service being out for the VoIP account referenced above from July 6-9, 

2015.  The Complaint does not substantiate or provide evidence quantifying any such “loss of 

business revenue” or any other consequential or indirect damages resulting from those particular 

telephone numbers being out of service for those few days.  However, even if Complainant could 

substantiate such claims, the Commission cannot award such damages in this proceeding and the 

governing contract expressly precludes Farmers Bank from even seeking such damages.  The 

June 2013 VoIP contract between Farmers Bank and Verizon precludes any recovery for 

“indirect, consequential, exemplary, special, incidental or punitive damages, or for loss of use or 

lost business, revenue, profits, savings, or goodwill ….”  VZ Exhibit 3, § 11.1.  The claimed 

damages here fall squarely within that prohibition.  Please see the attached Legal Analysis. 

196. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 196 of the Complaint, 

denies that it engaged in unlawful conduct and practices, and denies that Farmers Bank continues 

to suffer damages.  The issues allegedly giving rise to actionable damages in this Complaint have 

been resolved.  Moreover, while Paragraph 196 asserts that Complainant suffered damages in an 

amount no less than $162,515.46, the Complaint does not include a computation of damages as 

required by 47 C.F.R. § 1.722(h)(1) and Paragraph 196 does not specify how much (if any) of 

that amount allegedly is attributable to Count IV.  While unclear, Paragraph 123 of the 

Complaint and Compl. Exh. 118 suggest that Complainant actually is seeking $35,000 in 
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damages for this Count.  Verizon otherwise denies that Complainant suffered damages in an 

amount no less than $162,515.46.  See Response to Paragraph 166, supra.   

To the extent Complainant seeks $35,000 for loss of business, reputational damage, and 

other indirect or consequential damages it allegedly incurred when phone service for the VoIP 

account temporarily was interrupted for nonpayment from July 6-9, 2015, the Complaint does 

not attempt to substantiate that figure, much less demonstrate that it actually suffered losses in 

that amount.  But any such damages are not recoverable in any event, as the governing contract 

for VoIP services at Godwin Blvd. expressly precludes any recovery for “indirect, consequential, 

exemplary, special, incidental or punitive damages, or for loss of use or lost business, revenue, 

profits, savings, or goodwill ….”  VZ Exh. 3, § 11.1.  Please see the attached Legal Analysis. 

197.  For the reasons set forth above, Verizon denies the allegations contained in 

Paragraph 197 of the Complaint and denies that Complainant is entitled to punitive damages.  

See Legal Analysis at 14-16.   

198. For the reasons set forth above, Verizon denies that its conduct violated 47 U.S.C. 

§ 201(b) and denies that Farmers Bank is entitled to recover the claimed damages.  The 

Commission lacks the authority to award punitive damages in this proceeding.  See Legal 

Analysis at 14-15.  Likewise, even if the Commission had such authority, the governing contract 

expressly precludes the award of punitive damages.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.1 (stating that “[n]o 

party to this Agreement is liable to any other for … punitive damages …”) and § 11.2 (limiting 

total liability to “direct damages proven by the claiming part(ies)” or aggregate amounts paid by 

Farmers Bank to Verizon in the six months prior to accrual of the latest cause of action).     

Nor would the facts justify such an award.  As discussed above, service to Farmers 

Bank’s VoIP account temporarily was interrupted (from July 6-9, 2015) due to nonpayment on 
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the account.  And Verizon provided notice to Farmers Bank before doing so by sending the 

associated prior months’ bills to the correct address (the same address where Complainant 

acknowledges it received the July 1, 2015 invoices), through its automated calls to the telephone 

number of record on the account, and through letters sent in May and June 2015 to the correct 

(Godwin Blvd.) address notifying the bank of the overdue amounts and potential suspension of 

service.  Please see the attached Legal Analysis. 

ANSWER TO COUNT V – ALLEGING THAT VERIZON VIOLATED TRUTH 

IN BILLING REGULATIONS 

199.  Paragraph 199 of the Complaint does not contain an allegation to which a 

response is required.  Verizon incorporates its responses to each of the prior Paragraphs of the 

Complaint as if set forth herein.  For a discussion of Count V, please refer to the attached Legal 

Analysis at 24. 

200. Paragraph 200 of the Complaint appears to cite to 47 C.F.R. § 64.2400(a), which 

speaks for itself. 

201. 47 C.F.R. § 64.2400(b) speaks for itself.   

202. 47 C.F.R. § 64.2401 speaks for itself. 

203. Paragraph 203 of the Complaint appears to cite to a 2009 Notice of Inquiry 

(“NOI”) in which the Commission sought comment on “whether there are opportunities to 

protect and empower American consumers by ensuring sufficient access to relevant information 

about communications services” in light of (then-)newer technologies.  In the Matter of 

Consumer Information and Disclosure Truth-in- Billing and Billing Format IP-Enabled 

Services, Notice of Inquiry, 24 FCC Rcd 11380 (2009).  That NOI does not appear relevant here. 

204. Please refer to the response to Paragraph 203, above.   
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205. Paragraph 205 of the Complaint appears to contain a typographical error and/or is 

missing information that renders the meaning of the averment unclear.  Verizon denies that it has 

behaved in any willful or recklessly negligent manner with respect to its billing.  Verizon’s 

invoices – including those sent to Farmers Bank – comply with applicable Commission rules. 

206. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 206 of the Complaint.  

Paragraph 206 does not indicate what Verizon billing invoices allegedly contain “insufficient 

descriptions” or “inconsistent explanations.”  Please refer to the response to Paragraph 205, 

above.   

207. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 207 of the Complaint.  

Verizon has not engaged in any such alleged “practice” and the Complaint has not demonstrated 

otherwise.  Complainant has not identified what invoices allegedly are deceptive or misleading 

or what charges allegedly are unauthorized or unidentifiable.   

208. It is unclear what is meant by Paragraph 208’s statement that “Verizon cannot 

even determine the applicability of the charges appearing on its own customer’s invoices.”  

Paragraph 208 does indicate what that statement refers to and Verizon otherwise does not 

understand it.  Verizon otherwise denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 208.  Verizon’s 

bills satisfy the truth-in-billing requirements and Commission rules.  Complainant has not stated 

a claim for any violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b).  Please see the attached Legal Analysis. 

209. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 209 of the Complaint.  

Neither Paragraph 209 nor any other portion of the Complaint states a viable claim for a 

violation of the truth-in-billing requirements and Verizon denies that it has violated any such 

Commission rule.  Verizon likewise denies that Farmers Bank has suffered any damages as a 

result.  While Paragraph 209 asserts that Complainant suffered damages in an amount no less 
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than $162,515.46, the Complaint does not include a computation of damages as required by 47 

C.F.R. § 1.722(h)(1) and Paragraph 209 does not specify how much (if any) of that amount 

allegedly is attributable to Count V.  As discussed above, Verizon denies that Complainant has 

suffered or is entitled to recover damages in that amount.  Please see the attached Legal Analysis.   

210. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 210 of the Complaint and 

denies that Complainant is entitled to or able to recover punitive damages in this proceeding.  

Please see the attached Legal Analysis.   

211. For the reasons set forth above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon denies 

the allegations contained in Paragraph 211 of the Complaint, denies that the Complaint sets forth 

a viable claim to any violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b), and denies that Complainant is entitled to 

recover damages or attorneys’ fees.   

ANSWER TO COUNT VI – ALLEGING THAT VERIZON VIOLATED 47 U.S.C. 

§ 202(a) BY ENGAGING IN “UNSOUND ROUTING PRACTICES” 

212. Paragraph 212 of the Complaint does not contain an allegation to which a 

response is required.  Verizon incorporates its responses to each of the prior Paragraphs of the 

Complaint as if set forth herein.  For a discussion of Count VI, please refer to the attached Legal 

Analysis at 25-26. 

213. 47 U.S.C. § 202 speaks for itself.   

214. Paragraph 214 of the Complaint appears to quote a portion of 47 U.S.C. § 202(a), 

which speaks for itself.   

215. Paragraph 215 of the Complaint makes certain assertions regarding 

telecommunications carriers’ duty to interconnect with other carriers pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 

256.  This case involves billing and customer service claims brought by a business customer 

against Verizon.  It does not implicate interconnection obligations in any way.     
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216. Paragraph 216 of the Complaint appears to reference and cite various intercarrier 

compensation decisions by the Commission.  This case involves billing and customer service 

claims brought by a business customer against Verizon.  It does not implicate intercarrier 

compensation issues in any way. 

217. Paragraph 217 of the Complaint appears to make assertions regarding “unsound 

routing practices” as they relate to universal service principles.  This case involves billing and 

customer service claims brought by a business customer against Verizon.  It does not implicate 

routing practices or universal service principles in any way. 

218. Paragraph 218 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from the 

Commission’s Rural Call Completion Order.  That order is not relevant here.  Please see the 

attached Legal Analysis.   

219. Paragraph 219 of the Complaint alleges that Verizon engages in “unsound routing 

practices” and fails to “maintain a communications network that offers reliable and resilient 

service” in violation of 47 U.S.C. § 202(a).  But Paragraph 219 does not identify what those 

allegedly unsound routing practices are, how Verizon has failed to maintain its network, or how 

Complainant could maintain a claim under 47 U.S.C. § 202(a) for those alleged wrongs.  Verizon 

denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 219 and denies that Plaintiff has even begun to 

assert a viable claim under Count VI for any violation of 47 U.S.C. § 202(a).   

220. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 220 of the Complaint and 

denies that it has violated 47 U.S.C. § 202(a).  The Complaint does not even attempt to state how 

Verizon has discriminated in the services it has provided to Farmers Bank vis-à-vis those 

provided to any other similarly situated customer.  Please see the attached Legal Analysis.   
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221. Verizon denies the allegations contained in Paragraph 221 of the Complaint.  

Neither Paragraph 221 nor any other portion of the Complaint states a viable claim for a 

violation of 47 U.S.C. § 202(a) and Verizon denies that it has violated that statute.  Verizon 

likewise denies that Farmers Bank has suffered any damages as a result of anything asserted in 

Count VI.  While Paragraph 221 asserts that Complainant suffered damages in an amount no less 

than $162,515.46, the Complaint does not include a computation of damages as required by 47 

C.F.R. § 1.722(h)(1) and Paragraph 221 does not specify how much (if any) of that amount 

allegedly is attributable to Count VI.  As discussed above, Verizon denies that Complainant has 

suffered or is entitled to recover damages in that amount.  Please see the attached Legal Analysis. 

222. For the reasons set forth above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon denies 

the allegations contained in Paragraph 222 of the Complaint, denies that the Complaint sets forth 

a viable claim to any violation of 47 U.S.C. § 202, and denies that Complainant is entitled to 

recover damages or attorneys’ fees.   

ANSWER TO COUNT VII – SEEKING DECLARATORY RELIEF 

223. Paragraph 223 of the Complaint does not contain an allegation to which a 

response is required.  Verizon incorporates its responses to each of the prior Paragraphs of the 

Complaint as if set forth herein.  For a discussion of Count VII, please refer to the attached Legal 

Analysis at 26. 

224. Verizon denies the allegations set forth in Paragraph 224 of the Complaint.  As set 

forth above, most of the dispute that had arisen between Farmers Bank and Verizon has been 

resolved.  The 911 location information issue for the telephone numbers that Verizon installed at 

Godwin Blvd., but that Complainant and/or BCS assigned to different locations in the bank’s 

PBX system, has been resolved.  Verizon likewise investigated the billing issues raised by 

Farmers Bank, stopping billing on and closing certain accounts and providing corresponding 



     

75 
 

credits to the appropriate accounts to resolve those issues.  Verizon otherwise has provided 

Farmers Bank with credit for the additional costs to Farmers Bank that would not have been 

incurred absent the switch to the alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd. and that are permitted 

under the relevant contracts, as specified above.  As a result, all that remains open are certain 

requests for damages to which Complainant is not entitled, that the Bureau cannot award, and/or 

that are expressly prohibited by the governing contract (and/or tariffs or product guides).  No 

declaratory relief is necessary.       

225. Verizon admits that Farmers Bank disputed the underutilization charges 

referenced above and did not pay any amounts associated with those charges.  As discussed in 

the responses to Paragraphs 147-48, above, Verizon has provided credit to Farmers Bank for the 

full amount of the underutilization charges (and the associated taxes and fees).  As such, this 

issue has been resolved and no declaratory relief is necessary. 

226. Please refer to the response to Paragraph 225, above.   

227. Please refer to the response to Paragraph 225, above.   

228. Please refer to the response to Paragraph 225, above. 

ANSWER TO COUNT VIII – SEEKING AN “ACCOUNTING” 

229. Paragraph 229 of the Complaint does not contain an allegation to which a 

response is required.  Verizon incorporates its responses to each of the prior Paragraphs of the 

Complaint as if set forth herein.  For a discussion of Count VIII, please refer to the attached 

Legal Analysis at 27. 

230. To the extent Paragraph 230 of the Complaint refers to Godwin Blvd., Verizon 

has provided services to that location since June 2013.  See Lawson Decl., ¶ 6.  Verizon has 

provided services at other Farmers Bank locations dating back prior to April 29, 2013.   
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231. Verizon does not understand what “duty” is being referenced in Paragraph 231 of 

the Complaint.  Verizon therefore cannot respond to Paragraph 231.     

232. It is unclear what Paragraph 232 of the Complaint means by reference to an 

“accounting.”  Nor does Paragraph 232 cite any authority under which Farmers Bank is entitled 

to or the Bureau could order such an “accounting.”  Verizon denies that Farmers Bank cannot 

determine which amounts are associated with what services provided and charged by Verizon.  

Verizon has provided Farmers Bank with bills for all services it has provided and for which it 

charged.  Since the Complaint was filed, Verizon has provided Farmers Bank with additional 

information regarding its accounts.  See White Decl., ¶ 10.  And, as with any of its customers, 

Verizon is available and willing to review any billing with Farmers Bank at any time.  Id. 

233. Verizon denies that it violated the Communications Act, denies that Farmers Bank 

is entitled to an “accounting,” and denies that Farmers Bank is suffering any “ongoing damage.”  

Please refer to the response to Paragraph 232, above, and the attached Legal Analysis. 

ANSWER TO REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

For the reasons set forth above and in the attached Legal Analysis, Verizon denies that 

Complainant has stated a viable claim against Verizon or that it is entitled to any damages.  

Given that the underlying location and billing issues have been resolved and that Verizon has 

provided credits to Farmers Bank for the amounts set forth above, all that remains are claims for 

damages that Complainant is not entitled to, that the Commission cannot award, and/or that are 

expressly prohibited by the governing contract (and/or tariffs or product guides).  The Bureau 

therefore should dismiss or deny the Complaint with prejudice. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

First Affirmative Defense.  The Complaint did not include a computation of damages as 

required by 47 C.F.R. § 1.722(h)(1). 
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Second Affirmative Defense.  The Complaint does not include a certification indicating 

that, prior to the filing of the complaint, Complainant “mailed a certified letter outlining the 

allegations that form the basis of the complaint it anticipated filing with the Commission to the 

defendant carrier or one of the defendant’s registered agents for service of process that invited a 

response within a reasonable period of time.”  47 C.F.R. § 1.721(a)(8).     

Third Affirmative Defense.  As further explained in the attached Legal Analysis, the 

Bureau should dismiss or deny the Complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be 

granted. 

Fourth Affirmative Defense.  As further explained in the attached Legal Analysis, the 

Bureau should deny or dismiss the counts set forth in the Complaint because they do not 

constitute violations of any statute or Commission rule. 

Fifth Affirmative Defense.  As further explained in the attached Legal Analysis, the 

Bureau should deny or dismiss the claims in the Complaint because any remaining alleged 

damages are prohibited by law or by contract, tariff or product guide. 

Sixth Affirmative Defense.  As further explained in the attached Legal Analysis, the 

Bureau should deny the claims in the Complaint that seek relief or damages that are not 

recoverable at the Commission. 

Seventh Affirmative Defense.  The Bureau should deny the requested declaratory relief 

and requested “accounting” because grant of such relief would be arbitrary and capricious and 

contrary to law. 

Eighth Affirmative Defense.  To the extent that any of Complainant’s claims for 

damages accrued prior to June 24, 2014 (two years prior to the date the Complaint was filed) and 
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were not presented to Verizon in writing within two years of accrual, such claims are barred by 

the applicable statute of limitations.  See 47 U.S.C. § 415(b). 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Verizon requests that the Complaint be dismissed or denied with 

prejudice. 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

        
       Christopher M. Miller 

David L. Haga 

       1320 N. Courthouse Road, 9
th

 Floor 

       Arlington, VA 22201 

       (703) 351-3065    

             

       Attorneys for Verizon 

 

October 14, 2016 
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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20554 
 

__________________________________________ 
       ) 
Farmers Bank, Windsor, Virginia,   ) 
       ) 

Complainant     ) 
       ) Proceeding No. 16-211 
v.       ) Bureau Id No. EB-16-MD-002 
       ) 
Verizon Business Network Services Inc.   ) 
       ) 
and       ) 
       ) 
MCI Communications Services, Inc.  ) 
d/b/a Verizon Business Services,   ) 
       ) 

Defendants.     ) 
__________________________________________) 

 
VERIZON’S LEGAL ANALYSIS 

 
Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 1.724(c) and the Enforcement Bureau’s notice of formal 

complaint dated July 1, 2016 (“July 1 Notice”), Verizon Business Network Services Inc. and 

MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services (collectively, “Verizon”) 

hereby submit this Legal Analysis in connection with the Answer to the Formal Complaint 

(“Complaint”) filed by Farmers Bank, Windsor, Virginia (“Farmers Bank” or “Complainant”).1  

For the reasons set forth in the Answer and below, the Bureau should dismiss or deny the 

Complaint with prejudice.   

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND.   

The Complaint seeks various damages arising from the contractual relationship under 

which Verizon has provided services to Farmers Bank.  In particular, the Complaint alleges that 

                                                           
1  This Legal Analysis will use the same abbreviations, defined terms, and naming conventions 
for exhibits as the Answer.  
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Farmers Bank experienced certain billing, 911 location information, and customer service issues 

stemming from the services the parties initially contemplated and/or ultimately agreed would be 

provided at the bank’s Godwin Blvd. branch.  But those underlying issues now have been 

resolved.  What remains before the Bureau are a limited number of claims for damages that 

Complainant is not entitled to and/or that the Bureau cannot award.     

As set forth in the Answer, Verizon contacted Farmers Bank after receiving the 

Complaint and successfully addressed the billing, location information, and other concerns that 

animated the Complaint and provided corresponding credits, which cover most of the damages 

claims asserted in the Complaint.  Answer at 6-9; VZ Exh. 5; see also Appendix A (listing all 

claims for damages Verizon could identify from the Complaint and denoting which claims have 

been resolved).   

Complainant also seeks punitive damages and attorneys’ fees, even though the Bureau 

does not have the authority to award them and even though they are expressly prohibited by 

contract (and/or tariff or product guide).  Likewise, Complainant asks for alleged “loss of 

business,” “loss of use,” reputational harm, and other indirect and consequential damages, even 

though the governing contract between the parties expressly prohibits such requests.  And 

Complainant asks for damages in an amount that far exceeds the contractual damages limitation 

that it agreed to – which limits any available damages to the aggregate amount paid by Farmers 

Bank to Verizon under that contract for the six months prior to the accrual of the latest cause of 

action.  In short, Complainant could not recover the remaining requested damages even if it 

stated a viable underlying statutory or rule violation – which it does not.   

With respect to the underlying claims, Complainant essentially asserts claims for breach 

of contract, but attempts to recast them as violations of the Telecommunications Act or the 
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Commission’s rules in order to satisfy the pleading requirements for a formal complaint under 47 

U.S.C. § 208.  Complainant, however, misstates or misunderstands what the Act and 

Commission regulations require or prohibit.   

For example, because Farmers Bank does business in what it considers to be a rural area, 

it asserts that issues it has with Verizon’s service constitute violations of the Commission’s rural 

call completion orders.  See Complaint, Count I at ¶¶ 158-69.  Similarly, the Complaint alleges 

that Verizon’s conduct somehow implicates the Commission’s interconnection rules and 

intercarrier compensation regime, even though this is an action brought by a customer against its 

provider and does not involve any interaction between carriers.  See Complaint, Count VI at ¶¶ 

215-16.  And the Complaint alleges that Verizon “discriminated” against Farmers Bank in 

violation of 47 U.S.C. § 202(a) without identifying what charges or services purportedly were 

provided to the bank under different terms or conditions than those provided to other customers 

(much less what terms and conditions any other customer received).  See, e.g., Complaint, Count 

VI at ¶¶ 213-14.   

With respect to these and the other counts of the Complaint, Farmers Bank has failed to 

sustain its burden to establish a violation of the Act or Commission rule.   

II. THE BUREAU SHOULD DISMISS OR DENY THE COMPLAINT ON 
PROCEDURAL GROUNDS. 

As an initial matter, the Bureau should dismiss or deny the Complaint in full or in part on 

one or all of three procedural grounds.   

First, the Complaint does not include a statement establishing that, before filing, “the 

complainant mailed a certified letter outlining the allegations that form the basis of the complaint 

it anticipated filing with the Commission to the defendant carrier …. that invited a response 

within a reasonable period of time” as required by 47 C.F.R. § 1.721(a)(8).  While Paragraph 152 
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of the Complaint asserts that Farmers Bank “attempted to discuss potential resolution of these 

disputes and invited a response from Verizon …,” Complainant’s Information Designation 

(Compl. Exh. 144 at 25) suggests that Complainant’s “good faith effort” to do so was an October 

27, 2015 email to Verizon that forwarded the “four complaints Farmers Bank filed with the State 

Corporation Commission of Virginia” and “encourage[d] [Verizon] to fully investigate this 

matter.”  Compl. Exh. 138.  That communication did not reference any potential formal 

complaint to be filed with the Commission.  And although Farmers Bank raised at least some of 

the issues set forth in the Complaint in what it filed with the Virginia State Corporation 

Commission in October 2015 and with Verizon prior to that time, Verizon is not aware of 

Farmers Bank raising these issues or seeking to discuss them with Verizon between November 

2015 and the filing of the Complaint in this proceeding on June 24, 2016.   

Second, the Complaint does not include a computation of damages as required by 47 

C.F.R. § 1.722(h)(1).  The Complaint asserts that Farmers Bank suffered no less than 

$162,515.46 in compensatory damages (see, e.g., Complaint ¶ 166), but does not identify what 

that figure is comprised of or how it was reached.  While the Complaint from time to time does 

reference some individual damages claims that presumably have been included in the claimed 

$162,515.46, the referenced individual amounts appear together to total less than $162,515.46.  

See Appendix A.   

Third, to the extent that any of Complainant’s claims for damages accrued prior to June 

24, 2014 (two years prior to the date the Complaint was filed) and were not presented to Verizon 

in writing within two years of accrual, such claims are barred by the applicable statute of 
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limitations.  See 47 U.S.C. § 415(b).2  For example, while unclear from the Complaint, it appears 

Complainant may be seeking to recover the amounts it paid for certain additional equipment and 

vendor services that it used at Godwin Blvd. (see Complaint ¶ 32) and amounts paid for service 

provided at its Windsor, Virginia branch from June 2013 forward (id. at ¶¶ 21, 135) as 

“damages” allegedly resulting from the switch to alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd. in 

June 2013.  However, both of those claims accrued almost three years to the day before Farmers 

Bank filed its Complaint, and Complainant did not submit those claims in writing to Verizon 

within the two-year statute of limitations period.  As such, they are time barred.  See 47 U.S.C. § 

415(b). 

III. THE BUREAU SHOULD DISMISS THE COMPLAINT BECAUSE ALL THAT 
REMAINS UNRESOLVED ARE CLAIMS FOR DAMAGES THAT 
COMPLAINANT IS NOT ENTITLED TO RECOVER AND THAT THE BUREAU 
CANNOT AWARD. 

Even if the Complaint properly was before the Bureau, Farmers Bank cannot recover the 

remaining damages it seeks.  As noted above, the Complaint did not include a computation of 

damages identifying all of the amounts sought by Complainant.  Verizon attempted to identify all 

such damages claims in the attached Appendix A, which denotes those damages claims that have 

been paid and resolved and those that remain pending.  As set forth below, all of those remaining 

damages claims are precluded by law, fact, or both.   

A. Complainant Is Not Entitled to Any Additional Compensatory Damages 
Stemming from the Switch to Alternative Arrangements at Godwin Blvd.   

As detailed in Appendix A, Verizon has provided credit to Farmers Bank for all 

identifiable claims for compensatory damages arising from the switch to alternative service 

                                                           
2  To the extent Complainant is asserting any such claim for “overcharges,” that also would be 
time barred.  47 U.S.C. § 415(c).   
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arrangements at Godwin Blvd. save perhaps two categories of damages – neither of which is 

recoverable.   

1. Farmers Bank Cannot Recover Amounts for the April 2013 
“Purchase Agreement” with BCS for Mitel Equipment and Other 
Items.   

Paragraph 32 of the Complaint refers to what appears to be a “Purchase Agreement” 

(Compl. Exh. 12) between Farmers Bank and its third party vendor (BCS) for equipment 

(including “Mitel MXe 3300 Controllers”), software, training, and other services that 

Complainant appears to assert were intended for use at Godwin Blvd.  The Complaint does not 

specifically state whether Farmers Bank seeks recovery of some or all of the amounts associated 

with that Purchase Agreement (and does not contain a computation of damages listing any 

amounts for this Purchase Agreement).  On that basis alone, the Complaint fails to state or 

adequately support a claim to any such amounts.  See 47 C.F.R. 1.722(a) (“If a complainant 

wishes to recover damages, the complaint must contain a clear and unequivocal request for 

damages.”). 

While the Complaint offers no explanation, Verizon understands that any claim 

associated with the Purchase Agreement would be that:  (i) Farmers Bank entered into that 

agreement in anticipation of using the associated equipment and services in connection with the 

originally contemplated ISDN PRI service for Godwin Blvd.; and (ii) because the parties 

switched to alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd., Farmers Bank wants Verizon to pay for 

some or all of what the bank paid to BCS under the Purchase Agreement.  Damages are not 

recoverable under this theory for at least three reasons.   

First, Farmers Bank suffered no loss.  Although service was not set up at Godwin Blvd. 

as originally contemplated, Farmers Bank nevertheless still was able to use what it ordered under 

the Purchase Agreement – including the Mitel equipment – at Godwin Blvd. and continues to do 
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so today.  See Answer at ¶ 32; Declaration of Daniel P. Lawson (“Lawson Decl.”), ¶¶ 6, 9.  By 

using the equipment and services after the switch to alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd., 

Complainant either did not suffer a loss or thereby mitigated any “loss” that potentially could 

have occurred.  Either way, Complainant cannot seek to recover from Verizon for equipment and 

services that it actually used and still is using.   

Second, as noted above, any claim to losses associated with an April 2013 Purchase 

Agreement resulting from the June 2013 switch to alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd. is 

time barred.  47 U.S.C. § 415(b) provides that “[a]ll complaints against carriers for the recovery 

of damages not based on overcharges shall be filed with the Commission within two years from 

the time the cause of action accrues, and not after ….”  Given that the Purchase Agreement was 

dated April 2013 and the switch to alternative arrangements occurred in June 2013, any 

associated damages claim had to be asserted by June 2015 at the latest.  Complainant did not do 

so.  Indeed, it is unclear whether the June 24, 2016 Complaint even asserts a claim for damages 

associated with the Purchase Agreement.  But if it does, any such claim is time barred. 

Third, any amount sought for these expenses would be subject to the applicable 

contractual limitations on damages arising out of the Godwin Blvd. contract, which limits 

Verizon’s liability to the aggregate amount paid by Farmers Bank to Verizon for the six months 

prior to the accrual of the latest cause of action.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.2.  It appears that the 

amounts contemplated by the Purchase Agreement would exceed the amount Farmers Bank paid 

to Verizon in the six months prior to when the latest cause of action allegedly accrued.  See 

Section III. D, infra.   
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2. Farmers Bank Is Not Entitled to Recover the Amounts It Paid Under 
a Separate Agreement for Monthly Services at Its Windsor Branch.   

Paragraph 135 of the Complaint refers to how much Farmers Bank paid and “continues to 

pay” for monthly service from Verizon at its Windsor branch since the switch to alternative 

arrangements at Godwin Blvd.  See also Complaint, ¶ 21.  The Complaint does not specifically 

state that Farmers Bank is seeking to recover those amounts as a result of what occurred at 

Godwin Blvd. (and does not contain a computation of damages listing any amounts associated 

with monthly service at Windsor).  Accordingly, Farmers Bank has failed to state or adequately 

support a claim to any such amounts.  47 C.F.R. 1.722(a) (“If a complainant wishes to recover 

damages, the complaint must contain a clear and unequivocal request for damages.”). 

But, even if the Complaint had stated that Farmers Bank was seeking to recover what it 

paid in monthly service at Windsor following the alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd. in 

June 2013 (and specified that amount), any such recovery would be prohibited.  Not only is any 

claim time-barred, but Farmers Bank voluntarily agreed to pay for monthly service at Windsor 

independent from anything that took place with respect to service at Godwin Blvd. 

After the arrangements for the originally contemplated service at Godwin Blvd. were 

made in April 2013, Farmers Bank entered into a contract with Verizon on June 13, 2013 for 

monthly ISDN PRI service at its Windsor branch.  See VZ Exh. 2.  That contract was separate 

from the arrangements for service at the Godwin Blvd. branch.  And Farmers Bank never 

intended for the service being provided at Godwin Blvd. (whether under the originally 

contemplated ISDN PRI or through the subsequent alternate arrangements in June 2013) to 

eliminate the need for monthly service at its Windsor branch.   

Farmers Bank agreed to the contract for ISDN PRI service at Windsor after it had made 

arrangements to set up the initially contemplated service at Godwin Blvd. and before any 
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alternative arrangements had to be made for Godwin Blvd.  See VZ Exhs. 1-3.  Given that 

sequencing, two things are clear.  One, because Farmers Bank entered into the three-year 

Windsor contract after it made the initial arrangements for Godwin Blvd., the bank intended to 

continue to receive monthly service at Windsor even if everything had gone as originally 

contemplated for Godwin Blvd.  Two, Farmers Bank did not incur charges for monthly services 

at Windsor because plans changed at Godwin Blvd.; it agreed to receive and pay for monthly 

service at Windsor on June 13, 2013 – before anything changed at Godwin Blvd. in late June 

2013.  In other words, Farmers Bank would have continued to receive service at Windsor and 

pay for those services under the June 2013 contract, regardless of anything that occurred with 

respect to Godwin Blvd.  Accordingly, there is no basis for Farmers Bank to now claim that it 

should be able to recover for monthly service at Windsor when it always was going to receive 

monthly service at that location. 

Moreover, even if Farmers Bank otherwise would be entitled to recover the amounts it 

paid for monthly service under the Windsor contract, any such claim is time barred.  As noted 

above, any claim for damages that accrued prior to June 24, 2014 (two years prior to the date the 

Complaint was filed) and was not presented in writing to Verizon within two years of accrual is 

barred by 47 U.S.C. § 415(b).3  Here, any claim for amounts paid for monthly service at Windsor 

allegedly resulting from the switch to alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd. would have 

accrued when that switch occurred in late June 2013.  That was just under three years before the 

Complaint was filed, and Farmers Bank did not submit those claims in writing to Verizon within 

the two-year statute of limitations period.  Indeed, it is not clear from the Complaint whether 

                                                           
3  To the extent Complainant is asserting any claim in this regard, Verizon believes it to be a 
claim for damages, rather than “overcharges.”  But any claim for overcharges would be time 
barred, as well, pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 415(c).   
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Farmers Bank asserts a claim for these amounts even now.  As such, they are barred by the 

statute of limitations.4   

Finally, to the extent Complainant seeks recovery for amounts paid for service at 

Windsor that exceeds the aggregate amount paid by Farmers Bank under the VoIP contract for 

Godwin Blvd. for the six months prior to the accrual of the latest cause of action, that claim is 

prohibited by contract.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.2; Section III. D, infra.   

B. Complainant Cannot Recover for “Loss of Revenue,” “Reputational 
Damage,” or Any Other Indirect or Consequential Damages. 

Farmers Bank asks the Bureau to award it indirect and consequential damages for losses 

allegedly stemming from having phone service for a VoIP account temporarily interrupted for 

nonpayment and for the time that its employees allegedly have spent “on Verizon issues.”  See 

Complaint ¶¶ 118, 123, 137-44.  The Bureau cannot award such damages, which expressly are 

prohibited by the parties’ contract.   

1. Farmers Bank Cannot Recover Unsubstantiated Damages Allegedly 
Resulting from a Temporary Phone Outage That Are Precluded by 
the Parties’ Agreement.   

While not entirely clear from the Complaint, Farmers Bank apparently seeks $35,000 for 

loss of business, reputational damage, and other indirect or consequential damages it allegedly 

incurred when phone service for a VoIP account temporarily was interrupted for nonpayment 

from July 6-9, 2015.  See Complaint, ¶¶ 118, 123.  Farmers Bank cannot recover that amount. 

                                                           
4  To the extent that Complainant seeks any claim under the June 2013 contract for services at 
Windsor (and it does not appear to), any such claim would be contractually time-barred, as well.  
The Windsor contract incorporates and is subject to the Verizon South Product Guide, which 
requires any claim to be brought in writing within 60 days – which Complainant did not do.  See 
Verizon South Product Guide § 2.5.5 (stating that Verizon “shall not be liable for damages or 
statutory penalties in any case where a claim is not rendered in writing within sixty days after the 
alleged delinquency occurs”). 
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Farmers Bank does not argue that it timely paid the bills associated with the account that 

was interrupted for nonpayment.  Instead, the bank suggests it did not receive those bills for 

three-plus months and otherwise did not receive any advance notice that service on the account 

was going to be interrupted for nonpayment.  See id. at ¶¶ 107, 115-17.  Verizon’s records 

indicate otherwise, reflecting that the prior months’ bills showing the outstanding balances were 

sent to the correct address (the same address at which the bank admits receiving bills from July 

2015), that Verizon placed automated calls to the bank and left multiple messages providing 

notice of the outstanding balance, and that Verizon sent letters to the correct (Godwin Blvd.) 

address in May 2015 notifying the bank of the overdue balance and again in June 2015 stating 

that the account “is scheduled to be suspended for non-payment.”  See Answer, ¶ 107; VZ Exhs. 

10-11.   

But, regardless of why Farmers Bank did not pay the outstanding amounts on the relevant 

account before service temporarily was interrupted, the Complaint does not attempt to 

substantiate the associated $35,000 damage claim, much less demonstrate that Farmers Bank 

actually suffered losses in that amount.  Instead, that figure appears simply to represent a round 

number.  Such damages are not recoverable in any event, as the governing contract for the VoIP 

account that experienced the temporary service outage expressly precludes the recovery sought 

here.   

That contract prohibits any claim for “indirect, consequential, exemplary, special, 

incidental or punitive damages, or for loss of use or lost business, revenue, profits, savings, or 

goodwill ….”  VZ Exh. 3, § 11.1.  That provision covers – and bars – all of the damages 

Complainant has raised with respect to the July 6-9, 2015 outage.   
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2. Farmers Bank Cannot Recover Damages for Employee Time 
Allegedly Spent on “Verizon Issues.”   

Complainant seeks an award for time its employees allegedly spent “dealing with 

Verizon” or “on Verizon issues.”  Complaint, ¶¶ 137-44.  In essence, the bank is making a “loss 

of use” claim, arguing that – when its employees were attending to “Verizon issues” – it lost the 

use of those employees.  Id. at ¶¶ 138-44 (referring to “time-to-value-loss” of employees) and ¶ 

137 (alleging that employee efforts were diverted from serving bank customers to dealing with 

Verizon).  But the Bureau cannot award such damages.   

The Complaint does not specify how much of the claimed employee time was spent in 

connection with the complaints filed with the Virginia State Corporation Commission or the 

Complaint in this proceeding, but any such time should be considered cost of litigation that 

cannot be awarded by the Bureau and is precluded by the governing contract (and/or tariffs or 

product guides).  See Section III. C., infra.  Nor does the Complaint specify how much of the 

“lost” employee time was expended as a result of an alleged violation by Verizon – or which 

alleged violation – as opposed to time spent in the normal course of contracting, reviewing bills, 

or other contact with its provider.  A customer cannot recover from a provider simply for time 

spent on such normal course activities.  Indeed, the Complaint does not identify any statute or 

Commission rule under which the Bureau could award damages for loss of use of employee time.  

But, even if Complainant otherwise had stated a viable claim for such amounts, they are 

expressly prohibited by the parties’ contract.   

As noted above, Farmers Bank is asserting a claim for “loss of use” of its employees, or 

perhaps some other form of indirect, consequential, or incidental damages.  But the parties 

entered a contract specifically prohibiting that type of claim.  That contract states that “No party 

… is liable to any other for any indirect, consequential, exemplary, special, incidental or punitive 
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damages, or for loss of use or lost business, revenue, profits, savings, or goodwill ….”  VZ Exh. 

3, § 11.1 (emphasis added).  As such, Complainant cannot recover damages for its alleged lost 

employee time.   

C. Complainant Cannot Recover Punitive Damages or Attorneys’ Fees. 

Complainant requests that the Bureau award it “reasonable attorneys’ fees” and punitive 

damages.  See Complaint at 43 (Request for Relief (ii) and (v)).  But neither the Bureau nor the 

Commission has the authority to award attorneys’ fees or punitive damages in a formal 

complaint proceeding.  The parties’ contract also precludes liability for punitive damages and 

attorneys’ fees.  And the facts do not justify a punitive damages award.   

The Commission (or Bureau) cannot award attorneys’ fees or costs in a Section 208 

formal complaint proceeding (or in any other proceeding) absent express statutory authority. 

Turner v. FCC, 514 F.2d 1354, 1356 (D.C. Cir. 1975) (affirming the Commission’s decision not 

to grant attorney’s fees without “clear statutory power” to do so).  And there is no such express 

statutory authority permitting attorneys’ fees in this type of proceeding.   

Complainant cites to 47 U.S.C. § 206, claiming that statute permits the award of 

attorneys’ fees here.  See Complaint ¶ 167.  Although Section 206 contemplates the availability 

of attorneys’ fees in certain circumstances – it does so only in the context of court litigation.  47 

U.S.C. § 206 (“… such common carrier shall be liable to the person or persons injured thereby 

for the full amount of damages …, together with a reasonable counsel or attorney’s fee, to be 

fixed by the court in every case of recovery, which attorney's fee shall be taxed and collected as 

part of the costs in the case.”) (emphasis added).  The courts have confirmed this view, holding 

that this statutory language means that, while a complainant might be able to recover attorneys’ 

fees in a case before a court, it cannot do so in a proceeding before the Commission.  See AT&T 

Co. v. United Artists Payphone Corp., 852 F. Supp. 221, 224 (S.D.N.Y. 1994) (holding that the 
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Commission has no authority to grant attorney’s fees under 47 U.S.C. § 206), aff’d, 39 F.3d 411 

(2d Cir. N.Y. 1994); Turner, 514 F.2d at 1356 (noting that Section 206 “provide[s] for the award 

of attorney’s fees in court litigation”).   

Accordingly, the Commission and the Bureau consistently have determined that 

attorneys’ fees are not available to complainants in formal complaint proceedings before the 

Commission or its bureaus.  Station Holdings, Inc. v. Mills Fleet Farm, Inc., Order, 18 FCC Rcd 

12787, ¶ 13 (1997) (in a formal complaint proceeding, neither the Communications Act nor the 

Commission’s rules authorizes attorney’s fees); Implementation of the Telecommunications Act 

of 1996: Amendment of Rules Governing Procedures to Be Followed When Formal Complaints 

are Filed Against Common Carriers, Report and Order, 12 FCC Rcd 22497, ¶ 130 (1997) (the 

Commission has no authority to award costs, including attorney’s fees, in the context of a formal 

complaint proceeding).  Indeed, the FAQ section of the Commission’s website regarding 

consumer complaints specifically states that, in formal complaint proceedings, “No attorneys 

fees may be awarded.”  Available at https://consumercomplaints.fcc.gov/hc/en-

us/articles/205082880-Filing-a-Complaint-Questions-and-Answers#question_15.  

Similarly, the Bureau lacks the authority to award punitive damages in a formal 

complaint proceeding.  There is no specific statute or Commission rule that provides the 

Commission (or its bureaus) with the ability to grant such an award.  Accordingly, the Common 

Carrier Bureau previously recognized in a complaint proceeding that “[w]e lack authority … 

under the congressional mandate accorded by our governing statute to award the punitive 

damages and legal expenses sought by [complainant].”  Just Aaron v. GTE California, Inc., 

Memorandum Opinion and Order, 10 FCC Rcd 11519, ¶ 9 (Comm. Car. Bur. 1995).  See also 

https://consumercomplaints.fcc.gov/hc/en-us/articles/205082880-Filing-a-Complaint-Questions-and-Answers#question_15
https://consumercomplaints.fcc.gov/hc/en-us/articles/205082880-Filing-a-Complaint-Questions-and-Answers#question_15
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Nat’l Communs. Ass’n v. AT&T, 1998 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 3198, *110-11 (S.D.N.Y. 1998) 

(holding that punitive damages are not recoverable under 47 U.S.C. § 206).5   

Even if the Bureau had the authority to award punitive damages or attorneys’ fees, the 

governing contract between the parties expressly precludes the award of either.  That contract 

states that “[n]o party to this Agreement is liable to any other for … punitive damages …” (VZ 

Exh. 3, § 11.1) and limits total liability for any party to the “direct damages proven by the 

claiming part(ies)” or aggregate amounts paid by Farmers Bank to Verizon in the six months 

prior to accrual of the latest cause of action.  Id., § 11.2.  There is no allowance in the contract 

for anything other than direct compensatory damages.6   

Finally, even if the Bureau had the authority to award punitive damages (it does not) and 

even if punitive damages were permitted by the parties’ contract (they are not), the facts of this 

case do not justify such an award.  While Complainant raises certain issues stemming from the 

way its accounts were configured – impacting billing and location information in a handful of 
                                                           
5  While the Commission from time to time has discussed the rationale for awarding punitive 
damages or declined to rule one way or the other on whether it has the authority to do so, 
Verizon is not aware of a single instance in which the Commission has awarded punitive 
damages in a formal complaint case.  
6  To the extent Complainant seeks any damages under the contracts for the original ISDN PRI 
service at Godwin Blvd. or the ISDN PRI service at Windsor (and it does not appear 
Complainant does), those agreements incorporate product guides that also preclude liability for 
anything other than what Farmers Bank was charged under those agreements – whether that be 
for punitive damages, attorneys’ fees, or any other form of damages.  See Verizon South Inc. 
Product Guide (available at 
http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS
_STATUS=E), § 2.5.1 (stating that Verizon’s liability for any mistakes, omissions, interruptions, 
delays, errors or defects in any of the services or facilities it provides “shall in no event exceed an 
amount equivalent to the proportionate charge to the customer for the period of service during 
which such mistake, omission, interruption, delay, error or defect or failure in facilities occurs.”); 
Verizon Virginia Inc. Product Guide (available at 
http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS
_STATUS=E), Section 1, Original Sheet 33 (limiting liability to “in no event exceed an amount 
equivalent to the proportionate charge to the customer for the service or facilities affected during 
the period …”).    

http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS_STATUS=E
http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS_STATUS=E
http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS_STATUS=E
http://tariffs.verizon.com/Tariffs.aspx?optState=VA&entity=VI&type=T*&typename=IT&TIMS_STATUS=E
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instances – those were not reflective of any malicious, wanton or reckless motive or intent that 

could justify a punitive damages award.  While some issues took some time to resolve, even 

Complainant’s exhibits reflect a steady stream of communication between the parties and 

multiple Verizon attempts to address the issues raised by the bank.  See, e.g., Answer at ¶¶ 79-81 

(citing Compl. Exhs. 71-77).  And all of the issues underlying the Complaint are resolved now, 

save for the remaining damages claims addressed here.  See Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 8-10 (noting that 

location information issue is resolved); Declaration of Cara E. White (“White Decl.”), ¶¶ 3-9 

(describing resolution of billing issues).  Accordingly, the facts would not support a claim for 

punitive damages even if such damages were available here.   

D. Complainant Cannot Recover Any Amounts in Excess of the Contractual 
Limitation on Liability.   

As discussed above, Complainant cannot recover what remains of its claims to no less 

than $162,515.46 in compensatory damages plus attorneys’ fees and punitive damages.  But, 

even if Complainant otherwise were entitled to recover those damages, Farmers Bank agreed in 

its June 2013 contract for services at Godwin Blvd. that Verizon’s liability would be limited to 

what the bank had paid to Verizon for the six months’ preceding the accrual of its last cause of 

action – an amount that appears to be significantly less than what the Complaint asks for 

stemming from that agreement.   

Specifically, the contract provides that “the total liability of either [Farmers Bank] or 

Verizon in connection with this Agreement and the Services is limited to the lesser of (i) direct 

damages proven by the claiming part(ies) or (ii) the aggregate amounts paid by [Farmers Bank] 

to Verizon under this Agreement for the six months prior to accrual of the latest cause of action 

… .”  VZ Exh. 3, § 11.2.  While the Complaint does not contain a computation of damages and it 

is not clear what the latest asserted cause of action is, Verizon believes that latest purported 
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cause of action to be a claim associated with the “underutilization charge” referenced in 

Paragraphs 146-49 and Count VII of the Complaint.  Verizon issued an invoice for that charge 

on October 10, 2015.  In the six months prior to October 10, 2015, it appears that Farmers Bank 

paid Verizon approximately $16,114 under the contract referenced above.  Accordingly, the 

contract prohibits any liability in excess of that amount.  See VZ Exh. 3, § 11.2.7  As set forth in 

Appendix A, Verizon already has provided more than that in credits to Farmers Bank in 

connection with this Complaint. 

IV. THE BUREAU SHOULD DISMISS THE COMPLAINT FOR FAILURE TO 
ESTABLISH A VIOLATION OF ANY STATUTE OR COMMISSION RULE. 

Even if the Complaint was properly before the Bureau and even if the remaining damages 

claims were not prohibited, Farmers Bank has not satisfied its burden of proof to establish a 

violation of the Act or the Commission’s rules.  See America’s Choice Communications, Inc. v. 

LCI Int’l Telecom Corp., Memorandum Opinion and Order, 11 FCC Rcd 22494, ¶ 8(Com. Car. 

Bur. 1996) (“America’s Choice”) (complainant “has the burden of proof in establishing a 

violation of the Act in a formal complaint pursuant to Section 208 of the Act”).  To the contrary, 

Verizon’s practices and conduct are entirely consistent with the Act and the Commission’s 

regulations.     

A. Complainant’s Alleged “Service” Issues with Verizon Do Not Constitute 
Violations of the Commission’s Rural Call Completion Rulings or Section 
201(b) (Count I). 
 

In Count I of the Complaint, Complainant alleges that Verizon has violated the 

Commission’s rural call completion orders, which Complainant says amounts to an unjust or 

                                                           
7  To the extent Complainant seeks any damages under the contracts for the original ISDN PRI 
service at Godwin Blvd. or the ISDN PRI service at Windsor (and it does not appear 
Complainant does), those agreements incorporate product guides that also preclude liability for 
anything other than what Farmers Bank was charged under those agreements.  See FN 6, supra. 
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unreasonable practice in violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b).  See Complaint, ¶¶ 160-65.  

Complainant is wrong. 

Complainant has failed to set forth its claim for a violation of Section 201(b) with 

sufficient particularity in Count I.  But it appears that Complainant believes that it operates in a 

rural area and, therefore, any issue it has with the services Verizon provides to it must constitute 

a violation of the Commission’s rural call completion orders.  See Complaint, ¶¶ 160-65.  That, 

of course, is not what the Commission’s rural call completion rulings contemplate.   

In the Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling cited by Complainant (In re WCB 

Issues Declaratory Ruling on Rural Call Completion Issues, Declaratory Ruling, 27 FCC Rcd 

1351 (WCB 2012) (“Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling”), the Wireline Competition 

Bureau issued a declaratory ruling to clarify the scope of the Commission’s prohibition on 

blocking, choking, reducing or restricting telephone traffic to address problems consumers were 

reporting when attempting to place calls to rural areas through their long distance providers.  Id. 

¶¶ 1, 5.  That ruling is not implicated by the allegations Complainant makes here.   

The Complaint does not allege that Verizon has attempted to block, choke, reduce or 

restrict telephone traffic to rural areas.  Nor does it assert that consumers trying to make long 

distance calls to Farmers Bank experienced any issues.  The only issue the Complaint raises with 

respect to calls reaching Farmers Bank was when service to one of its accounts temporarily was 

interrupted due to nonpayment on the account.  See Complaint ¶¶ 101-17.  But that is not a rural 

call completion issue.  Nor is Complainant’s (erroneous) claim in Count I that Verizon billed and 

collected charges for “unauthorized or unutilized services.”  Id. ¶ 164.    

The Complaint alleges that Farmers Bank informed Verizon of its “degraded services in 

these rural areas,” presumably meaning the areas in which Farmers Bank operates branches.  See 

http://www.lexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075&view=full&searchtype=le&search=27+FCC+Rcd+1351%2520at%25201355
http://www.lexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075&view=full&searchtype=le&search=27+FCC+Rcd+1351%2520at%25201355
http://www.lexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075&view=full&searchtype=le&search=27+FCC+Rcd+1351%2520at%25201355
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Complaint ¶ 163.  But the service issues the bank raised with Verizon were not for “degraded 

services” within the meaning of the Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling cited by 

Complainant.  The “degraded services” at issue in that ruling included “unreasonable delay to 

connect a call, as manifested by prolonged silence (“dead air”) and/or prolonged ringing in 

advance of the called phone being alerted.”  Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling, ¶ 12 

n.35.  Complainant does not assert that any such issues occurred here.   

Rather, what Complainant appears to be alleging is that Verizon did not provide the 

services that originally were contemplated at Godwin Blvd. and/or that the parties subsequently 

experienced issues in implementing alternative service arrangements at that location.  But those 

are, at best, allegations for breach of contract.  They do not constitute violations of the Rural Call 

Completion Declaratory Ruling or 47 U.S.C. § 201(b).   

As such, Complainant has failed to carry its burden to show a violation of the Act or 

Commission rules for Count I.     

B. Advising Callers That A Temporarily Out-Of-Service Number Is Out of 
Service Does Not Constitute A Violation of the Commission’s Rural Call 
Completion Rulings or Section 201(b) (Count II). 

 
Count II of the Complaint alleges that Verizon violated the Rural Call Completion 

Declaratory Ruling and 47 U.S.C. § 201(b) by playing an automated message informing callers 

that a telephone number was out of service when service for that number temporarily had been 

interrupted for nonpayment.  See Complaint, ¶¶ 173-76.  Complainant is incorrect.   

Complainant selectively cites to the Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling for the 

proposition that “inform[ing] a caller that a number is not reachable or is out of service when the 

number is, in fact, reachable and in service … is deceptive and misleading … and therefore 

unjust and unreasonable under Section 201(b).”  Complaint, ¶ 173 (quoting Rural Call 
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Completion Declaratory Ruling, ¶ 13).  Complainant then says that Verizon’s pre-recorded 

message to callers informing them that the number they dialed was no longer in service or 

disconnected at this time when trying to reach a number on Farmers Bank’s VoIP account 

between July 6-9, 2015 was deceptive and misleading in violation of Section 201(b).  Complaint, 

¶ 174.  But Complainant is mistaken as to both the law and the facts.   

The quote Complainant excerpts from the Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling was 

targeted at carrier routing practices that were designed to block or restrict long distance calls to 

rural areas.  In those circumstances, the Wireline Competition Bureau understood that, “when a 

call fails to terminate in a rural exchange, the caller may hear an intercept message indicating 

that the call cannot be completed because the number is out of service or not reachable -- when 

in fact the number is in service and is reachable.”  Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling, ¶ 

13.  But that is not the situation presented here.   

In this case, Complainant is not asserting that Verizon engaged in any improper routing 

practices or that there is any issue with respect to restricting long distance calls to any rural area.  

Indeed, Complainant does not assert that Verizon engaged in any “practice” at all.  To the 

contrary, Complainant merely asserts that Verizon interrupted service on one account (and 

advised callers of that) as a one-time, four-day event, due to nonpayment on the account.  That is 

not a rural call completion issue and does not implicate the Rural Call Completion Declaratory 

Ruling or 47 U.S.C. § 201(b).   

Moreover, there was nothing deceptive or misleading about the automated message that 

callers received when trying to reach a number on the bank’s VoIP account between July 6-9, 

2015.  That message advised callers that the number reached was no longer in service or had 

been disconnected at that time.  See Complaint ¶ 174.  And that information was correct.  The 
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number was not in service at that time because service had been suspended due to nonpayment 

on the account.  See Answer, ¶¶ 100-117, 174.   

Thus, Verizon did not engage in any deceptive or misleading practice and Complainant 

has failed to establish any violation of the Rural Call Completion Declaratory Ruling or 47 

U.S.C. § 201(b) in Count II of the Complaint. 

C. Complainant Has Not Established Any Violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b) 
Relating to “911 Issues” (Count III). 

 
Count III of the Complaint appears to assert that Verizon violated 47 U.S.C. § 201(b) in 

connection with alleged “911 issues” (Complaint ¶ 33), but fails to support that claim legally or 

factually.  It is unclear exactly what “911 issues” are alleged to have occurred or how they 

violated the Act or Commission rules.   

Paragraph 184 of the Complaint appears to reference the location information issue that 

was associated with certain Farmers Bank numbers.  As discussed in the Answer, Verizon is 

aware that location information displayed incorrectly for certain Farmers Bank telephone 

numbers for certain periods.  See Answer, ¶¶ 76, 184.  But that issue no longer “remain[s] 

uncorrected.”  Complaint, ¶ 184.   

Working with Farmers Bank, Verizon coordinated onsite testing with the bank’s vendor, 

BCS, and a third party equipment vendor in August 2016.  See Answer, ¶ 76; Lawson Decl., ¶¶ 

8-10.  That testing identified and successfully addressed the location information issue for the 

three telephone numbers.  Id.  Verizon installed those three numbers for service at Godwin Blvd., 

but Complainant and/or BCS assigned them to different locations in the bank’s PBX system.  Id.  

The parties implemented a fix and, as of August 12, 2016, location information for the relevant 

Farmers Bank telephone numbers displayed correctly in testing.  Id.  At that point, the issue was 

resolved.  While Paragraph 184 of the Complaint refers to “[p]hantom phone calls” and other 
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“911 issues,” the Complaint does not identify or substantiate those “issues.”  Verizon is unaware 

of any other existing concerns regarding 911 information.  See Answer, ¶¶ 76, 184; Lawson 

Decl., ¶ 10.  

Even if the 911 issues had not been resolved, Complainant has not sustained its burden of 

establishing a violation of the Act or Commission rules associated with those issues.  It is unclear 

exactly what statute or regulation Verizon is alleged to have violated in this regard, as Count III 

of the Complaint indiscriminately cites to various Commission orders and regulations that appear 

to have little to no connection with each other or the allegations in this Complaint.   

For example, Paragraph 181 of the Complaint appears to quote an excerpt from a 2015 

Enforcement Bureau order adopting a consent decree with Verizon regarding potentially 

substandard delivery of long distance calls to certain rural areas over an eight month period.  In 

the Matter of Verizon, Adopting Order, 30 FCC Rcd 245 (E.B. 2015).  But it has no relevance 

here, as the Complaint does not raise any allegations related to potentially substandard delivery 

of long distance calls or “[r]ural call completion problems” within the meaning of that order or 

consent decree.  Id.  Similarly, Paragraph 182 of the Complaint quotes from and cites to a portion 

of a 2009 Commission order adopting rules for the Truth in Caller ID Act that addressed 

spoofing of caller identification information to emergency services providers.  See In the Matter 

of  Rules & Regulations Implementing the Truth in Caller ID Act of 2009, Report and Order, 26 

FCC Rcd 9114 (2011).  But there is no issue in this case regarding spoofing of caller ID 

information.  Likewise, it is unclear what relevance the Commission’s regulations regarding 

operator services have to Complainant’s allegations.  See Complaint, ¶ 183 (citing 47 C.F.R. § 

64.708).   

http://www.lexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075&view=full&searchtype=le&search=26+FCC+Rcd+9114
http://www.lexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075&view=full&searchtype=le&search=26+FCC+Rcd+9114
http://www.lexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075&view=full&searchtype=le&search=26+FCC+Rcd+9114
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To the extent Complainant asserts that Verizon engaged in an unjust and unreasonable 

practice with respect to the location information issue in violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b), 

Complainant has failed to establish that violation.  See Answer, ¶¶ 76, 184.  Moreover, even 

Complainant’s exhibits show repeated communications from Verizon regarding – and attempts 

by Verizon to address – the issue.  See, e.g., Answer, ¶¶ 79-81; Compl. Exhs. 73-77 (reflecting 

multiple communications from Verizon responding to Farmers Bank requests and providing 

status updates).  And the issue now has been resolved.  See Answer, ¶¶ 76, 184; Lawson Decl., 

¶¶ 9-10.  Accordingly, there is no actionable claim for a violation of Section 201(b) under Count 

III.8   

D. Verizon Did Not Block Services to Farmers Bank without Warning or 
Notification and Did Not Violate Section 201(b) (Count IV).   

Count IV of the Complaint alleges that the temporary interruption in service for 

Complainant’s VoIP account occurred without prior notification to Farmers Bank and constituted 

an unjust and unreasonable practice in violation of 47 U.S.C. § 201(b).  Complaint, ¶ 194.  That 

is incorrect.   

Service to Farmers Bank’s VoIP account temporarily was interrupted (from July 6-9, 

2015) due to nonpayment on the account.  See Answer, ¶¶ 107, 114.  But Verizon provided 

notice to Farmers Bank beforehand by (i) sending the associated prior months’ bills to the correct 

address (the same address where Complainant acknowledges it received the July 1, 2015 

invoices), (ii) placing automated calls to the telephone number of record on the account and 

leaving messages with the bank, and (iii) sending letters to the correct (Godwin Blvd.) address in 

May 2015 notifying the bank of the overdue balance and again in June 2015 stating that the 

                                                           
8  Nor does Count III attempt to identify how any of the claimed monetary damages were 
suffered as a result of any statutory or rules violation associated with the 911 location 
information issue.  See Complaint, ¶ 186.     
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account “is scheduled to be suspended for non-payment.”  Id.; VZ Exhs. 10-11.  Temporarily 

suspending service for nonpayment – with prior notice to the customer – cannot constitute an 

unjust and unreasonable practice in violation of Section 201(b).   

E. Complainant Has Failed to Establish Any Violation of the Truth In Billing 
Rules (Count V). 

In Count V of the Complaint, Complainant asserts that Verizon’s invoices violate the 

Commission’s truth-in-billing regulations (47 C.F.R. § 64.2401).  See Complaint ¶¶ 199-211.  

But Complainant fails to meet its burden of establishing any such violation.   

The truth-in-billing rules are designed to ensure that consumers can understand their 

telecommunications bills.  They require that bills be clear and organized and contain a brief, 

clear, non-misleading, plain language description of the services rendered.  47 C.F.R. § 64.2401.  

Farmers Bank does not attempt to identify what about Verizon’s bills fails to meet these 

requirements.   

Complainant appears to allege that Verizon’s bills do not accurately disclose changes in 

service and usage (Complaint, ¶ 205), but does not identify which bills, what change in service 

or usage on those bills was inaccurately disclosed, or how it was inaccurate.  Similarly, 

Complainant alleges that Verizon’s bills contain insufficient descriptions and inconsistent 

explanations (Id. at ¶ 206), but fails to cite to any specific bill or what particular descriptions or 

explanations were insufficient or inconsistent.  Likewise, Complainant asserts that Verizon 

issues invoices of deceptive or misleading information (Id. at ¶ 207), but fails to point to a single 

such invoice or explain what information on it was deceptive or misleading.   

In short, Count V makes conclusive assertions about Verizon’s billing, without providing 

any specific support for those assertions.  As such, Complainant has not satisfied its burden of 
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proof to establish a violation of the Act or the Commission’s rules for Count V.  See America’s 

Choice, ¶¶ 8-9. 

F. Verizon Has Not Discriminated in Providing Telephone Services to Farmers 
Bank in Violation of 47 U.S.C. § 202(a) (Count VI). 

 
Count VI of the Complaint claims that Verizon discriminated against Farmers Bank in 

the provision of telephone services in violation of 47 U.S.C. § 202(a).  But Complainant has not 

explained or established that claim.  The Complaint does not even attempt to state how Verizon 

discriminated in the terms and conditions on which it has provided services to Farmers Bank vis-

à-vis those provided to any other customer.   

In support of its “discrimination” claim, Complainant cites to statutes and Commission 

decisions that have no relevance to the allegations in this proceeding.  For example, Paragraphs 

215 and 218 of the Complaint makes certain assertions regarding telecommunications carriers’ 

duty to interconnect with other carriers pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 256.  But this case involves 

billing and service claims brought by a business customer against Verizon.  It does not implicate 

interconnection obligations in any way.  Similarly, Paragraph 216 appears to reference and cite 

various intercarrier compensation decisions by the Commission, when this case does not 

implicate any interaction between carriers.  And Paragraph 217 discussed “unsound routing 

practices” within the context of universal service principles, without any explanation as to how 

that might related to the claims brought by a business customer against Verizon.   

Complainant then asserts that Verizon engages in “unsound routing practices” and fails to 

“maintain a communications network that offers reliable and resilient service” in violation of 47 

U.S.C. § 202(a).  See Complaint, ¶ 219.  But Complainant does not identify what those allegedly 

unsound routing practices are, how Verizon has failed to maintain its network, or how 

Complainant could maintain a claim under 47 U.S.C. § 202(a) for those alleged wrongs.   
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Complainant ultimately settles on a claim that Verizon mishandled certain aspects of the 

billing for Farmers Bank and delayed in implementing services for the bank.  See Complaint, ¶ 

220.  But that does not constitute a violation of 47 U.S.C. § 202(a).   

In general, 47 U.S.C. § 202(a) prevents a carrier from discriminating against a particular 

customer by unreasonably offering services to that customer on different terms or conditions 

than those offered to another customer.  Accordingly, “a § 202(a) claim consists of three 

elements:  (1) whether the services are ‘like’; (2) if so, whether the services were provided under 

different terms or conditions; and (3) whether any such difference was reasonable.”  National 

Communications Ass’n Inc. v. AT&T Corp., 238 F.3d 124, 127 (2d Cir. 2001).  But Complainant 

does not address – much less attempt to meet – those elements here.   

Verizon did not offer “like” services to Farmers Bank and other customers under 

different terms or conditions.  And Complainant does not provide any evidence to the contrary.  

Under these circumstances, Verizon cannot be said to have singled out or discriminated against 

Farmers Bank as compared to any other customer in violation of Section 202(a).   

G. The Bureau Cannot Grant Complainant’s Request for Declaratory Relief 
(Count VII).  

In Count VII of the Complaint, Farmers Bank asks for a declaratory ruling that it is not 

responsible for the “underutilization charge” (and associated amounts) that first appeared on an 

October 2015 invoice from Verizon.  See Complaint, ¶ 228.  Verizon has provided a credit to 

Farmers Bank to cover that charge (and associated amounts).  See Appendix A; Answer, ¶¶ 147-

48, 225.  Accordingly, this issue has been resolved and the request for declaratory relief is moot.  

Even so, this is a complaint proceeding.  The Bureau does not have the authority to grant 

declaratory rulings addressing the legality of particular practices. 
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H. The Bureau Cannot Grant Complainant’s Request for an “Accounting” 
(Count VIII).  

In Count VIII of the Complaint, Complainant asserts that Verizon has “a duty to account 

for all charges invoiced [to Farmers Bank], proper application of monies and to account for its 

receipt” (Complaint, ¶ 231), but does not cite what this duty is, where it originates, or what it 

requires.  Complainant nevertheless “demands” (Id. at ¶ 233) that the Commission require “an 

accounting of all amounts received by Verizon from Farmers Bank … and for all amounts 

properly or not properly owed for certain services.”  Id. at ¶ 232.  But the Complaint does not 

explain what this “accounting” is or what it would entail.  Nor does the Complaint cite any 

authority under which Farmers Bank is entitled to – or the Bureau could order – such an 

“accounting.”   

Verizon has furnished Farmers Bank with bills for all the services it has provided, and 

Farmers Bank presumably has records of the payments it has made to Verizon.  Nevertheless, 

Verizon has worked with Farmers Bank to provide it with information regarding its accounts 

since the Complaint was filed and will continue to do so.  See White Decl., ¶ 10.  Thus, it not 

only is unclear exactly what Complainant is seeking with respect to Count VIII or how the 

Bureau could award it, it also appears unnecessary.  As with any of its customers, Verizon 

remains willing and available to review any billing questions with Farmers Bank at any time.  Id. 

CONCLUSION 
 

 For the reasons set forth above and in the Answer, Verizon respectfully requests that the 

Bureau dismiss or deny the Complaint with prejudice. 
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d/b/a Verizon Business Services,   ) 
       ) 

Defendants.     ) 
__________________________________________) 

 
 

APPENDIX A TO VERIZON’S LEGAL ANALYSIS 
 

In order to quantify the damage amounts sought by Complainant Farmers Bank, Windsor, 

Virginia (“Farmers Bank”) and to narrow the issues in dispute, Verizon Business Network 

Services Inc. and MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services 

(collectively, “Verizon”) have attempted to identify each damages claim asserted (or potentially 

asserted1) by Farmers Bank – as well as the disposition and current status of that claim – in the 

following table.   

 

  

                                                           
1  The Complaint is not clear as to whether Farmers Bank has asserted certain of the claims listed below.  
See Legal Analysis. 
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 Farmers Bank Damages Claim Disposition Status 

1 Claim for refund of $14,853.07 for 
interim ISDN PRI + Remote Call 
Forwarding (RCF) service at 
Godwin Blvd. 

(See, e.g., Complaint ¶ 51.) 

Verizon provided credit of 
$15,708.66 to cover this amount in 
November 2015.   

 

 

Resolved.   

2 Claim for credit for Annual 
Underutilization Charge.   

(Complaint ¶¶ 146-49.)2 

Farmers Bank withheld all 
payment. 

Credit of $7,642.55 provided on 
October 12, 2016 to cover full 
amount billed.   

Resolved. 

3 Claim for credit for “Independent 
VoIP System Solution” that was 
agreed to, but not implemented.   

(Complaint ¶ 133-35) 

Farmers Bank withheld all 
payment. 

Credit of $11,366.06 provided on 
October 12, 2016 to cover full 
amount billed.    

Accounts closed and no further 
billing to issue.  (Sept. 2016 bill 
showed no new monthly charges.) 

Resolved.   

4 Claim for $1400 for customer 
premises equipment (CPE) 
purchased in connection with VoIP 
service at Godwin Blvd. 

(Complaint ¶ 47.) 

Credit of $1,522.07 provided on 
October 12, 2016. 

 

Resolved. 

5 Claim for payments in the amount 
of $2,911.25 made to third-party 
vendor (BCS) for work in 
connection with making alternative 
arrangements for service at Godwin 
Blvd. 

(Complaint ¶ 35.) 

Credit of $2,911.25 provided on 
October 12, 2016.   

Resolved.   

                                                           
2  A second underutilization charge appeared on an October 1, 2016 bill.  Verizon has provided a credit of 
$6317.79 to Account No. Account No. 6000081542x26 to cover all of that amount. 
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 Farmers Bank Damages Claim Disposition Status 

6 Claim for payment of $5,056.26 in 
vendor (BCS) charges associated 
with implementing VoIP service at 
Godwin Blvd. or addressing 911 
location issues. 

(Complaint ¶¶ 77, 95, 98-99.) 

Credit of $5,711.49 provided on 
October 12, 2016 to cover BCS 
charges identified in the Complaint 
and an additional BCS charge 
associated with services provided 
for August 12, 2016 onsite visit to 
address location information issue 
(see Answer ¶¶ 76, 99 fn.11, 184).   

 

Resolved. 

7 Claim for charging unspecified 
“duplicative amounts” for ISDN 
PRI service (with remote call 
forwarding) and VoIP service at 
Godwin Blvd.   

(Complaint ¶ 46.) 

   

When moving from the ISDN PRI 
service to VoIP service at Godwin 
Blvd., it appears the billing 
overlapped from May-June 2014.  
However, Verizon provided a 
refund in November 2015 for all 
amounts charged for the ISDN PRI 
service at Godwin Blvd. (see Row 
1, above) – thereby covering this 
overlapping charge. 

After receiving the Complaint, 
Verizon reviewed Farmers Bank’s 
accounts to identify any additional 
billing errors and identified two: 

(i)  In December 2013, Verizon 
inadvertently began billing for 
VoIP services at Godwin Blvd. 
after the facilites were installed but 
before the service was fully 
implemented.  See Answer, ¶ 46.  
Credit of $6,722.22 provided on 
October 12, 2016 to cover this full 
amount.    

(ii)  In March 2015, VoIP 
services/circuits were moved from 
one account to another, but were 
not immediately disconnected on 
the old account, such that billing 
continued on both accounts until 
the error was identified and 
corrected.  See Answer, ¶ 46.  
Credit of $10,757.34 provided on 
October 12, 2016 to cover this full 
amount. 

Resolved. 
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 Farmers Bank Damages Claim Disposition Status 

8 Claim for unspecified amounts 
associated with “Purchase 
Agreement” between Farmers Bank 
and BCS for equipment and 
services for Godwin Blvd.  

(Complaint ¶ 32; Compl. Exh. 12) 

Farmers Bank is not entitled to 
recovery for this claim.  See Legal 
Analysis at 6-7.   

Pending. 

9 Claim for unspecified amounts 
Farmers Bank paid for monthly 
service at Windsor from June 2013 
forward. 

(Complaint ¶¶ 21, 135.) 

Farmers Bank is not entitled to 
recovery for this claim.  See Legal 
Analysis at 8-10.   

Pending. 

10 Claim of $35,000 for alleged loss of 
business, reputational harm, and 
other indirect or consequential 
damages during temporary service 
outage from July 6-9, 2015.   

(Complaint ¶ 123.) 

Farmers Bank is not entitled to 
recovery for this claim.  See Legal 
Analysis at 10-11.   

Pending. 

11 Claim of $42,556.09 for loss of use 
for employee time allegedly spent 
on “Verizon issues.” 

(Complaint ¶¶ 137-44.) 

Farmers Bank is not entitled to 
recovery for this claim.  See Legal 
Analysis at 12-13.   

Pending. 

12 Claim for $250,000 in punitive 
damages.   

(Complaint at 43.) 

Farmers Bank is not entitled to 
recovery for this claim.  See Legal 
Analysis at 14-16.   

Pending. 

13 Claim for “reasonable” attorneys’ 
fees.   

(Complaint at 43.) 

Farmers Bank is not entitled to 
recovery for this claim.  See Legal 
Analysis at 13-14.   

Pending. 

 

 



EXHIBIT A 



Before The 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20554 

Farmers Bank, Windsor, Virginia, 

Complainant 

v. 

Verizon Business Network Services Inc. 

and 

MCI Communications Services, Inc. 
d/b/a Verizon Business Services, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Proceeding No. 16-211 
Bureau Id No. EB-16-MD-002 

~~~~~~~~~~~~-) 

DECLARATION OF DANIEL P. LAWSON 

1. My name is Daniel P. Lawson. I am Managing Director - Global Presales 

Solutions for Verizon Enterprise Solutions. I am responsible for presales technical design for 

Verizon's wireline medium business and corporate customer segments throughout the United 

States. My team has expertise regarding the technical design and configuration for the services 

provided to customers like Farmers Bank, Windsor, Virginia ("Farmers Bank"). 

2. Verizon provides services to Farmers Bank at multiple locations in Virginia, 

including to the branch at 50. E. Windsor Boulevard in Windsor, Virginia ("Windsor") and at 

3100 Godwin Boulevard in Suffolk, Virginia ("Godwin Blvd."). 

3. I am aware that Farmers Bank asked that Verizon initiate services at Godwin 

Blvd. in 2013 using an Integrated Services Digital Network ("ISON") with Primary Rate 
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Interface ("PRI"). Farmers Bank also wanted to port certain telephone numbers from its 

Windsor, Virginia branch to the Godwin Blvd. location. 

4. In June 2013, Verizon discovered that the available facilities were not suitable for 

what Farmers Bank wanted to do and the service could not be set up as contemplated. Because 

the Windsor and Godwin Blvd. branches are in different rate centers, telephone numbers could 

not be ported from one to the other. 

5. Farmers Bank then made alternative arrangements with Verizon to provide 

service at Godwin Blvd. - first using a temporary ISDN PRI service with remote call forwarding 

("RCF") and then using a longer-term Voice over Internet Protocol ("VoIP") solution. 

6. I understand that Farmers Bank has raised concerns with respect to how the 

account was configured for Godwin Blvd., which it says led to certain issues - including with 

respect to 911 location information for three telephone numbers. But those issues have not 

otherwise impacted the services that Verizon has provided. Verizon has provided functioning 

service to Farmers Bank at Godwin Blvd. since June 2013 and continues to do so today. 

7. Both before and after making alternative arrangements at Godwin Blvd., Verizon 

also has provided functioning service at Windsor and other Farmers Bank locations - and 

continues to do so today. 

8. With respect to the 911 location information issues referenced above, I was part 

of the Verizon team that investigated and addressed those issues after the complaint was filed in 

this proceeding. Working with Farmers Bank, Verizon coordinated onsite testing with the 

bank's vendor (BCS Voice and Data Solutions) and a third party equipment vendor (Adtran) on 

August 12, 2016. 
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9. Our testing identified that the 911 location issue was for three telephone nwnbers 

that Verizon had installed at Godwin Blvd., but that Farmers Bank or its vendor had assigned to 

different locations in the bank's private branch exchange ("PBX") system, which we confirmed 

uses a Mite! MiVoice Business 3300 Controller. That could cause the location information for 

those three nwnbers to display incorrectly. Working together, we were able to resolve that issue 

through BCS's contact with the relevant Public Safety Answering Point ("PSAP") and requesting 

an update of the location information associated with the nwnbers. As of August 12, 2016, 

everything was working properly and 911 location information for the three nwnbers was 

displaying correctly in testing. We confirmed as much in discussions that day with Farmers 

Bank and BCS. 

10. Since August 12, 2016, I am not aware of any additional issues with respect to 

location information for those or any other Farmers Bank telephone numbers. 

11. I likewise am not aware of any other technical or service issues associated with 

what Verizon is providing to Farmers Bank today. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge, information, and belief. 

Executed on October 12, 2016 
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EXHIBITB 



Before The 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20554 

Farmers Bank, Windsor, Virginia, 

Complainant 

v. 

Verizon Business Network Services Inc. 

and 

MCI Communications Services, Inc. 
d/b/a Verizon Business Services, 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~) 

Proceeding No. 16-211 
Bureau Id No. EB-l 6-MD-002 

DECLARATION OF CARA E. WHITE 

1. My name is Cara E. White. I am Managing Director - Medium Business for 

Verizon Enterprise Solutions. I am responsible for sales and service for Verizon's wireline 

medium business customer segment throughout the United States. 

2. One of the business customers supported by my group is Farmers Bank of 

Windsor, Virginia ("Farmers Bank"). Verizon provides service to Farmers Bank at multiple 

locations in Virginia, including at 3100 Godwin Boulevard in Suffolk, Virginia ("Godwin 

Blvd."). 

3. Following receipt of the formal complaint that Farmers Bank filed against 

Verizon in this proceeding, my team and I reviewed all of the accounts that Farmers Bank has 
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with Verizon to understand the billing for this customer, identify any credits or refunds that had 

been provided to the bank, and identify any potential billing errors. 

4. In November 2015, Verizon provided Farmers Bank with a refund in the amount 

of $15,708.66 to cover Integrated Services Digital Network ("ISDN") with Primary Rate 

Interface ("PRI") service and associated remote call forwarding that were billed to Farmers Bank 

for Godwin Blvd. from June 2013 to June 2014. That refund covered the entire amount charged 

to Farmers Bank for those services. 

5. In May 2014, Verizon began providing Voice over Internet Protocol ("VoIP") 

service to Farmers Bank at Godwin Blvd. The billing for the ISDN PRI service briefly 

overlapped with the billing for the VoIP service that was replacing it in May and June 2014. 

But, as noted above, Verizon provided Farmers Bank with a full refund of all ISDN PRI service 

for this location - such that the bank was relieved from any overlapping charges as it switched to 

VoIP service. 

6. Verizon did identify a separate billing issue with respect to the VoIP service at 

Godwin Blvd. that Farmers Bank did not identify in its formal complaint. While Farmers Bank 

signed an agreement for that VoIP service in June 2013 and Verizon installed facilities to 

provide the service by December 2013, the VoIP service was not fully implemented until May 

2014. However, once the facilities were installed in December 2013, Verizon's systems 

automatically began billing for the VoIP service - even though it was not yet fully implemented. 

Verizon has addressed this issue and, on or about October 12, 2016, processed a credit to 

Farmers Bank for $6,722.22 to cover the full amount of the early billing (from inception through 

May 2014) on this account before the VoIP service was fully implemented. 
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7. Verizon also identified a second billing issue related to the VoIP service at 

Godwin Blvd. that Farmers Bank did not identify in its formal complaint and for which Verizon 

is issuing additional credit. When the VoIP service was implemented at Godwin Blvd. in May 

2014, it initially was provided under Account No. 6000081542x26. The VoIP services later 

were moved to a different account (Account No. 6000083824x26). However, when the services 

were moved to the new account, the old account was not disconnected initially - and billing 

occurred on both accounts until the issue was discovered. Verizon has addressed that issue and -

to remedy the inadvertent overcharge - processed a credit to Farmers Bank on or about October 

12, 2016 in the amount of $10,757.34. That amount represents the entire total billed on the old 

VoIP account after services were switched to the new account. 

8. Verizon processed additional credits to Farmers Bank on or about October 12, 

2016 that cover and resolve additional amounts Farmers Bank sought in its formal complaint. 

Those credits were detailed in an October 13, 2016 letter to Farmers Bank's counsel. 

9. Following our review of Farmers Bank's accounts, my team and I have not 

identified any other billing issues or potential billing errors associated with Farmers Bank's 

accounts with Verizon. 

10. Since the Complaint was filed, Verizon has provided Farmers Bank with 

information regarding its accounts and will continue to do so. As with any of our customers, my 

team and I remain willing and available to review any billing questions with Farmers Bank that it 

may have, and I personally have conveyed as much to Farmers Bank. 
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge, infonnation, and belief. 

Executed on October 13, 2016 

Cara E. White 
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Customer Name FARMERS BANK 

Contract Type APPLICATION FOR SERVICE 

Amendment# 

Contract ID 350905 

CD Received 05/01/2013 

Sent Where Finance 

DOA Exceptions Incorrect Legal Entity 

Receipt Source E-MAIL 

Received Hard Coples No 

Approval Dates 

LEGAL 05/01/2013 

BO 

PRESALE 

CREDIT 

CREDIT EXP 

FILING 

DCG Approved 

WKI MSf 0117:1!1:D7EDT201J 
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r.n:ner.9U1' 
31QO GODWIN BLVD .. 
SUJJi'OLK VA 23434 .. :o 

APPLICATION llOR SERVICE ·. 
(SC.C. Tarin) 

l.ustonm lllJPl!m tor 111'1..,._ ID p11rd11111 mun I.be undempied V111W111 ~Ill ielephonc co mPanY th~ immc:es 1doailtJcd below 
and u fWlh11r dascribed in Veriion'• 11P11liml1 Tuift's (the "Services"). for a minimum period of 3--Veer COIJllCirdve mondul 
tbllowln& excculion of Chis AclPljejiliD11 and cummenC8Pl&llt of Savlc:e1 hereunder (lhe "Service Pcriodj. The Set'Vic:ea will be: pmvided 
&11bje4:l lo lhc: ICllllll and condili1111S oCVerimn'11J111licahle i.rift's in tff'oct during lhe Sarvii:c period (lhe 'Tariffs"), Mlich are 
incorporah!d bv tbi1 ~ 111d lllbject to ~ availlbjlitv of suimble flcllities. 

If Cwitomer ~·this Applicltion or my Servic;es prior to Uie api111ion of the ScMce Ptriod, cv.s10mer will pramptly pr.y to 
Verizon Ill)' termiuadon 111d caacellatioll charps specified in 1be Tarifli. The mies lbr the Services Shall be as set for1h in Tarifrt. 
Cuaomer shall aho pay all appUcable aharau. fen, ium -1 tariff' IUldwps, Uteludina ftdcnl l!nd Uaer Common Line Cblll"e 
cf'.M&cd punuQDt to ;ippliwla law, rqulations or. T~f!S . 

.. 
Quantity Service MRC NRC 

I PRl Plus Port(l to 100 PRls) • IOK MOU 480.00 0.00 

1 Digital Transport FacJlity(I to 100 PRJs) - lOK MOU 145.00 0.00 

l 111 &eMoes will be provuled at Ibo tollowmg ClllCOmct locaSIOna: 

Lacation Acldf esa 

Locl 310000DWTN BL VD. SUFFOLK. VA, 231\31 

The prvvision of .,,y IUldhlonll locmiDDS and/or quantilies of Services will be inbjKt to Verizon'• applicable Tllrift's. Veriroa may 
usitn or tn11'!16'r rm OT al\ of tfli• ~i~tion to 111\l' or ils sft'ilitl1Pf Urnn tnSllllable prior \\.orittm 'l'IO~c• \') V~ll Ind romi!l1etil 
with applic:sbhs Tariff' supelllClwt or other n:gulaloiy lllQ\lircmcnll, cldlOmor may assip or ~this 1pplic:alion 10 any COl!lJlllY tbat 
ii the IUGl:ISlilDr lo &ubnanliafly all of itl meta. A.JI odl• auempted assiplDlllll shaJl lbe void without tbo prior wriU1111 consent or 1he 
olhorpany. 

Upon lliJPlll&w.s beluw by bolb pani-. !Ids Applic.aaion and ibo Tlril& CXllllli1ulo Iba .iiliro 118f8elnelll berMlll c:&l5l01ner and V .sriz.oa 
N.Bll'dina the Sorvi-. and ~ all prior oral or wri1lln quo1lliont, CXlllllllUDiClliom. understandi11&1 or ......,.It. In the ovmt of 
1. CG11Rict between the Tarilfs md chit Applic:don, tho Tarifti 111111 ccmual. Ba.ch party reprosems lhel its oXICUliCllL oCtbis Appliclliaa i1 
basod solaly oo its inclepeocllllu assas111111nt of che rights Bild obliptiou nt f'or1h herein mul aot on crJ ocb.- onl or wriUen qaotadca. 
001M1uni011ion1, undlrmndinp or qrcemmits. 

Verizon Business N~twork Servic.:s "', 
Au~ AN1> ACCt.1'11ID: . Inc. on behalf ~·~~~rizon V~irgima 

CUSTOMER. li'Ulll&rl 8aak . I \IERI1.0N~ - . 
~ ~l .. ---:- - - "" Anthony Recine :,... -4!.in rdvnoJ:,., =-·;.;,;;;,.....,,,_1eium:::::mow,ru 
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EXHIBIT 2 



665707 



Customer Name FARMERS BANK 

Contract Type APPLICATION FOR SERVICE 

Amendment# 

Contract ID 353546 

CD Received 06/13/2013 

Sent Where Finance 

DOA Exceptions Incorrect Legal Entity 

Receipt Source E-MAIL 

Received Hard Copies No 

Approval Dates 

LEGAL 06/13/2013 

BO 

PRES ALE 

CREDIT 

CREDIT EXP 

FILING 

DCG Approved 

lbli.a;a, 1i 17:03:2!1 EIJT ZD13 
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<> . READ THE GUIDELINES 0,.. P"GE 2. Include all required d~cuments wh~:submittlng a.Cootract Package : 
(I ··; .ANY MODIFICATION to~ coniract language, lnCIUding .notes In the ~rglns, resultS in !m:~iSte rejection .. 
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l 
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lutenu1i Uw.• On fr - /){) 1wl pl'<'.Wllf tftis to tfH! Customer 

L ... _~ PRI RENEWAL 

Contract Package Guldellnes 

1. Prepare Documents for Customer Signature 
• Print one original of the Customer Contract 

2. Prepare Contract Package by gather the following applicable documents: 
• Completed Contract Cover Page 
• Customer signed contract with all applicable promos, schedules, and attachments 
• Credit approval print out (must match the Company name on the contract. (eVal.mcilink.com)) 
• Include any pricing approvals, as applicable 

3. FORWARD Contract Package to Contract Distribution (exception is standalone Wireless Service Contracts -
refer to V9rizon Wireless Presa/e and Implementation Process on lnsite for instructions): 

Choose ONE {do not send package more than once): 

• ef ax good quality Contract Packa.ge to one of the following numbers: 
0 (404) 479 0661 
0 (415) 796-1045 

• If Customer requests original Verizon Business countersignature send TWO originals, if possible, via 
courier: 

Verizon Contract Dlstrtbutlon 
5065 North Point Parkway 
Al pharetla, GA 30022 
678-259-1899 

4. If Contract Package Is sent via eFax file the ORIGINAL, including all applicable altachments1 In the branch. 
5. If Hnt via overnight package, fife a COPY in the branch. 
6. Contract Distribution will return the countersigned contract to the Account Manager on page 1. 
7. Return the contr.sct to your customer. 

LQDlLQgLQR(bORA Guldelloea 

1. Review Letter of Disconnect (LOD) from the customer- Ensure letter contains the required Information, as 
provided on lnsite. 

2. Send Letter of Reject (LOR) or Letter of Confinnation (LOC) to the customer as applicable: Jf information In 
the LOO Is incomplete send customer a Letter of Reject (LOR) using lhe templates on lnsite and collect the misslllg 
information from the customer and add to the LOO. Once information is complete, send customer a Letter of 
Confirmation (LOC) using the templates on lnslte. If customer decides to reconnect service, use the Letter of 
ReActivation (LORA) template on lnslte. 

3. Complete this Contract Cover Page 

4. Forward Contract Cover Page, LOO, LOR. LOC and LORA as applicable, to Contract Distribution 

• Via efax to (404) 479 0861, or (415) 796-1045 
• Via email to contract--dlstributlon@ve!Uonbusiness.co1n {.bet or .pdf flles only) 

5. File original documents In the branch 

Con/met Cover Page - 251' Janu.1ry 2007 
l.ast printed 51'112013 1 :39·00 PM 



Ci 1~tomer Nnme: Hu·me1·s B11uk 

SO k:. Whulsor BLVD 
Suffolk.VA. 23434 

Al'.PLICA TIO=" fOR SERVICE 
(S111tp Tariff) 

M~in BillinJTcl. Ko: 7~7.l4l.Jl:?l 

Cu:rto111cr eppfo:11 for and n~cc.'!I 111 puro:him: from \he: 1u1d~!i~111.'tl Vcri:r.<m 011era1in[l telqihom: comp:my the ~Cl'\'i<:cll idcntilicrl 
bi:lo....- Hnd ;is fnrther dc~cobcd iu Verizon'" opplitablc TnriiTs (the "'S!!r.·icci;"'). for a mini1mun period of· J-Yenr .:on:;cc:nli'>·c 
111onth:; lbJlowiul! eiti:c:ulion uf lhi~ Apphi;ation :uld 1.!{)llUllllllCl)lllc11t of"St.i"\'ict:~ l11m!!ls1rlct (Ilic "Sei,·ice P1..,.jud-). 1lle St.'f\'icb 
will l.11: i-·rnvicled hllbjt:i:I I~ tlu: h:mb aml i:;uilditimu. of \\:-1l:toa · s aµplicable lariffs in efr~ct d111iu8; llJC Scn·k1q1~'1 iud (llu: 
··TmHfawj. wl1:ch nrC" iiico1110m1cd by thi~ rd~rnncc. nml ~11bjcc110 lhc nn1ih1bilily Qf!illilAbk: fncilitics. 

If C1istom•11r tenniuates this Application or nny Scn·icc:i prior io th~ cxpirntion of tlui Sm·ii::c Period. C\\.'ltome1· will promptly 
JlflY tu V ~ri:tnn m\)' l.:rmiuntinu ancl .:1111i:ulln1 iou dlBr~es ~ceiliw i11 1111.1 "f "' iffl. The rt11.:11 for the S~n:ic•.:. Shall be ~'I !let fo11b 
·in Ti11iff5. C'11l.l<111lcr shall also pay all applicable cllilq?ot?5, foe~. lil-:'le:; HtUI l11riff :c.urcharies. ineludin~ fl!dcr11I Eml User Col\\U\OR 
Um: Clmrp.es. clmrtred pnrl\lmlll to applicnblc Ill\\', 1c~ulatio11$ or T1t1i!T.c;, 

::: :~:~ :::: 

The pro\·is!oAl of m1y :id1.li1iou;.J k~a1h1u& imcl!ur qu;mtillcl$ of Sen·i~,, will be subjtel ta \"eril(m·s rtWlkabl~ Ta.rifl~ Verizon 
lllllY n~~iiµ1or1m1u;ter p:1rt or 3li of this Apµlici1lion 10 ruiy of its Rfiilintes. lipou rt-llSOf'll'lbl~ pri()l"\\Tille1111otice to Verizon nnd 
cos:.'iiMml wilh 11pplii.:ablv Tm1ffMlporM:J1u·g ur ull1<.., r~ula\Llr}' Nq11iro,1mimt~. cu~t<>\ncr nm)' 11,;;;if:IU or lrnml.:ir lbi1; llJ'IIJli;;/Jlion 
l(J •Illy cn1\1p"ny 1hat i~ 111" hlU:(;CS~fJI In sull!.t1mti~Jly 1111 ~lr ho; OIFo.~lll!I. All olhtll' ntt~mple(l 11s&i11.uments shall be \"oid wilhout th~ 
p1ior '~rimeu i:;u1n"11I ufth-= 1,11h"l")J.,Jly. 

u~~l!l ~i~1111t1r= below by both )Jlll1le!>. rhis Apphcnli11u Dltd Ille TnriCf~ CUU!.tihlle Ille e111tre ~i.u·eelllt!ltl l.h!IW..?en ~U~lo111er 
:md \'eri;uu1 ri!,!lnrdinJl th" S;:r.-ic~.;. nud 11up111'<ede ali llllor ornl' llr writtl!ll q11olatio11s. coum11111ic11tif.m~. 1111<lia-is•amlinJ1s ui 
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11.2. Limitation of Liability. V\llthout limiting the provisions of the Disclaimer of Certain Damages sub-sectton 
above, the total liability of either Customer or Verizon In connection with this Agreement and the Services Is 
limited to the lesser of (I) direct damages proven by the claiming part(les) or (II) the aggregate amounts paid by 
Customer to Verizon under this Agreement for the six months prior to accrual of the latest cause of action for 
which the limitation of llabDlty under this sub-section Is being calculated (excluding amounts for equipment and 
the Services of Verizon ILECs, Cybertrust, and Verizon Wireless). Verizon'& liability with respect to indMdual 
Services may also be limited pursuant to other tenns and conditions of this Agreement 

11.3. Exclusions. The Limitation of Liability sub-section above does not limit (A) any party's llablllty: (I) In tort for 
damages proximately caused by Its willful or Intentional misconduct, or by Its gross negligence, or QI) where 
mandatory local law does not allow the limitation, (B) Customer payment obllgaUons under this Agreement, (C) 
Verizon obligations to provide credits and waivers under this Agreement or (D) any party's Indemnification 
obligations under this Agreement. The llablllty restrictions in this secUon apply whether llablllty Is asserted In 
contract, warranty, tort or otherwise (Including negligence, strict llablllty, misrepresentation, and breach of 
statutory duty). The llablllty restricttons In this section, and the disclaimer of warranties In the preceding 
section, apply equally to Verizon's suppliers and contractors as they do to Verizon. 

12. Compliance with l.awj Govemlng Lew; Dispute Resolution. Each party represents and warrants that It will 
comply with all federal, state, and local laws applicable to the provision or perfonnance of the Services under this 
Agreemenl Thia Agreement la governed by the laws of the State of New York without regard to Its choice of law 
principles. Non-U.S. Services are subject to applicable local laws and regulations In any countries where those 
Services originate or terminate, Including appllceble locally filed Tariffs. Any claim or dispute C-Dlsputej arising out 
of or relating to this Agreement (other than claims relating to Indemnification and equitable relief) must be resolved 
by binding arbitration of a single arbitrator under the rules of the American Arbitration Association at a mutually 
agreed upon location. The arbitrator must base his or her decision upon this Agreement and applicable law, and has 
no authority to order consolidation or class arbitration, or award punitive damages or any other relief beyond what 
the Agreement provides. The arbitrator must apply applicable statutes of limitation, subject to llmltatlon of actions 
terms set forth In this Agreement. The parties agree that all Disputes must be pursued on an Individual basis In 
accordance with the procedure noted above, and waive any rights to pursue any Dispute on a class basis, even If 
applicable law permits class actions or class arbitrations. 

13. Force Majeure. Any delay In or fallura of perfonnance by any party under this Agreement (other than a failure to 
comply with payment obligations for services rendered Is not a breach of the Agreement to the extent that such 
delay or failure Is caused by events beyond the reasonable control of the party affected, Including, but not limited to, 
acts of God; embargoes; governmental restrictions; strikes; labor disputes; riots; Insurrection; wars or other military 
action; civil disorders; acts of terrorism; rebellion; fires; explosions; accidents; floods; vandalism; fiber cuts caused by 
a third party; unavallabllity of equipment, software or parts from vendors; unavallablllty, failure or malfuncUon of 
equipment or facilities provided by the Customer or third parties; unavallablllty or perfonnance degradation of the 
Internet; preemption of service to restore service In compliance with Part 64, subpart D, Appendix A, of the FCC's 
Rules and Regulations; national emergency and sabotage, except to the extent that the non-perfonnlng party Is at 
fault In falling to prevent or causing such default or delay, and provided that such party uses all commerclaUy 
reasonable efforts to recommence perfonnance. An event of this kind Is known as a •Force Majeure Event." Market 
conditions or fluctuations are not force majeure events. A party whose performance Is affected by such events will 
promptly provide relevant details to the other party to the relevant agreement and the obligations of the party giving 
such notice will be suspended to the extent caused by the Force Majeure Event so long as the force majeure 
continues, and the time for perfonnance of the affected obligation will be extended by the delay caused by the Force 
Majeure Evenl If the affected party Is prevented by the Force Majeure Event from performing Its obligations with 
regard to a Service for 30 days, then either party to the Agreement may In its sole discretion Immediately terminate 
the affected Service by gMng notice of termination to the other party, provided that In the case of tennlnatlon by 
Customer, Customer first provides Verizon a reasonable opportunity to replace the affected Service with a 
comparable Service. Upon such termination, Verizon Is entitled to payment of: (1) all accrued but unpaid charges 
Incurred through the date of such termination; together with (2) any termination charges or other costs or expenses 
Incurred by Verizon for the cancellation of the local access or related services or equipment In connection with the 
Service. The parties shall otherwise bear their own coats and Verizon shall be under no further liability to perfonn the 
Services affected by the Force Majeure Event. 

14. Significant Business Changes. 

VERIZON CONFIDENTIAL Contract ID: 887858-01 
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From: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
To: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com 
Cc: riena.igot@verizon.com 
Subject: Re: Resolution !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, llNQ2015102671964 
Date Time: 20/Nov/2015 18.42.18 

Thanks so much for all your work to get this done. Hope you have a great weekend 
Dick 

Sent from my iPhone 

>On Nov 20, 2015, at 6:29 PM, 
<INVOICEINQUIRY@VERIZON.COM><INVOICEINQUIRY@VERIZON.COM>wrote: 
> 
>Dear Dick, 
> 
>I have completed your refund request, ticket INQ2015102671964 for the credit balance in the amount of 
$15, 708.66 billing on account 6000081542X26 to be sent to PO Box 285 50 East Windsor Blvd Windsor, VA 
23487. 
> 
>Your refund was approved and a check was cut on November 18, 2015. The check number is 5017923. This was 
sent to you overnight tracking number 7817 4852 1980. 
> 
> 
> Please let me know if you have any remaining questions related to this refund or have any additional 
issues/concerns that I might address. 
> 
> 
> You may receive a brief one minute email survey in the next several days from Verizon requesting your 
evaluation of your experience with this transaction. The ticket number in the subject line of this request will be 
referenced in the survey. 
> 
> 
> Thank you for choosing Verizon. 
> 
> 
> Riena P. I got 
> Analyst - Billing and Customer Care 1 Verizon Enterprise Solutions 
> 1-800-284-2991 Ext 1767 
> 
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>We've created a short tutorial to show you how to submit a new inquiry or obtain status of existing inquiries 
online. If you are not already registered, simply click the "enroll now" button to register. 
> 
> 
> 
> --------------------------------------------------------------------
> 
> From: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
>To: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com 
>Cc: 
>Subject: RE: Update !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, IINQ2015102671964 
>Date Time: l 8/Nov/2015 17.21.17 
> 
> Thanks for your assistance 
> 
> 
> 
>From: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com [mailto:invoiceinquiry@verizon.com] 
> Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 11: 16 PM 
> To: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
> Cc: riena.igot@verizon.com 
>Subject: Update !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, IINQ2015102671964 
> 
>Dear Dick, 
> 
>I am continuing to process your inquiry under ticket INQ2015102671964 for the credit balance in the amount of 
$15,708.66 billing on account 6000081542X26. 
> 
>Your refund was already approved on November 17, 2015 and currently waiting for the check number 
information. Once this is obtained you will receive your refund check within 10-15 days. I will monitor the check 
generation and will provide update on or before November 24, 2015. 
> 
> 
>If you have any questions, please contact me directly. 
> 
> 
>Thank you, 
> 
> Riena P. lgot 
> Analyst - Billing and Customer Care 1 Verizon Enterprise Solutions 
> 1-800-284-2991 Ext 1829 
> 
>We've created a short tutorial to show you how to submit a new inquiry or obtain status of existing inquiries 
online. If you are not already registered, simply click the "enroll now" button to register 
> 
> 
> 
> --------------------------------------------------------------------
> 
> From: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
>To: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com 
>Cc: 
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>Subject: RE: Update !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, llNQ2015102671964 
>Date Time: 12/Nov/2015 09.38.32 
> 
> Thanks for your help 
> 
> 
> 
> From: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com [ mailto:invoiceinquiry@verizon.com] 
>Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 10:54 PM 
> To: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
> Cc: riena.igot@verizon.com 
>Subject: Update !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, llNQ2015102671964 
> 
>Dear Dick, 
> 
> I am continuing to process your inquiry under ticket INQ2015102671964 for the credit balance in the amount of 
$15,708.66 billing on account 6000081542X26. 
> 
> This refund request is currently pending to our Accounts Payable department for their review and approval; once 
this is obtained you will receive your refund check within 10-15 days. I already expedited this request. 
> 
>I will monitor this refund request and will provide another update on or before November 17, 2015 or once the 
refund will be approved. 
> 
>If you have any questions, please contact me directly. 
> 
> 
>Thank you, 
> 
> Riena P. lgot 
> Analyst - Billing and Customer Care l Verizon Enterprise Solutions 
> 1-800-284-2991 Ext 1829 
> 
>We've created a short tutorial to show you how to submit a new inquiry or obtain status of existing inquiries 
online. If you are not already registered, simply click the "enroll now" button to register. 
> 
> 

> --------------------------------------------------------------------
> 
>From: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
>To: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com 
>Cc: 
>Subject: RE: Update !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, llNQ2015102671964 
>Date Time: 03/Nov/2015 15.41.48 
> 
> Thanks so much 
> 
> 
> 
>From: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com [mailto:invoiceinquiry@verizon.com] 
>Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 3:10 PM 
>To: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
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> Cc: bill.bailey@farmersbankva.com; kristy.dejamette@farmersbankva.com; patty.allen@farmersbankva.com; 
erin.park@farmersbankva.com; kelleycholland@gmail.com 
>Subject: Update !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, llNQ2015102671964 
> 
>Dear Dick, 
> 
> This refund request is currently pending to our Accounts Payable department for their review and approval; once 
this is obtained you will receive your refund check within 10-15 days. I already expedited this request. 
> 
>I will monitor this refund request and will provide another update on or before November 10, 2015 or once the 
refund will be approved. 
> 
>If you have any questions, please contact me directly. 
> 
> 
>Thank you, 
> 
> Riena P. I got 
> Analyst - Billing and Customer Care 1 Verizon Enterprise Solutions 
> 1-800-284-2991 Ext 1829 
> 
>We've created a short tutorial to show you how to submit a new inquiry or obtain status of existing inquiries 
online. If you are not already registered, simply click the "enroll now" button to register. 
> 
> 
> --------------------------------------------------------------------
> 
> From: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
>To: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com 
>Cc: 
bill.bailey@farmersbankva.com,kristy.dejamette@farmersbankva.com,patty.allen@farmersbankva.com,erin.park@ 
farmersbankva.com,kelleycholland@gmail.com 
>Subject: RE: Update !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, IINQ2015102671964 
>Date Time: 03/Nov/2015 10.18.38 
> 
>Ms. Igot, 
>Thanks for your email and guidance. We will process the check appropriately. Do you have a firm date for 
sending the check? 
>Dick 
> 
> 
> 
> From: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com [ mailto:invoiceinquiry@verizon.com] 
>Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 8:28 PM 
>To: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
> Cc: bill. bailey@farmersbankva.com; kristy .dej amette@farmersbankva.com; patty.allen@farmersbankva.com; 
erin.park@farmersbankva.com; kelleycholland@gmail.com 
> Subject: Update IF ARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, IINQ2015102671964 
> 
> Dear Richard, 
> 
> Yes, you are correct this is the amount to be reimbursed to check. 
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> 
>With regard to your additional query, the refund check will go through whatever your process is for depositing 
the check. it all depends on the size of the business. Most have stamps that will be used or electronic processing 
capabilities. 
> 
>If you have any questions, please contact me directly. 
> 
> 
>Thank you, 
> 
> Riena P. Igot 
> Analyst - Billing and Customer Care 1 Verizon Enterprise Solutions 
> 1-800-284-2991 Ext 1829 
> 
>We've created a short tutorial to show you how to submit a new inquiry or obtain status of existing inquiries 
online. If you are not already registered, simply click the "enroll now" button to register. 
> 
> 
> 

> --------------------------------------------------------------------
> 
> From: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
>To: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com 
>Cc: 
bill.bailey@farmersbankva.com,kristy.dejamette@farmersbankva.com,patty.allen@farmersbankva.com,erin.park@ 
farmersbankva.com,kelleycholland@gmail.com 
>Subject: RE: Update !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, llNQ2015102671964 
>Date Time: 30/0ct/2015 15.19.32 
> 
>Ms. Igot, 
> 
> You are mistaken, this is not to be a credit balance, it is to be reimbursed in the form of a check. That was made 
clear with your people over four months ago. 
> 
> Thanks you for your efforts to get this through approval and processing. Please do not apologize for any 
inconvenience as you have not touched this to date, but this whole matter has been a terrible inconvenience and 
problem. I must tell you that we have been waiting fourteen months to get this back. We had to front the cost of a 
work around because your technicians could not fix a 911 issue causing us a significant security risk, with a 
promise from Verizon in email format that we would promptly be reimbursed. The check never came and I am still 
skeptical it will arrive now. I firmly believe if I had not pushed and at times gotten tough with your people it would 
never have gotten this far. It appeared it was Verizon's intention to kept what was rightfully ours and promised to 
us. This speaks so poorly of your company. 
> 
>I further want to ask that when we receive this check what will we be required to sign. We are at odds with 
Verizon over two other matters that I firmly believe requires additional restitution. If I am asked to sign something 
giving up any future rights for collection I will not do it. 
> 
> Again, this refund was promised fourteen months ago and we will accept it signing no conditions. 
> 
> I would ask when do you think this will arrive. I fail to understand the length of the process. It was promised ten 
months ago and again in June. 
> 

5 



> Dick Holland 
> 
> 
> 
>From: invoiceinquiry@verizon.com [mailto:invoiceinquiry@verizon.com] 
> Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 2: 17 PM 
> To: dick.holland@farmersbankva.com 
>Cc: erin.park@farmersbankva.com; kristy.dejamette@farmersbankva.com; patty.allen@farmersbankva.com; 
bill.bailey@farmersbankva.com 
>Subject: Update !FARMERS BANKI 6000081542X26, IINQ2015102671964 
> 
> Dear Richard, 
> 
>I am continuing to process your refund under ticket INQ2015102671964 for the credit balance in the amount of 
$15,708.66 billing on account 6000081542X26 to be sent to PO Box 285 50 East Windsor Blvd Windsor, VA 
23487. 
> 
> Thank you for your response. I have submitted this request to our Accounts Payable department for their review 
and approval; once this is obtained you will be notified if the credit balance is due for a refund. I have requested 
this to be expedited. 
> 
>I will monitor this refund request and will provide another update on November 6, 2015 or once I receive a 
response from them. 
> 
> I apologize for any inconvenience that this has caused you and if you have any questions, please contact me 
directly. 
> 
> 
>Thank you, 
> 
> Riena P. Igot 
> Analyst - Billing and Customer Care 1 Verizon Enterprise Solutions 
> 1-800-284-2991 Ext 1829 
> 
>We've created a short tutorial to show you how to submit a new inquiry or obtain status of existing inquiries 
online. If you are not already registered, simply click the "enroll now" to register. 

> --------------------------------------------------------------------
> 
>From: 
>To: 
>Cc: 
>Subject: 
>Date Time: 
> 
>undefined 
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EXHIBIT 5 



verizonJ 

October 13, 2016 

VIA ELECTRONIC AND U.S. MAIL 

Stephen G. Test 
Kelley Holland 
Williams Mullen 
222 Central Park Avenue, Suite 1700 
Virginia Beach, VA 23462 

David L Haga 
Assistant General Counsel 

1320 N. Courthouse Road 
g•• Floor 
Arlington, VA 22201 

david.haga@verizon.com 

T 703.351.3065 
F 703.276.9664 

Re: Farmers Bank v. Verizon Business Network Services Inc. and MCI 
Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services (Proceeding 
No. 16-211; Bureau ID No. EB-16-MD-002) 

Dear Steve and Kelley: 

Following the filing of the formal complaint ("Complaint") in the above-referenced 
matter, Verizon conducted an extensive review of Farmers Bank's billing and 
accounts based on the issues raised in the Complaint and the parties have engaged 
in settlement discussions in an attempt to reach a resolution of this matter. To date, 
the parties have not been able to reach a global resolution. 

Nevertheless, in an effort to resolve certain of the damages claims set forth in the 
Complaint and narrow the issues in dispute before the Federal Communications 
Commission, Verizon this week has processed certain credits to Farmers Bank's 
accounts. Those credits total $52,953.77, and specifically include the following: 

Amounts related to the September 2015 "Independent VoIP System Solution" 
(Complaint ~~ 129-35) that was not implemented: 

• Credit to Bill Payer ID Account No. Y27 4307 4 to cover the Annual 
Underutilization Charge assessed in the October 10, 2015 invoice (Complaint 
~~ 146-49) in the amount of $7,645.55. Along with posting credit on the 
account to zero out this balance, Verizon has taken steps to ensure that there 
are no outside collection agency attempts for this amount and no further 
invoices for this charge will be generated. 

• Credit to Account No. U153505 in the amount of $4,979.05. Farmers Bank 
did not pay this amount and the credit zeroes out the associated balance. No 
further invoices for this account will be generated. 

• Credit to Account No. U153501 in the amount of $3,281.36. Farmers Bank did 
not pay this amount and the credit zeroes out the associated balance. No 
further invoices for this account will be generated. 
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• Credit to Account No. U153504 in the amount of $3,105.65. Farmers Bank did 
not pay this amount and the credit zeroes out the associated balance. No 
further invoices for this account will be generated. 

Credits applied to Account No. 6000081542x26 (all credits should appear on the 
November 1, 2016 invoice): 

• Credit for customer premises equipment ("CPE") associated with initial 
installation of VOiP service (Complaint ~ 47) - $1,522.07; 

• Credit for multiple vendor (BCS) charges identified in Complaint (~~ 35, 77, 95, 
98-99) and for BCS charges for the August 12, 2016 onsite visit- $8,622.74; 

• Credit for all amounts billed for VoIP services after the facilities were installed 
but before the service was fully implemented in May 2014 - $6,722.22; 

• Credit for all amounts billed on this VoIP account number after services were 
moved to new account - $10,757.34; and 

• Underutilization charge of $6,317.79 appearing on October 1, 2016 invoice. 

The above-referenced credits are being issued without any admission of liability, and 
shall not be construed as a waiver by either party of any legal or equitable rights or 
remedies, all of which are expressly reserved. 

For credits that exceed any balance on the associated account - i.e., credits that are 
posted to Account No. 6000081542x26 and are not zeroing out a balance- Farmers 
Bank can request that the credit be provided as a refund check. In order to receive a 
refund check, Verizon's policy is that the customer will need to request as much in 
writing (either via email or a letter on company letterhead), specifying to whom and to 
what address the check should be sent. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

y~ 
David Haga 
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~--
• ver1zon 

500 TECHNOLOGY DR., STE 870 
WELDON SPRING MO 63304 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 

Invoice Number: 60000838241503 
Invoice Date: 04/01/2015 
Region/Loe: WBS/GAC 
6000083824 X26 C30 00000 B 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

Current Usage Charges 

Statement Summary 

Current Monthly Recurring Charges 
Current Non-Recurring Charges 
Minimum Usage Charge 
Late Payment Charge 

Sub-Total Current Charges 

Federal Excise Tax 
State and Local Taxes 
Federal, State and Local Surcharges 
Federal Universal Service Fee (FUSF) 

Total Taxes/Surcharges 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 1-800-319-9565 
CREDIT/COLLECTIONS 1-888-807-8323 

To view and pay your invoice online visit 
https://enterprisecenter.verizon.com 

$0.04 
$534.31 
$275.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 

$809.35 

$0.00 
$31.67 
$47.61 
$63.16 

$142. 44 

Total Current Charges . . ................ ... . $951 . 79 

Previous Balance 
Payments Received - Thank You 
Adjustments 

Total Previous Balance ............... . 

Total Amount Due 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

Please return this portion upon receipt to ensure proper credit 

$0.00 

$951 . 79 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 Total Due Amount Enclosed 

Invoice Number : 60000838241503 
Please mail correspondence to: 
VERIZON BUSINESS 
PO BOX 31307 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-1307 

FARMER Is BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23431-7120 

$951 . 79 

Verizon Business 
P . O. BOX 660072 
DALLAS TX 75266-0072 

60000838244 20150331 000095179026000 



~~ 
• verqon 

500 TECHNOLOGY DR., STE 870 
WELDON SPRING MO 63304 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 

Invoice Number: 60000838241504 
Invoice Date: 05/01/2015 
Region/Loe: WBS/GAC 
6000083824 X26 C30 00000 B 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

Current Usage Charges 

Statement Summary 

Current Monthly Recurring Charges 
Current Non-Recurring Charges 
Minimum Usage Charge 
Late Payment Charge 

Sub-Total Current Charges 

Federal Ex~ise Tax 
State and Local Taxes 
Federal, State and Local Surcharges 
Federal Universal Service Fee (FUSF) 

Total Taxes/Surcharges 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 1-800-319-9565 
CREDIT/COLLECTIONS 1-888-807-8323 

To view and pay your invoice online visit 
https://enterprisecenter.verizon.com 

$0.00 
$943.25 

$20.00 
$0.00 

$14. 28 

$977.53 

$0.00 
$55.12 
$57.23 

$106.49 

$218.84 

Total Current Charges ............................................ . $1,196.37 

Previous Balance 
Payments Received - Thank You 
Adjustments 

Total Previous Balance ........................ . 

Total Amount Due 

$951.79 
$0.00 
$0.00 

Please return this portion upon receipt to ensure proper credit 

$951.79 

$2' 148 .16 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 Total Due Amount Enclosed 

Invoice Number : 60000838241504 
Please mail correspondence to: 
VERIZON BUSINESS 
PO BOX 31307 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-1307 

FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

$2,148.16 

Verizon Business 
P.O. BOX 660072 
DALLAS TX 75266-0072 

60000838244 20150430 000214816026000 



~--
• verrzon 

500 TECHNOLOGY DR., STE 070 
WELDON SPRING MO 63304 

Account Number: 6000083024 X26 

Invoice Number: 60000838241505 
Invoice Date: 06/01/2015 
Region/Loe: WBS/GAC 
6000003024 X26 C30 00000 B 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

Current Usage Charges 

Statement Summary 

Current Monthly Recurring Charges 
Current Non-Recurring Charges 
Minimum Usage Charge 
Late Payment Charge 

sub-Total Current Charges 

Federal Excise Tax 
State and Local Taxes 
Federal, State and Local surcharges 
Federal Universal Service Fee (FUSF) 

Total Taxes/Surcharges 

CUSTOMER SERVICE l-B00-319-9565 
CREDIT/COLLECTIONS 1-888-807-8323 

To view and pay your invoice online visit 
https://enterprisecenter.verizon.com 

$0.00 
$943.25 

$20.00 
$0.00 

$32 . 01 

$995.26 

$0.00 
$56.01 
$57.23 

$106.49 

$219.73 

Total Current Charges ....... . ... ... .... . .................... . .... . $1,214.99 

Previous Balance 
Payments Received - Thank You 
Adjustments 

Total Previous Balance . ... .. ... ... ..... . ... . .. . . 

Total Amount Due 

$2,118 . 16 
$0.00 
$0.00 

Please return this portion upon receipt to ensure proper credit 

$2,148 . 16 

$3,363 . 15 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 Total Due Amount Enclosed 

Invoice Number: 60000838241505 
Please mail correspondence to: 
VERIZON BUSINESS 
PO BOX 31307 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-1307 

FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

$3,363 . 15 

Verizon Business 
P . O. BOX 660072 
DALLAS TX 75266-0072 

60000038244 20150531 000336315026000 



~-
• verqon 

500 TECHNOLOGY DR., STE 870 
WELDON SPRING MO 63304 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 

Invoice Number: 60000038241506 
Invoice Date: 07/01/2015 
Region/Loe: WBS/GAC 
6000083824 X26 C30 00000 B 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

current Usage Charges 

Statement Summary 

current Monthly Recurring Charges 
current Non-Recurring Charges 
Minimum Usage Charge 
Late Payment Charge 

Sub-Total Current Charges 

Federal Excise Tax 
State and Local Taxes 
Federal, State and Local Surcharges 
Federal Universal Service Fee (FUSFl 

Total Taxes/Surcharges 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 1-800-319-9565 
CREDIT/COLLECTIONS 1-888-807-8323 

To view and pay your invoice online visit 
https://enterprisecenter.verizon.com 

$0.00 
$943.25 

$25.00 
$0.00 

$49.75 

$1,018.00 

$0.00 
$57.03 
$57.15 

$104.70 

$218.88 

Total Current Charges ............................................ . $1,236.BB 

Previous Balance 
Payments Received - Thank You 
Adjustments 

$3,363.15 
$0.00 
$0.00 

Total Previous Balance ........................................... . 

Total Amount Due 

Please return this portion upon receipt to ensure proper credit 

$3,363.15 

$4,600.03 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 Total Due Amount Enclosed 

Invoice Number: 60000838241506 
Please mail correspondence to: 
VERIZON BUSINESS 
PO BOX 31307 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-1307 

FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

$4,600.03 

Verizon Business 
P.O. BOX 660072 
DALLAS TX 75266-0072 

60000838244 20150630 000460003026000 



~-
• ver1zon 

500 TECHNOLOGY DR., STE 870 
WELDON SPRING MO 63304 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 

Invoice Number: 60000838241507 
Invoice Date: 08/01/2015 
Region/Loe: WBS/GAC 
6000083824 X26 C30 00000 B 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

current Usage Charges 

Statement Summary 

current Monthly Recurring Charges 
current Non-Recurring Charges 
Minimum Usage Charge 
Late Payment Charge 

Sub-Total Current Charges 

Federal Excise Tax 
State and Local Taxes 
Federal, State and Local Surcharges 
Federal Universal Service Fee (FUSF) 

Total Taxes/Surcharges 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 1-800-319-9565 
CREDIT/COLLECTIONS 1-888-807-8323 

To view and pay your invoice online visit 
https://enterprisecenter .verizon.com 

$0.00 
$943.25 

$25.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$968.25 

$0.00 
$54.54 
$57.15 

$104.70 

$216.39 

Total current Charges ............................................ . $1,184.64 

Previous Balance 
Payments Received - Thank You 
Adjustments 

$'1,600.03 
$0.00 

-$4,599.77 

Total Previous Balance ..... . ...... . ..... . .... ... . . .......... .. ... . 

Total Amount Due 

Please return this portion upon receipt to ensure proper credit 

$0.26 

$1,184.90 

Account Number : 6000083824 X26 Total Due Amount Enclosed 

Invoice Number: 60000838241507 
Please mail correspondence to: 
VERIZON BUSINESS 
PO BOX 31307 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-1307 

FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

$1,184.90 

Verizon Business 
P.O. BOX 660072 
DALLAS TX 75266-0072 

60000838244 20150731 000118490026000 



~-
• verqon 

500 TECHNOLOGY DR., STE 870 
WELDON SPRING MO 63304 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 

Invoice Number: 60000838241508 
Invoice Date: 09/01/2015 
Region/Loe: WBS/GAC 
6000083824 X26 C30 00000 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

Current Usage Charges 

Statement Summary 

current Monthly Recurring Charges 
Current Non-Recurring Charges 
Minimum Usage Charge 
Late Payment Charge 

Sub-Total Current Charges 

Federal Excise Tax 
State and Local Taxes 
Federal, State and Local Surcharges 
Federal Universal Service Fee (FUSF) 

Total Taxes/Surcharges 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 1-800-319-9565 
CREDIT/COLLECTIONS 1-888-807-8323 

To view and pay your invoice online visit 
https://enterprisecenter.verizon.com 

$0.00 
$943.25 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$943.25 

$0.00 
$53.56 
$62.58 

$104.70 

$220.84 

Total Current Charges .... ... .. ....... .. ... . ............... .. . .... . $1,164.09 

Previous Balance 
Payments Received - Thank You 
Adjustments 

$1,184.90 
-$1,184.90 

$0.00 

Total Previous Balance ........................................... . 

Total Amount Due 

$0.00 

$1,164.09 

Please return this portion upon receipt to ensure proper credit 
Account Number : 6000083824 X26 Total Due Amount Enclosed 

Invoice Number : 60000838241508 
Please mail correspondence to: 
VERIZON BUSINESS 
PO BOX 31307 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-1307 

FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

$1, 16•1.09 

Verizon Business 
P.O. BOX 660072 
DALLAS TX 75266-0072 

60000838244 20150831 000116409026000 



~ verqon 
500 TECHNOLOGY DR., STE 870 
WELDON SPRING MO 63304 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 

Invoice Number: 60000838241508 
Invoice Date: 09/01/2015 
Region/Loe: WBS/GAC 
6000083824 X26 C30 00000 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

Current Usage Charges 

Statement Summary 

Current Monthly Recurring Charges 
Current Non-Recurring Charges 
Minimum usage Charge 
Late Payment Charge 

Sub-Total Current Charges 

Federal Excise Tax 
State and Local Taxes 
Federal, State and Local Surcharges 
Federal Universal Service Fee (FUSF) 

Total Taxes/Surcharges 

Total Current Charges . ... . .. ... . ... . . 

Previous Balance 
Payments Received - Thank You 
Adjustments 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 1-800-319-9565 
CREDIT/COLLECTIONS 1-888-807-8323 

To view and pay your invoice online visit 
https : //enterprisecenter.verizon.com 

$0.00 
$943.25 

$0.00 
$0 .00 
$0.00 

$943.25 

$0.00 
$53.56 
$62.58 

$104.70 

$220.84 

$1,184.90 
-$1,184.90 

$0.00 

$1,164.09 

Total Previous Balance ................ . .... . . . ................... . $0.00 

Total Amount Due $1. 164. 09 

Please return this portion upon receipt to ensure proper credit 
Account Number: 6000083824 X26 Total Due Amount Enclosed 

Invoice Number : 60000838241508 
Please mail correspondence to: 
VERIZON BUSINESS 
?O BOX 31307 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-1307 

FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

$1 , 164 . 09 

Verizon Business 
P.O. BOX 660072 
DALLAS TX 75266-0072 

60000838244 20150831 000116409026000 



~-
• ver1zon 

500 TECHNOLOGY DR., STE 870 
WELDON SPRING MO 63304 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 

Invoice Number: 60000838241509 
Invoice Date: 10/01/2015 
Region/Loe: WBS/GAC 
6000083824 X26 C30 00000 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

Current usage Charges 

Statement Summary 

Current Monthly Recurring Charges 
Current Non-Recurring Charges 
Minimum Usage Charge 
Late Payment Charge 

Sub-Total Current Charges 

Federal Excise Tax 
State and Local Taxes 
Federal, State and Local Surcharges 
Federal Universal Service Fee (FUSFJ 

Total Taxes/Surcharges 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 1-800-319-9565 
CREDIT/COLLECTIONS 1-000-007-8323 

To view and pay your invoice online visit 
https://enterprisecenter.verizon.com 

$0.29 
$943.25 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$943.54 

$0.01 
$53.45 
$62.59 

$102.25 

$218.30 

Total Current Charges .. . . . .. .. . ... . . ... ... ...... ......... · · · · · · · · · $1, 161. 84 

Previous Balance 
Payments Received - Thank You 
Adjustments 

$1,164.09 
-$1,164.09 

$0.00 

Total Previous Balance ................... ........ ................ . 

Total Amount Due 

$0.00 

$1,161 . 84 

Please return this portion upon receipt to ensure proper credit 
Account Number : 6000083824 X26 Total Due Amount Enclosed 

Invoice Number : 60000838241509 
Please mail correspondence to: 
VERIZON BUSINESS 
PO BOX 31307 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-1307 

FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

$1 , 161. 04 

Verizon Business 
P . O. BOX 15043 
ALBANY NY 12212-5044 

60000838244 20150930 000116184026000 



~ 
ver17on 

500 TECHNOLOGY DR., STE 870 
WELDON SPRING MO 63304 

Account Number: 6000083824 X26 

Invoice Number: 60000838241510 
Invoice Date: 11/01/2015 
Region/Loe: WBS/GAC 
6000083824 X26 C30 00000 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

Current Usage Charges 

Statement Summary 

Current Monthly Recurring Charges 
Current Non-Recurring Charges 
Minimum Usage Charge 
Late Payment Charge 

Sub-Total Current Charges 

Federal Excise Tax 
State and Local Taxes 
Federal, State and Local Surcharges 
Federal Universal Service Fee (FUSF) 

Total Taxes/Surcharges 

CUSTOMER SERVICE 1-800-319-9565 
CREDIT/COLLECTIONS 1-888-807-8323 

To view and pay your invoice online visit 
https://enterprisecenter . verizon.com 

$0.00 
$943.25 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$943.25 

$0.00 
$53 . 44 
$62.58 

$102.25 

$218.27 

Total Current Charges ... ... . . . . .. ... ...... . ... . .... . ... . .... . .... . $1,161 . 52 

Previous Balance 
Payments Received - Thank You 
Adjustments 

Total Previous Balance .... . . . .. . . . . . ... . 

Total Amount Due 

$1,161.84 
-$1, 161. 84 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$1,161 . 52 

Please return this portion upon receipt to ensure proper credit 
Account Number: 6000083824 X26 Total Due Amount Encl osed 

Invoice Number : 60000838241510 
Please mail correspondence to : 
VERIZON BUSINESS 
PO BOX 31307 
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84130-1307 

FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

$1, 161. 52 

Verizon Business 
P . O. BOX 15043 
ALBANY NY 12212-504 4 

60000838244 20151031 000116152026000 
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I t n erna se n'v -I U 0 I D t o no oresen IS 0 e us omer t th" t th c t 

Electronically Signed Contract Cover Page for 08819712 

CONTRACT PACKAGE INFORMATION 
Number of oaaes in this Contract Packaae(How manv oaaes are vou sendina via eFax)? 

AGREEMENT INFORMATION 

Customer Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, Contract ID B2409100 
VIRGINIA 

NASP ID 30XHUG eVal ID 
Billina Codes U-U-E FedEx Account # 0 

PRIMARY SALES POC INFORMATION (AM = Account Manager) 

AM Name ARJUN NAIR AE Email ARJUN.NAIR@ONE.VERIZON.CO 
M 

Tel phone# 303-305-1871 

AM Street 6415-6455 Business Center Dr Citv Highlands Ranch 

State co Zip 80130 

ADDITIONAL SALES AND SUPPORT SERVICE INFORMATION 

Primarv POC Email 
AM( above) 

AM Manaaer N/A 

Service Manaaer N/A 
Sales Specialist N/A 
(Other) N/A 

CONTRACT SUPPORT CONTACTS 

Pre-Sale Analvst N/A 

PCM Analvst N/A 

Attornev N/A 

BILLING INFORMATION 

Billina Svstem Billing ID 

Comments 

Contract Sent For CD Annroval 



Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

Master Service Order Form 
to the U.S. Services Agreement 

FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
(Customer Signatory) 

Signature: 
B /tL B a/t.e't. 
Bill B~iilcy {Scv 15 1015) 

Verizon's presentation of this Master Service Order to 

Name: Bill Bailey 
Customer Signatory is an offer by Verizon to bind both 
Parties to the terms stated herein, which Customer 
Signatory may accept by signing and submitting it to 

Title: IT Manager, Vice President Verizon without alteration on or before the date 
specified under the signature block below. 

Date: Sep 15, 2015 

Email: bill.bailey@farmersbankva.com 

Customer Signatory indicates its acceptance of this Master Service Order by signature of its authorised representative 
above. 

Valid if signed and submitted to Verizon by 9-0ct-2015. This offer is withdrawn if not signed and submitted by that date. 

This U.S. Services Agreement ("Agreement") is entered into pursuant to and includes the Master Terms found at 
www.verizonenterprise.com/service/q omt us toc.htm, as well as the Service Attachments and promotions for the new 
Services and promotions named below, found at the links provided below (collectively, the "Online Terms") together with 
any other terms set out herein. Customer Signatory agrees that any future Service Orders also will be subject to the 
terms of the Agreement. 

Customer Signatory understands that the Online Terms include service descriptions, requirements, service level 
agreements (where applicable), payment terms and other terms and conditions, and that these materially affect the 
rights, obligations and remedies of both Parties. 

Updates to the Online Terms apply to the Agreement, including Services previously ordered under it, and if such 
updates affect Customer in a material and adverse manner (and are not otherwise resolved by Verizon), Customer 
may discontinue the affected Service as provided in the Agreement. Customer assumes sole responsibility to review 
changes to the Online Terms when they are made. Customer may enroll to receive email notifications of Online 
Terms changes at www.verizonenterprise.com/us/publications/service guide/subscriptions/. 

The Parties acknowledge the Agreement includes consent to use CPNI to market new Services. 

Parties 

Customer Signatory: FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, Verizon: Verizon Business Network Services 
VIRGINIA Inc. on behalf of MCI Communications Services, 

Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services and the 
affiliates listed in the Guide (individually and 
collectively "Verizon Providers of U.S. Services") 

Registered Office Address: Registered Office Address: 

50 E WINDSOR BLVD One Verizon Way 

WINDSOR, VA 23487-9442 Basking Ridge, NJ 07920 

USA USA 

Registered No. or ABN (if applicable): Registered No. or ABN (if applicable}: 

N/A Not applicable 

VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (if applicable): VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (if applicable): 
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540207830 N/A 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

Additional Legal Entity Information (if applicable): Additional Legal Entity Information (if applicable): 

Not applicable 

Address for Notices: Address for Notices: 

50 E WINDSOR BLVD 6415-6455 Business Center Drive 

WINDSOR, VA 23487-9442 Highlands Ranch, CO 80130 

USA USA 

bill.bailey@farmersbankva.com Attn : Customer Service 

Email: notice@verizon.com 

Except as otherwise set forth herein, words and phrases defined in the Agreement have the same meaning in this Master 
Service Order. 

i) New Services ("+" following the Service name indicates it is a Rapid Delivery Service; it is not a part of 
the Service name). 
• Business Connection + 

Service Details 

Business Connection + 

1. Business Connection + Service Order Details 
1.1 Service Provided by MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services 

1.1.1 Order Information: 

Quote ID 191702445 
Quote Version # 0 
Order Section # 265885 

1.1.2 Service Details: 
1.1.2.1 Location ID: 1531666C 

Service Delivered to: 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 50 E WINDSOR BLVD 
Town/City WINDSOR 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23487-9442 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494957 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Access+ (Service ID: 79494916) 

No. Order Item 
MRC NRC 
CUSDl CUSD) 

1 Local Access - Op/App Performance: Gold I Gold - 10 Mbps - UNI Speed: 344.00 0.00 
100 Mbps (FastE) - TPV UNI Speed: 100 Mbps (FastE) 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 344.00 0.00 
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Additional Promotions included: 
• Verizon Services 90 Da Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Internet Dedicated +(Service ID: 79494958) 

No. Order Item 

1 Internet Dedicated Port - Tiered - 10 Mbps 
2 Quality of Service 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon Voice Over IP + (Service ID: 79494959) 

No. Order Item Quantity 

1 Usage' N/A 
2 Concurrent Call Charge - Tiered - 250 - Local and LO - 24 

Unlimited Local Calling Concurrent 
Call(s) 

3 Service Establishment Fee - Normal Business Hours N/A 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 

Additional Information: 
1 The current Rates are available at Verizon VoIP Pricing URL 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

221.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

221.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

See Footnote See Footnote 
420.00 N/A 

N/A 0.00 
420.00 0.00 

(htt12s://enter12risecenter.verizon.com/enter12risesolutions/global/viewProductDesc.do?12ro 
duct=FET VOiP USAGE&curr=USD&date=09102015\. 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Day Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon VoIP Features 

Feature 
Unit of MRC NRC 

Measure (USO) (USO) 
Redirect to Telephone Number Trunk Group(s) 30.00 30.00 

Call Forwarding 
Telephone 1.00 0.00 
Number(s) 

Telephone Number Charge 
Telephone 0.20 0.25 
Number(s) 

Voice Mails 
Telephone 3.50 0.00 
Number(s) 

Auto Attendant Instances Instance 20.00 0.00 
Non-Published Listing(s) 1.71 0.00 
Additional Listino Listing(s) 1.42 0.00 
Non-Listed Listing(s) 1.06 0.00 

Caller ID with Name - Inbound 
Telephone 0.15 0.00 
Number(s) 

1.1.2.2 Location ID: 1531666C 

Service Delivered to: 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 50 E WINDSOR BLVD 
Town/City WINDSOR 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23487-9442 
Country United States 
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Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494957 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + (Service ID: 79494960) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity Type 
Equipment - Purchase - BUSINESS CONN-VOIP-E2E -
BUSINESS CONNECTION VOIP-E2E NOTIFICATION -

ADDED 1 Includes: VZM-BC-US-OS-24X7X4 - Includes: CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC 1 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 
Additional Information: 
1 Verizon reserves the riqht to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services +(Service ID: 79617046) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity Type 
Equipment - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - 4243924L8 - TA 
924E GEN 3 FOR BUSINESS CONNECTION 1

•
2 ADDED 1 

Maintenance - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - VZM-BC-US-
OS-24X7X4 - BUSINESS CONNECTION MAINTENANCE ADDED 1 
24X7X4 - for - 4243924L8 
Labor - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC - STAGING AND WAN SIDE ADDED 1 
DEPLOYMENT ONLY 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 
Additional Information: 
1 TPFC Engaged: #2 
2 Verizon reserves the right to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + Delivery Charges: 
MRC 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

N/A 0.00 

0.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

49.06 N/A 

42.34 N/A 

52.53 N/A 

143.93 0.00 

NRC Description (USO) (USO) 
Shipping and Handling N/A 24.55 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 24.55 

1.1.2.3 Location ID: 10547338C 

Service Delivered to: 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 28319 SOUTHAMPTON PKWY 
Town/City COURTLAND 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23837-2193 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494977 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 
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Access+ (Service ID: 79494976) 

No. Order Item 

1 Local Access - Op/App Performance: Gold I Gold - 1.5 Mbps 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 

Additional Promotions included: 
• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Internet Dedicated + (Service ID: 79494978) 

No. Order Item 

1 Internet Dedicated Port - Tiered - 1.5 Mbps 
2 Quality of Service 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Day Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon Voice Over IP + (Service ID: 79494979) 

No. Order Item Quantity 

1 Usage' N/A 
2 Concurrent Call Charge - Tiered - 250 - Local and LD - 8 

Unlimited Local Calling Concurrent 
Call(s) 

3 Service Establishment Fee - Normal Business Hours N/A 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 

Additional Information: 
1 The current Rates are available at Verizon VoIP Pricing URL 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

90.00 0.00 
90.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USDl (USO) 

142.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

142.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

See Footnote See Footnote 
140.00 N/A 

N/A 0.00 
140.00 0.00 

(htt12s://enter12risecenter.verizon.com/enter12risesolutions/global/viewProductDesc.do?12ro 
duct=FET VOiP USAGE&curr=USD&date=09102015). 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon VoIP Features 

Feature 
Unit of MRC NRC 

Measure (USO) (USO) 
Redirect to Telephone Number Trunk Group(s) 30 .00 30.00 

Call Forwarding Telephone 1.00 0.00 
Number{s) 

Telephone Number Charge 
Telephone 0.20 0.25 
Number(sl 

Voice Mails 
Telephone 3.50 0.00 
Number{s) 

Auto Attendant Instances Instance 20.00 0.00 
Non-Published Listing(s) 1.71 0.00 
Additional Listing Listing(s) 1.42 0.00 
Non-Listed Listing(s) 1.06 0.00 

Caller ID with Name - Inbound 
Telephone 0.15 0.00 
Number(s) 

1.1.2.4 Location ID: 10547338C 

Service Delivered to: 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 28319 SOUTHAMPTON PKWY 
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Town/City COURTLAND 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23837-2193 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494977 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + (Service ID: 79494980) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity 
Tvoe 

Equipment - Purchase - BUSINESS CONN-VOIP-E2E -
BUSINESS CONNECTION VOIP-E2E NOTIFICATION -

ADDED 1 
Includes: VZM-BC-US-OS-24X7X4 - Includes: CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC1 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 
Additional Information: 
1 Verizon reserves the rioht to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services+ (Service ID: 79617174) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity Type 
Equipment - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - 4243924L8 - TA 
924E GEN 3 FOR BUSINESS CONNECTION1

•
2 ADDED 1 

Maintenance - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - VZM-BC-US-
OS-24X7X4 - BUSINESS CONNECTION MAINTENANCE ADDED 1 
24X7X4 - for - 4243924L8 
Labor - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC - STAGING AND WAN SIDE ADDED 1 
DEPLOYMENT ONLY 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 
Additional Information: 
1 TPFC Engaged: #2 
2 Verizon reserves the riaht to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Eauioment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + Delivery Charges: 

Description 
MRC 
IUSD) 

Shipping and Handling N/A 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 

1.1.2.5 Location ID: 10875640C 

Service Delivered to: 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

MRC NRC 
IUSDl (USO) 

N/A 0.00 

0.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
IUSDl (USO) 

49.06 N/A 

42.34 N/A 

52.53 N/A 

143.93 0.00 

NRC 
(USO) 

24.55 
24.55 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 6255 COLLEGE DR 
Town/City SUFFOLK 
Pro vi nee/Gou nty/State VA 
Postal Code 23435-2768 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 
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Solution ID 79494982 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Access+ (Service ID: 79494981) 

No. Order Item 

1 Local Access - Op/App Performance: Gold I Gold - 1.5 Mbps 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 

Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Internet Dedicated + (Service ID: 79494983) 

No. Order Item 

1 Internet Dedicated Port - Tiered - 1.5 Mbps 
2 Quality of Service 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon Voice Over IP + (Service ID: 79494984) 

No. Order Item Quantity 

1 Usage' NIA 
2 Concurrent Call Charge - Tiered - 250 - Local and LD - 8 

Unlimited Local Calling Concurrent 
Call(s) 

3 Service Establishment Fee - Normal Business Hours N/A 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 

Additional Information: 
1 The current Rates are available at Verizon VoIP Pricing URL 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

90.00 0.00 
90.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

142.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

142.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

See Footnote See Footnote 
140.00 N/A 

N/A 0.00 
140.00 0.00 

(htt12s://enter12risecenter.verizon.com/enter12risesolutions/global/viewProductDesc.do?Qro 
duct=FET VOiP USAGE&curr=USD&date=09102015). 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Day Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon VoIP Features 

Feature Unit of MRC NRC 
Measure (USO) (USO) 

Redirect to Telephone Number Trunk Group(s) 30.00 30.00 

Call Forwarding 
Telephone 1.00 0.00 
Number(s) 

Telephone Number Charge 
Telephone 0.20 0.25 
Number(s) 

Voice Mails 
Telephone 3.50 0.00 
Number(s) 

Auto Attendant Instances Instance 20.00 0.00 
Non-Published ListinQ(s) 1.71 0.00 
Additional ListinQ ListinQ(s) 1.42 0.00 
Non-Listed ListinQ(s) 1.06 0.00 

Caller ID with Name - Inbound 
Telephone 0.15 0.00 
Number(s) 

1.1.2.6 Location ID: 10875640C 

Service Delivered to: 
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Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 6255 COLLEGE DR 
Town/City SUFFOLK 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23435-2768 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494982 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services +(Service ID: 79494985) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity MRC NRC 
Type (USO) (USO) 

Equipment - Purchase - BUSINESS CONN-VOIP-E2E -
BUSINESS CONNECTION VOIP-E2E NOTIFICATION -

ADDED 1 N/A 0.00 
Includes: VZM-BC-US-OS-24X7X4 - Includes: CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC 1 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 Verizon reserves the rioht to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services+ (Service ID: 79617185) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity MRC NRC 
Type (USO) (USO) 

Equipment - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP)- 4243924L8 - TA 
924E GEN 3 FOR BUSINESS CONNECTION 1

·
2 ADDED 1 49.06 N/A 

Maintenance - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - VZM-BC-US-
OS-24X7X4 - BUSINESS CONNECTION MAINTENANCE ADDED 1 42.34 N/A 
24X7X4-for-4243924L8 
Labor - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC - STAGING AND WAN SIDE ADDED 1 52.53 N/A 
DEPLOYMENT ONLY 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 143.93 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 TPFC Engaged: #2 
2 Verizon reserves the right to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services +Delivery Charges: 

Description 
MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

Shipping and Handling N/A 24.55 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 24.55 

1.1.2.7 Location ID: 10547238C 

Service Delivered to: 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 3100 GODWIN BLVD 
Town/City SUFFOLK 
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Province/Gou nty/State VA 
Postal Code 23434-7120 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494962 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Access+ (Service ID: 79494961) 

No. Order Item 

1 Local Access - Op/App Performance: Gold I Gold - 10 Mbps - UNI Speed: 
100 Mbps (FastE) - TPV UNI Speed: 100 Mbps (FastE) 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Day Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Internet Dedicated +(Service ID: 79494963) 

No. Order Item 

1 Internet Dedicated Port - Tiered - 10 Mbps 
2 Quality of Service 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon Voice Over IP+ (Service ID: 79494964) 

No. Order Item Quantity 

1 Usage 1 N/A 
2 Concurrent Call Charge - Tiered - 250 - Local and LD - 24 

Unlimited Local Calling Concurrent 
Call(s) 

3 Service Establishment Fee - Normal Business Hours N/A 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 

Additional Information: 
1 The current Rates are available at Verizon VoIP Pricing URL 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

344.00 0.00 

344.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

221 .00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

221.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

See Footnote See Footnote 
420.00 N/A 

N/A 0.00 
420.00 0.00 

(htt1:1s://enter1:1risecenter.verizon.com/enter1:1risesolutions/global/viewProductDesc.do?1:1ro 
duct=FET VOiP USAGE&curr=USD&date=09102015\. 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon VoIP Features 

Feature Unit of MRC NRC 
Measure (USO) (USO) 

Redirect to Telephone Number Trunk Group(s) 30.00 30.00 

Call Forwarding Telephone 1.00 0.00 
Number(s) 

Telephone Number Charge Telephone 0.20 0.25 
Number(s) 

Voice Mails 
Telephone 3.50 0.00 
Number(s) 

Caller ID with Name - Inbound 
Telephone 0.15 0.00 
Number(s) 

Auto Attendant Instances Instance 20.00 0.00 
Non-Published Listing(s) 1.71 0.00 
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Additional Listin 
Non-Listed 

1.1.2.8 Location ID: 10547238C 

Service Delivered to: 

Listin (s) 
Listing(s) 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

1.42 0.00 
1.06 0.00 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 3100 GODWIN BLVD 
Town/City SUFFOLK 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23434-7120 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494962 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + (Service ID: 79494965) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity MRC NRC 
Type (USO) (USO) 

Equipment - Purchase - BUSINESS CONN-VOIP-E2E -
BUSINESS CONNECTION VOIP-E2E NOTIFICATION -

ADDED 1 N/A 0.00 Includes: VZM-BC-US-OS-24X7X4 - Includes: CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC 1 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 Verizon reserves the right to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services+ (Service ID: 79617137) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity MRC NRC 
Type (USO) (USO) 

Equipment - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - 4243924L8 - TA 
924E GEN 3 FOR BUSINESS CONNECTION1

•
2 ADDED 1 49.06 N/A 

Maintenance - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - VZM-BC-US-
OS-24X7X4 - BUSINESS CONNECTION MAINTENANCE ADDED 1 42.34 N/A 
24X7X4 - for - 4243924L8 
Labor - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC - STAGING AND WAN SIDE ADDED 1 52.53 N/A 
DEPLOYMENT ONLY 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 143.93 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 TPFC Engaged: #2 
2 Verizon reserves the rii:iht to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + Delivery Charges: 

Description 
MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

Shiooing and Handling N/A 24.55 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 24.55 

1.1.2.9 Location ID: 10547286C 

Service Delivered to: 
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Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
GIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 1008 W WASHINGTON ST 
Town/City SUFFOLK 
Province/Gou nty/State VA 
Postal Code 23434-6244 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494967 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Access + (Service ID: 79494966) 

No. Order Item 
MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

1 Local Access - Op/App Performance: Gold I Gold - 1.5 Mbps 90.00 0.00 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 90.00 0.00 

Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Internet Dedicated + (Service ID: 79494968) 

No. Order Item 
MRC NRC 
CUSD) (USO) 

1 Internet Dedicated Port - Tiered - 1.5 Mbps 142.00 0.00 
2 Quality of Service 0.00 0.00 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 142.00 0.00 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Day Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon Voice Over IP+ (Service ID: 79494969) 

No. Order Item Quantity MRC NRC 
fUSDl (USO) 

1 Concurrent Call Charge - Tiered - 250 - Local and LD - 8 140.00 N/A 
Unlimited Local Calling Concurrent 

Call(s) 
2 Usage' N/A See Footnote See Footnote 
3 Service Establishment Fee - Normal Business Hours N/A N/A 0.00 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 140.00 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 The current Rates are available at Verizon VoIP Pricing URL 
(htt12s://enter12risecenter.verizon.com/enter12risesolutions/global/viewProductDesc.do?12ro 
duct=FET VOiP USAGE&curr=USD&date=09102015\. 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon VoIP Features 

Feature 
Unit of MRC NRC 

Measure CUSDl CUSD) 
Redirect to Telephone Number Trunk Group(s) 30.00 30.00 

Call Forwarding 
Telephone 1.00 0.00 
Number(s) 

Telephone Number Charge 
Telephone 0.20 0.25 
Numberls\ 

Voice Mails Telephone 3.50 0.00 
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Auto Attendant Instances 
Non-Published 
Additional Listing 
Non-Listed 

Caller ID with Name - Inbound 

1.1.2.10 Location ID: 10547286C 

Service Delivered to: 

Number(s} 
Instance 
Listing(s) 
Listing(s) 
Listing(s} 

Telephone 
Number(s) 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

20.00 0.00 
1.71 0.00 
1.42 0.00 
1.06 0.00 
0.15 0.00 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 1008 W WASHINGTON ST 
Town/City SUFFOLK 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23434-6244 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494967 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services +(Service ID: 79494970) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity MRC NRC 
Type (USO) (USO) 

Equipment - Purchase - BUSINESS CONN-VOIP-E2E -
BUSINESS CONNECTION VOIP-E2E NOTIFICATION -

ADDED 1 N/A 0.00 Includes: VZM-BC-US-OS-24X7X4 - Includes: CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC 1 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 Verizon reserves the rioht to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services+ (Service ID: 79617148) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity 
MRC NRC 

Type (USO) (USO) 
Equipment- Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - 4243924L8 - TA 
924E GEN 3 FOR BUSINESS CONNECTION 1

•
2 ADDED 1 49 .06 N/A 

Maintenance - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - VZM-BC-US-
OS-24X7X4 - BUSINESS CONNECTION MAINTENANCE ADDED 1 42.34 N/A 
24X7X4-for-4243924L8 
Labor - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC - STAGING AND WAN SIDE ADDED 1 52.53 N/A 
DEPLOYMENT ONLY 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 143.93 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 TPFC Engaged: #2 
2 Verizon reserves the rioht to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equioment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + Delivery Charges: 

Description MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

ShippinQ and HandlinQ N/A 24.55 
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Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) J 

1.1.2.11 Location ID: 10547308C 

Service Delivered to: 

o.oo I 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

24.55 J 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 1119 S CHURCH ST 
Town/City SMITHFIELD 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23430-1821 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494972 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Access+ (Service ID: 79494971) 

No. Order Item MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

1 Local Access - Op/App Performance: Gold I Gold - 3 Mbps 180.00 0.00 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 180.00 0.00 

Additional Promotions included: 
• Verizon Services 90 Day Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Internet Dedicated + (Service ID: 79494973) 

No. Order Item MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

1 Internet Dedicated Port - Tiered - 3 Mbps 255.00 0.00 
2 Quality of Service 0.00 0.00 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 255.00 0.00 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Day Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon Voice Over IP+ (Service ID: 79494974) 

No. Order Item Quantity 
MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

1 Usage' NIA See Footnote See Footnote 
2 Concurrent Call Charge - Tiered - 250 - Local and LO - 12 210.00 NIA 

Unlimited Local Calling Concurrent 
Call(s) 

3 Service Establishment Fee - Normal Business Hours N/A N/A 0.00 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 210.00 0.00 

Additional Information: 
1 The current Rates are available at Verizon VoIP Pricing URL 
( httQs ://enterQrisecenter. verizon. com/enterQriseso lutions/g lobal/viewProd uctDesc. do ?Qro 
duct=FET VOiP USAGE&curr=USD&date=09102015\. 
Additional Promotions included: 

• Verizon Services 90 Dav Satisfaction Guarantee for Service 

Verizon VoIP Features 

Feature Unit of MRC NRC 
Measure (USO) (USO) 

Redirect to Telephone Number Trunk Group(s) 30.00 30.00 
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Call Forwarding 

Telephone Number Charge 

Voice Mails 

Auto Attendant Instances 
Non-Published 
Additional Listing 
Non-Listed 

Caller ID with Name - Inbound 

1.1 .2.12 Location ID: 10547308C 

Service Delivered to: 

Telephone 
Number(s) 
Telephone 
Number(s) 
Telephone 
Number(s) 
Instance 
Listing(s) 
Listing(s) 
Listing(s) 

Telephone 
Number(s) 

Contract ID :B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

1.00 0.00 

0.20 0.25 

3.50 0.00 

20.00 0.00 
1.71 0.00 
1.42 0.00 
1.06 0.00 
0.15 0.00 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 1119 S CHURCH ST 
Town/City SMITHFIELD 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23430-1821 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 79494972 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + (Service ID: 79494975) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity MRC NRC 
Type (USO) (USO) 

Equipment - Purchase - BUSINESS CONN-VOIP-E2E -
BUSINESS CONNECTION VOIP-E2E NOTIFICATION -

ADDED 1 N/A 0.00 
Includes: VZM-BC-US-OS-24X7X4 - Includes: CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC1 

· 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 Verizon reserves the right to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services+ (Service ID: 79617163) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity MRC NRC 
Type (USO) (USO) 

Equipment - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP)- 4243924L8 - TA 
924E GEN 3 FOR BUSINESS CONNECTION 1

•
2 ADDED 1 49.06 N/A 

Maintenance - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - VZM-BC-US-
OS-24X7X4 - BUSINESS CONNECTION MAINTENANCE ADDED 1 42.34 N/A 
24X7X4 - for - 4243924L8 
Labor - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC - STAGING AND WAN SIDE ADDED 1 52.53 N/A 
DEPLOYMENT ONLY 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 143.93 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 TPFC Engaged: #2 
2 Verizon reserves the right to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 
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No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + Delivery Charges: 

Description 
MRC 
(USO) 

Shipping and Handling N/A 

Contract ID:B24091-00 
Reference ID: 1227 

Routing Code: U-U-E 

NRC 
(USO) 

24.55 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 24.55 

Additional Charges: Additional charges may apply as set out in the Contract. 1.1 .3 
1.1.4 Order Summary: Total Services Ordered All Sites in Service Details Above {additional charges may 

apply to orders not itemized here). 

Order Item MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

Location ID: 1531666C (Solution ID: 79494957) 1,128.93 24.55 
Location ID: 10547338C (Solution ID: 79494977) 515.93 24.55 
Location ID: 10875640C (Solution ID: 79494982) 515.93 24.55 
Location ID: 10547238C (Solution ID: 79494962) 1, 128.93 24.55 
Location ID: 10547286C (Solution ID: 79494967) 515.93 24.55 
Location ID: 10547308C (Solution ID: 79494972) 788.93 24.55 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 4,594.58 147.30 

2. Promotions. 
• 90 Day Satisfaction Guarantee for Service terms are located at 

www.verizonenterprise.com/external/service guide/reg/pr verizon services 90 day satisfaction guarantee for 
service promotion.pdf. 

3. Business Connection+; terms are located at www.verizonenterprise.com/service/cp be plus toe 2014FEB14.htm . 
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Electronically Signed Contract Cover Page for 08865930 

CONTRACT PACKAGE INFORMATION 
Number of pai:ies in this Contract Packai:ie<How manv oaaes are vou sendina via eFax)? 

AGREEMENT INFORMATION 

Customer Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, Contract ID B5857600 
VIRGINIA 

NASP ID 30XHUG eVal ID 
Billina Codes U-U-E FedEx Account # 0 

PRIMARY SALES POC INFORMATION (AM= Account Manager) 

AM Name Arjun Nair AE Email arjun.nair@one.verizon.com 

Telohone# 303/305-1871 

AM Street 6415-6455 Business Center Dr Citv Highlands Ranch 

State co Zio 80130 

ADDITIONAL SALES AND SUPPORT SERVICE INFORMATION 

Primarv POC Email 
AM( above) 

AM Manaaer N/A 

Service Manaaer N/A 

Sales Soecialist N/A 
(Other) N/A 

CONTRACT SUPPORT CONTACTS 

Pre-Sale Analyst N/A 
PCM Analyst N/A 
Attorney N/A 

BILLING INFORMATION 

Billina Svstem Billina ID 

Comments 

Contract Sent For CD Approval 



verizon" 
Service Order Form 

Amendment ID: B58576-00 
Contract ID:B24091-00 

Reference ID: 4334 
Routing Code: U-U-E 

to the U.S. Services Agreement 

FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
(Customer Signatory) 

Signature: 
B,a Ba-t°Le't. 
Bill Bailey (Mar 31, fOl6l 

Verizon's presentation of this Service Order to 

Name: Bill Bailey 
Customer Signatory is an offer by Verizon to bind both 
Parties to the terms stated herein, which Customer 
Signatory may accept by signing and submitting it to 

Title: IT Managerr Vice President Verizon without alteration on or before the date 
specified under the signature block below. 

Date: Mar 31, 2016 

Email: bill.bailey@farmersbankva.com 

Customer Signatory indicates its acceptance of this Service Order by signature of its authorised representative above. 

Valid if signed and submitted to Verizon by 30-Apr-2016. This offer is withdrawn if not signed and submitted by that 
date. 

This Service Order is entered into pursuant to the U.S. Services Agreement ("Agreement") identified by Verizon 
Contract Identification Number B24091-00 by and between Verizon Business Network Services Inc. on behalf of 
MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business Services and the affiliates listed in the Guide 
(individually and collectively "Verizon Providers of U.S. Services") ("Verizon Signatory") and FARMERS BANK, 
WINDSOR, VIRGINIA ("Customer Signatory"). Verizon will provide and invoice Customer Signatory for the 
Services it orders, pursuant to the terms of the Agreement. 

Except as otherwise set forth herein, words and phrases defined in the Agreement have the same meaning in this 
Service Order. 

Service Details 

Business Connection + 

1. Rates and Charges. 
1.1 Business Connection + Service Order Details 

I Quote ID 
Quote Version # 

I ~92948433 

1.1.1 Service Order Details for Location ID: 1531666C 
1.1.1.1 Service Provided by MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business 

Services for Location ID: 1531666C 

Service Delivered to: 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 50 E WINDSOR BLVD 
Town/City WINDSOR 
Province/County/State VA 
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verizon" 
Postal Code 23487-9442 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 106687986 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Order Section # 334708 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Access + (Service ID: 106687985) 

No. Order Item 

1 Local Access - Op/App Performance: Gold I Gold - 10 Mbps - UNI Speed: 
100 Mbps (FastE) - TPV UNI Soeed: 100 Mbps (FastE) 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 

Internet Dedicated + (Service ID: 106687987) 

No. Order Item 

1 Internet Dedicated Port - Tiered - 10 Mbps 
2 Quality of Service 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined In the Contract) 

Verizon Voice Over IP+ (Service ID: 106687988) 
N Order Item Quantit 
o. y 
1 Usage' N/A 

2 Concurrent Call Charge - Tiered - 250 - Local and LO - Unlimited 24 
Local Calling Concurr 

ent 
Call(s) 

3 Service Establishment Fee - Normal Business Hours N/A 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 

Additional Information: 
1 The current Rates are available at Verizon VoIP Pricing URL ( 

Amendment ID: 858576-00 
Contract 10:824091-00 

Reference ID: 4334 
Routing Code: U-U-E 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

344.00 0.00 

344.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

221.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

221.00 0.00 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

See See 
Footnote Footnote 

420.00 N/A 

N/A 0.00 
420.00 0.00 

httQs ://entern risecenter. verizon . com/enterQrisesol ution s/global/viewProductDesc. do? Qroduct=FET VO IP USAG 
E&curr=USD&date=03162016). 

Verizon VoIP Features 

Feature 
Unit of MRC NRC 

Measure (USO) (USO) 
Redirect to Telephone Number Trunk Group(s} 30.00 30.00 

Call Forwarding 
Telephone 1.00 0.00 
Number(s} 

Telephone Number Charge 
Telephone 0.00 0.00 
Number(s) 

Voice Mails 
Telephone 3.00 0.00 
Number(s) 

Auto Attendant Instances Instance 20.00 0.00 
Non-Published Listing(s) 1.00 0.00 
Additional ListinQ Listing(s) 1.00 0.00 
Non-Listed Listing(s) 1.00 0.00 

Caller ID with Name - Inbound 
Telephone 0.00 0.00 
Number(s) 
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verizon"' 
1.1.2 Service Order Details for Location ID: 1531666C 

Amendment ID: B58576-00 
Contract ID:B24091-00 

Reference ID: 4334 
Routing Code: U-U-E 

1.1.2.1 Service Provided by MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business 
Services for Location ID: 1531666C 

Service Delivered to: 

Registered Company Name FARMERS BANK, WINDSOR, VIRGINIA 
VAT/GST/Consumption Tax Number (as applicable) 540207830 
CIN (if applicable) Not Applicable 
Address 50 E WINDSOR BLVD 
Town/City WINDSOR 
Province/County/State VA 
Postal Code 23487-9442 
Country United States 

Service Ordered: 

Solution ID 106687986 
Solution ID Activity Type ADDED 
Order Section # 334708 
Service Commitment 36 Months 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services+ (Service ID: 106688009) 

Description 
Activity 

Quantity MRC NRC 
Type (USO) (USO) 

Equipment - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - BUSINESS 
CONN-VOIP-E2E - BUSINESS CONNECTION VOIP-E2E ADDED 1 0.00 N/A 
NOTIFICATION - Includes: VZM-BC-US-OS-24X7X4 -
Includes: CPE IMPLEMENTATION-BC - lncluded1 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 Verizon reserves the riqht to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services+ (Service ID: 106689107) 

Description 
Activity Quantity MRC NRC 

Type (USO) (USO) 
Equipment - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - 4243924L8 -
TA 924E GEN 3 FOR BUSINESS CONNECTION - ADDED 1 152.00 N/A 
lncluded1 

Maintenance - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - VZM-BC-
US-OS-24X7X4 - BUSINESS CONNECTION ADDED 1 Included N/A 
MAINTENANCE 24X7X4 - for - 4243924L8 - Included 
Labor - Monthly Recurring Plan (MRP) - CPE 
IMPLEMENTATION-BC- STAGING AND WAN SIDE ADDED 1 Included N/A 
DEPLOYMENT ONLY - Included 

Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 152.00 0.00 
Additional Information: 
1 Verizon reserves the right to substitute equivalent Customer Premises Equipment 

Customer Premises Equipment and Related Services + Delivery Charges: 

Description 
MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

Shipping and Handling N/A 24.00 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 0.00 24.00 

1.1.3 Additional Charges: Additional charges may apply as set out in the Contract. 
1.1.4 Order Summary: Total Services Ordered All Sites in Service Details Above (additional charges 

may apply to orders not itemized here). 
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verizon"' 

No. Order Item 

1 Location ID: 1531666C (Solution ID: 106687986) 
Total excluding Taxes (as defined in the Contract) 

IA?nn~ ?nnR \/i:>ri7nn All Rinhtc:: RP.!':P.n11=!rl - Paae 4 of 4 -

Amendment ID: 858576-00 
Contract 10:824091-00 

Reference ID: 4334 
Routing Code: U-U-E 

MRC NRC 
(USO) (USO) 

1,137.00 24.00 
1,137.00 24.00 

Verizon CONFIDENTIAL 
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Report Date: 08/10/2016 

Account#: X266000083824 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK, VA 234347120 

07/10/2015 AR2000 none 

~ 
ver1m n 
History Notes 

DIALER ATTEMPT 07/09/2015 ... SYSTEM RELEASE (NO CONNECT). 

07/10/2015 AR2000 none 

Verizon Highly Restrlc 

Reactivation order submitted by deact team due to paid bif tracking# 100240270 8009445457&amp;per reinstate stl reporting 
/CAMOS/CSB_CFS 

07/09/2015 AR2000 none 
Craig/v902207/voip repair ci for cst...said est svc down ... said he opened repair ticket#2015070940366 ... ed acct suspended 
for nonpymt...ed est made pymt for bal today .. . submitted acct reinstate ... ed on up to 72 biz hrs /LRAINEY/CSB_CFS 

07/09/2015 AR2000 none 
Not eligible for disco until 07/21/15 /SHORENKAMP/CSB_CFS 

07/09/2015 AR2000 none 
ib amy@7576471913,via rsk fctr's,ed bif,amy did credit card pymnt for bif/4600.03 I expln their is an 5dollar fee and 
it takes 3-5days for pymnt to post;approval code#000055588505;i expln abt the vec .... /LADAMS/CSB_CFS 

07/09/2015 AR2000 none 
ACCOUNT NOW ELIGIBLE TO RETURN TO DISCONNECT OPTION I WORKLIST 

07/09/2015 AR2000 none 
ib amy@7576471913,via rsk fctr's,ed bif,amy rfse phone payment,amy reqst for the invoices I forward over 07.2015-04.2015invoice 
said YES she did rcve the invoice's I expln abl the vec amy said their ap dptmnt does has the invoices and dsnt why it's 
not getting paid I expln she need to get in touch with her ap dptmnt amy said okay I expln 07.08.2015notes amy said she 
will contact her dptment... /LADAMS/CSB_CFS 

07/09/2015 AR2000 none 
ARGIN NAIR. .. ENT ID 8983696572 ... 3033051871 .... VI ACCT #X266000083824 ... NME ... ED BAL. .. PYMT OPTS ... AUTO PYMT...FE 
VOICE OVER IP SERVICE FOR 98 LINES .... ED PHN NUMBER .... REFUSED ANYMORE INFO ... USED CLOSE ... CST HUNG UP. 
/AWOODRUFF/CSB_CFS 

07/08/2015 AR2000 none 
Not eligible for disco until 07/21115 /SHORENKAMP/CSB_CFS 

07/08/2015 AR2000 none 
ACCOUNT NOW ELIGIBLE TO RETURN TO DISCONNECT OPTION I WORKLIST 

07/07/2015 AR2000 none 
ACCOUNT NOW ELIGIBLE TO RETURN TO DISCONNECT OPTION I WORKLIST 

07/07/2015 AR2000 none 
Not eligible for disco until 07/21/15 /SHORENKAMP/CSB_CFS 

07/06/2015 AR2000 none 
Disco order not submitted by deact team due to suspension order not completed yet as of 06/16/15 w/tracking # 100239626 

8009445457 .... per disco opt 1 /CAMOS/CSB_CFS 

07/03/2015 AR2000 none 
DIALER ATTEMPT 07/02/2015 .. . VIRTUAL AGENT MESSAGE LEFT TO VOICE OR ANS MACHINE. 

07/02/2015 AR2000 none 
ACCOUNT NOW ELIGIBLE TO RETURN TO DISCONNECT OPTION i WORKLIST 

07/01/2015 AR2000 none 
ACCOUNT NOW ELIGIBLE TO RETURN TO DISCONNECT OPTION I WORKLIST 

07/01/2015 AR2000 none 
Suspension order is not complete yet /EPHAM/CSB_CFS 



Report Date: 08/10/2016 

Account#: X266000083824 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BL VD 
SUFFOLK, VA 234347120 

06/30/2015 AR2000 none 

~ 
ver1m n 
History Notes 

Suspension order is not complete yet /EPHAM/CSB_CFS 

06/30/2015 AR2000 none 
ACCOUNT ELIGIBLE FOR DISCONNECT OPTION I 

06/26/2015 AR2000 none 
DIALER ATIEMPT 06/25/2015 ... VIRTUAL AGENT MESSAGE LEFT TO VOICE OR ANS MACHINE. 

06/19/2015 AR2000 none 

Verizon Highly Restrlc 

DIALER ATIEMPT 06/18/2015 ... CUST HUNG UP DURING OB MESSAGE OR OB MESSAGE ENDED BEFORE CONNECTION. 

06/16/2015 AR2000 none 
Account reviewed by CSB Deact Team. Suspension order submitted due to non-payment. Tracking number (100239626]. If 
you have any questions, please call (8009445457] /SHORENKAMP/CSB_CFS 

06/16/2015 AR2000 none 
ACCOUNT AUTO-SELECTED FOR SUSPENSION OPTION I 

06/1212015 AR2000 none 
DIALER ATIEMPT 0611112015 ... CUST HUNG UP DURING OB MESSAGE OR OB MESSAGE ENDED BEFORE CONNECTION. 

06/05/2015 AR2000 none 
DIALER ATIEMPT 06104/2015 ... CUST HUNG UP DURING OB MESSAGE OR OB MESSAGE ENDED BEFORE CONNECTION. 

06/0112015 AR2000 none 
L2: SUSPEND (L2) letter sent 06/01115. Suspension scheduled for 06115/15 ... CSB-CFSIWELDON 

05/2912015 AR2000 none 
DIALER ATIEMPT 0512812015 ... VIRTUAL AGENT MESSAGE LEFT TO VOICE OR ANS MACHINE. 

0511512015 AR2000 none 
DIALER ATIEMPT 05/14/2015 ... VIRTUAL AGENT MESSAGE LEFT TO VOICE OR ANS MACHINE. 

0510812015 AR2000 none 
DIALER ATIEMPT 05/07/2015 .. . CUST HUNG UP DURING OB MESSAGE OR OB MESSAGE ENDED BEFORE CONNECTION. 

05/04/2015 AR2000 none 
l 1: DEMAND (L1) letter sent 05/04115 ... CSB-CFSIWELDON 



EXHIBIT 10 



Verizon 
PO BOX 15043 
ALBANY, NY 12212-5043 

May 4, 2015 

0001 000 00283 01 SP 0.4419 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

Dear Verizon customer: 

verizonJ 

Account Number: X266000083824 
Amount Due: $2148.16 

Your business relationship is very important to us and we appreciate the 
opportunity to be of service to you and your organization. In our continuing 
efforts to better serve you, we are writin~ to verify your account 
X266000083824 has an unpaid balance which 1s past due. The unpaid balance as 
of 06/01/2016 is $2148.16. 

we would appreciate notification from you should there be a problem with this 
account. If payment has already been sent, thank you for your timeliness and 
we ask that you disregard this notice. If payment has been overlooked, 
please remit the balance in full to the address referenced below. If we do 
not receive your payment promptly, further collection activity will follow. 

MCI d/b/a Verizon Business services 
PO BOX 15043 
ALBANY, NY 12212-5043 

If you have any questions or would like to take advantage of an alternative 
payment option, please contact us at (800) 760-4692. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this request. 

sincerely, 
BETTINA LAFATA 
Verizon 
customer Financial services 
bettina.m.lafata@verizonbusiness.com 

SXSV-2015-05-04-08 . 40.04 000283 DR SXSMBE 



EXHIBIT 11 



Verizon 
PO BOX 15043 
ALBANY, NY 12212-5043 

June 1, 2015 

0001 0002 00283 01 SP 0.483 
FARMER'S BANK 
3100 GODWIN BLVD 
SUFFOLK VA 23434-7120 

Dear Verizon customer: 

verizon"' 

Account Number: X266000083824 
Amount Due: $3363.15 

Please be advised the account referenced above is scheduled to be suspended 
for non-payment. The past due amount of $1211.18 must be received in our 
office by 06/10/2015 or the service on your Verizon account will be 
suspended. 

If your services are suspended, you may be required to enroll the account on 
recurring auto-payment with Verizon before reactivation is allowed. 

Payment should be sent to the address listed below: 

MCI d/b/a Verizon Business services 
PO BOX 15043 
ALBANY, NY 12212-5043 

Please be aware that late charges may apply, and upon termination of your 
contract by Verizon for cause, payments due under any rema1n1ng Term 
commitment may be accelerated, under the terms of Verizon Business' standard 
contracts (e.g., MCI communication services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business 
service), which incorporate by reference the online Service Publication and 
Price Guide (see www.verizonbusiness.com/quide). 

If we may be of further assistance, or if you would like to pay the balance 
by credit card, please contact our office at (800) 760-4692. 

For CALIFORNIA CUSTOMERS ONLY, please call (800) 760-4692 for a listing of 
the telephone numbers associated with the delinquent account. You may also 
direct inquiries to the California Public Utilities Commissions consumer 
Affairs Branch at 800-649-7570 or 415-703-1170. 

sincerely, 
BETTINA LAFATA 
Verizon 
customer Financial services 
bettina.m.lafata@verizonbusiness.com 

SXSV-2015-06-01-08.45.04 000174 DR SXSMCE 



Before the 

Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, D.C. 20554 

 

 
Farmers Bank, Windsor, Virginia 

 

) 

) 

) 

 

  Complainant, 

 

) 

) 

 

 v. 

 

) 

) 

  Proceeding Number 16-211 

  File No. EB-16-MD-002 

Verizon Business Network Services Inc. 

 

and 

 

MCI Communications Services, Inc. 

d/b/a Verizon Business Services, 
 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

 

  Defendants. )  

 

INFORMATION DESIGNATION 

 Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 1.724(f) of the Commission’s rules, Verizon hereby submits this 

information designation in connection with this matter. 

I. PERSONS WITH KNOWLEDGE – 47 C.F.R. § 1.721(f)(1) 

In addition to any persons with relevant knowledge listed in Complainant’s Information 

Designation, Verizon believes the following persons have knowledge relevant to the matters 

raised by the Formal Complaint or Answer in this proceeding: 

1. Name: Daniel P. Lawson 

Address: Verizon, 2400 N. Glenville, Richardson, TX 75082 

Position: Managing Director – Global Presales Solutions 

Description of facts with this person’s knowledge:  Technical configuration and set-

up, location information issues, and services provided to Farmers Bank 

 

2. Name: Cara E. White 

Address: Verizon, 6415-6455 Business Center Drive, Highlands Ranch CO 80130 

Position: Managing Director – Medium Business 

Description of facts with this person’s knowledge:  Billing and service issues related 

to Farmers Bank’s accounts with Verizon 
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3. Name: William Stemm 

Address: 7701 E. Telecom Parkway, Temple Terrace, FL 33637 

Position: Client Architect Solutions 

Description of facts within this person’s knowledge:  Knowledge of account 

configuration, services provided, and location information issues 

 

4. Name: Michael Piccirillo 

Address: Verizon, 2201 Loudoun County Parkway, Ashburn, VA 20147 

Position: Sales Manager  

Description of facts within this person’s knowledge: Knowledge of Farmers Bank 

account and services 

 

5. Name: Robynne Ann McMillan 

Address: Verizon, 22001 Loudoun County Parkway, Ashburn, VA 20147 

Position: Managing Partner Medium Business 

Description of facts within this person’s knowledge:  Knowledge of Farmers Bank 

account and services 

 

6. Name: George L. Allen 

Address: 22001 Loudoun County Parkway, Ashburn, VA 20147 

Position: Corporate Inside Client Executive 

Description of facts within this person’s knowledge:  Knowledge of Farmers Bank 

account and services 

 

7. Name: Richard J. Holland, Jr. (Farmers Bank) 

Address: 50 E. Windsor Blvd, Windsor, VA 23487 

Position: Chairman of the Board and CEO – Farmers Bank 

Description of facts within this person’s knowledge:  Knowledge of Farmers Bank 

account and services 

 

8. Name: Bill N. Bailey (Farmers Bank) 

Address: 28319 South Hampton Parkway, Suite D, Courtland, VA 23837 

Position: Vice President and IT Manager – Farmers Bank 

Description of facts within this person’s knowledge:  Knowledge of Farmers Bank 

account and services 

 

9. Name: Amy A, Copeland (Farmers Bank) 

Address: 3100 Godwin Blvd, Suffolk, Virginia 23434 

Position: Executive Assistant and Project Coordinator – Farmers Bank 

Description of facts within this person’s knowledge:  Knowledge of Farmers Bank 

account and services 
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II. DESCRIPTION OF DOCUMENTS, DATA COMPLIATION, AND  

TANGIBLE THINGS IN THE DEFENDAN’TS POSSESSION, CUSTODY, OR 

CONTROL – 47 C.F.R. § 1.724(f)(2) 

 

In addition to any relevant documents identified by Complainant in its information 

designation, Verizon has attached to this document a chart showing documents, data 

compilations, and/or tangible things in Verizon’s possession, custody, or control that have 

relevance to the facts alleged in the Complaint.   

III. DESCRIPTION OF MANNER OF IDENTIFICATION OF PERSONS WITH 

KNOWLEDGE AND RELEVANT DOCUMENTS, DATA COMPLIATION 

AND TANGIBLE THINGS – 47 C.F.R. § 1.724(f)(3) 

 

Verizon identified persons with potentially relevant information and designated 

documents, data compilations, and tangible things relevant to this dispute as described below.   

Following receipt and review of the complaint, counsel for Verizon – including the 

undersigned – identified and contacted individuals within the relevant areas of Verizon who were 

potentially thought to have firsthand knowledge of facts relevant to the Complaint.  Counsel 

requested and/or these individuals identified persons with relevant knowledge and documents in 

their possession relevant to the allegations contained in the Complaint.   
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Oct. 14, 2016 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 
_______________________ 

Christopher M. Miller 

David L. Haga 

1320 N. Courthouse Road, 9
th

 Floor 

Arlington, VA 22201 

703-351-3065 

 

Attorneys for Verizon 
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DATE AUTHOR OR OTHER 

SOURCE/RECIPIENT 

PHYSICAL 

LOCATION 

DESCRIPTION 

OF 

RELEVANCE 

Oct. 13, 2016 Verizon Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit A 

Declaration of 

Daniel P. Lawson 

Oct. 13, 2016 Verizon Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit B  

Declaration of 

Cara E. White 

April 29, 2013  Verizon, Complainant Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 1 

Application for 

ISDN PRI services 

at Godwin Blvd. 

June 13, 2013 Verizon, Complainant Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 2 

Agreement for 

ISDN PRI service 

at Windsor Blvd. 

June 28, 2013 Verizon, Complainant Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 3 

Contract for VoIP 

service at Godwin 

Blvd. 

Nov. 20, 2015 Verizon, Complainant Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 4 

Email 

correspondence 

between Verizon 

and Farmers 

regarding refund. 

October 13, 

2016 

Verizon, Complainant Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 5 

Letter from 

Verizon informing 

Farmers Bank of 

credits that have 

been applied to its 

account. 

April 2015 – 

November 2015 

Verizon Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 6 

First page of 

Verizon monthly 

invoices from 

April to November 

2015 sent to 

Complainant at its 

Godwin Blvd. 

address. 

September 2015 Verizon, Complainant Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 7 

Sept. 2015 VoIP 

Agreement 

March 2016 Verizon, Complainant Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 8 

Amendment to 

Sept. 2015 VoIP 

Agreement 

May, 2015 – 

July, 2015 

Verizon Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 9 

Excerpt from 

account notes for 

Godwin Blvd. 

VoIP account from 

May to July 2015 
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May 4, 2015 Verizon, Complainant Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 10 

Letter to Farmers 

informing it of its 

overdue balance. 

June 1, 2015 Verizon, Complainant Attached to Answer as 

Exhibit 11 

Letter to Farmers 

informing it that its 

account was 

scheduled to be 

suspended for non-

payment. 

 



Before The 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20554 
 
 

__________________________________________ 
       ) 
Farmers Bank, Windsor, Virginia,   ) 
       ) 

Complainant     ) 
       ) Proceeding No. 16-211 
v.       ) Bureau Id No. EB-16-MD-002 
       ) 
Verizon Business Network Services Inc.   ) 
       ) 
and       ) 
       ) 
MCI Communications Services, Inc.  ) 
d/b/a Verizon Business Services,   ) 
       ) 

Defendants.     ) 
__________________________________________) 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SETTLEMENT DISCUSSIONS 

Pursuant to Section 1.724(h) of the Commission’s Rules (47 C.F.R. § 1.724(h)), Verizon 

Business Network Services Inc. and MCI Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Business 

Services (collectively, “Verizon”) hereby certify that they have, in good faith, discussed the 

possibility of settlement with the Complainant and attempted to resolve the matters in dispute.     

Farmers Bank filed its Formal Complaint (“Complaint”) on June 24, 2016.  As noted in 

Verizon’s Answer (at 5-7), the parties previously had discussed at least some of the issues raised 

by the Complaint, and Farmers Bank raised some of them in complaints submitted to the 

Virginia State Corporation Commission in October 2015.  In November 2015, Verizon provided 

Farmers Bank with a refund for certain amounts the bank had paid for certain services provided 

at its Godwin Blvd. branch.  The Complaint does not allege that Farmers Bank contacted 

Verizon to raise or discuss the possibility of a formal complaint between then and when it filed 
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the Complaint in this proceeding on June 24, 2016.  The Complaint does not contain a 

certification indicating that Farmers Bank sent a certified letter to Verizon outlining the 

allegations that form the basis of the complaint it anticipated filing with the Commission as 

contemplated by 47 C.F.R. § 1.721(a)(8).     

Upon receipt of the Complaint, Verizon contacted Farmers Bank to address the issues it 

raised and to discuss potential resolution of the case.  Working with Farmers Bank, Verizon 

coordinated onsite testing with the bank’s vendor and a third party equipment vendor that 

identified and successfully resolved the location information issue raised by the Complaint.  See 

Answer at 6.  Verizon also investigated and resolved the billing issues raised by the Complaint, 

stopping billing on and closing certain accounts, and has provided corresponding credits to fully 

resolve those issues.  Id.  That left certain monetary damages claims asserted by Complainant. 

The parties engaged in numerous phone calls and emails over a period of months and, 

ultimately, a face-to-face meeting on October 7, 2016 to discuss settlement, but were unable to 

reach a global resolution – including for the remaining monetary damages claims asserted by 

Complainant.  Nevertheless, without admitting liability and in an effort to narrow the issues 

before the Bureau, Verizon has provided credits to Farmers Bank to cover many of the damages 

claims asserted in the Complaint.  For the Bureau’s convenience, Appendix A to the Legal 

Analysis attached to the Answer lists all damages claims (or potential damages claims) Verizon 

could identify and denotes where Verizon has provided credit to resolve the corresponding claim.   



3 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

        
       Christopher M. Miller 

David L. Haga 
       1320 N. Courthouse Road, 9th Floor 
       Arlington, VA 22201 
       (703) 351-3065    
             
       Attorneys for Verizon 
 
October 14, 2016 

 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that, on this 14th day of October, 2016, I served a true and correct copy 

of the foregoing document to the following in the manner indicated below: 

Kelley C. Holland 
Stephen G. Test 
Williams Mullen, P.C. 
222 Central Park Avenue, Suite 1700 
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462 
kholland@williamsmullen.com 
stest@williamsmullen.com 
Via electronic mail 
 

Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street SW 
Room TW-A325 
Washington, DC 20554 
VIA ECFS 
 

Lisa Griffin 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
lisa.griffin@fcc.gov 
Via electronic mail and hand delivery 

Anthony DeLaurentis 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
anthony.delaurentis@fcc.gov   
Via electronic mail and hand delivery 
 

Sandra Gray-Fields 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
sandra.gray-fields@fcc.gov 
Via electronic mail and hand delivery 

 

 

  
 David Haga 
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