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REPLY COMMENTS OF BELL ATLANTIC

In their co...nts, petitioners acknowledge and "note with

pleasure" Bell Atlantic' SI recent 214 applications that include

service to "areas with a high minority and low income populations"

including parts of Washington, DC and Prince George's County,

Maryland. z Indeed, none of the initial comments offer any factual

support for the allegations in the petitions. 3 Instead, by raising

a wide range of broader universal service issues, many of which go
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beyond the scope of the petitions, the comments reinforce the need

to address these issues in a broader forum than proposed by

petitioners. As explained by Bell Atlantic, regardless of the

importance of the overall issues, it is inappropriate and

counterproductive to further burden the 214 application process in

lieu of a proceeding evaluating all aspects of the universal

service issue. 4

1. The Co..ent. 40 not relate to .pecific con.truction plan••

While the petitions raised serious charges relating to

specific 214 applications, none of the third party comments

elaborated on or corroborated these charges. Indeed, other than

petitioners' comments, the only discussion of the specific charges

was made by individual companies that thoroughly refuted claims of

electronic redlining. S In addition, the petitioners themselves

concede that they were not alleging intentional discrimination, and

acknowledge that Bell Atlantic's most recent 214 applications are

responsive to their original concerns. 6

4 PetitiolUJ for Relief and RulelllJ1cing, RM-S491, Opposition
of Bell Atlantic (filed July 12, 1994).

5 Petitions :Lor Relief and RuleJlUl1clng, RM-S491: Opposition
of Bell Atlantic at 2-5 (filed July 12, 1994); U.S. West Comments
at 6-S (filed June 2,1994); Ameritech's Opposition to Petition for
Relief and Petition for Rulemaking at 3-5 (filed July 12, 1994);
Opposition of GTE at 3-6 (filed July 12, 1994); Pacific Bell's
Opposition to Petition for Relief and Petition for Rulemaking at 2
S (filed July 12, 1994).

6 Petitions for Relief and RuleJllJ1cing, RM-S49~, Comments of
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2. I ••u•• r.l.~in9 ~o univer••l ••rvic••bould b••ddr••••d in •

broacler ooDt;at;.

Several comments atteapt to int.rject issues concerning the

definition and scope of universal service obligations. 7 These

comments fail to acknOWledge ongoing initiatives to expand the pace

and scope of deployment of new services. For example, Bell

Atlantic has proposed a streamlined 214 process that could expand

the speed of video dialtone deployment. I In the Commission's

review of the LEC price cap regulation, Bell Atlantic and others

have proposed reducing the productivity offset in exchange for a

commitment to targeted spending to facilities and areas approved by

the Commission. 9 This type of targeted spending would allow faster

deployment of a variety of information age services to schools and

hospitals.

Moreover, the comments largely ignore the difficult issue. of

delineating which services do, and do not qualify for universal

service obligations, as well as the financial arrangements required

to support universal service in areas that are uneconomical. In

7 Bee, e.g., Petjtjozw Lor S.ljeL and RuleJllJ1cjng, RM-8491:
Letter from E. Niel Ritchie, Dir.ctor of Administration, Institute
for AgriCUlture and Trade policy, to William F. Caton, Acting
secretary (JUly 7, 1994); Letter from R. Taylor Walsh, Executive
Director, CapAccess, to William F. Caton, Acting secretary (July
11, 1994).

I s.. AppliOlltion oL CJ.Nurapeake and PotOJUlC !'elepbone
C08pIIlJje. oL llaryland and VirgiDia, W-P-C 6912, Amendment at 4-5
(filed 6/16/94); Application oL Bell Atlantic telephone co_panies,
W-P-C 6966, Application at 1-2 (filed 6/16/94).

9 Price Cap .PerLoZ'IUIDce s.vi.., Lor I.oc2l .b'cbaDge Carriers,
CC Docket 94-1, Reply Comments of Bell Atlantic at 18-19 (filed
June 29, 1994).
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contrast, the comments of the New York Department of Public Service

were informed by their own regulatory experience and called for a

full proceeding examining the definitions of universal service, "as

we move towards a competitive local exchange market. 1110 While the

comments offer no consensus as to what, if any, additional services

the traditional universal service requirement should extend, there

appears to be no support for the idea that these important and

complex issues can be satisfactorily resolved through additional

regulatory hurdles in the Section 214 application process. 11

3. Bxtraneou. i.sue. rai.ed in the comments suqq.st the need for

a broader proceedinq.

A number of comments raise issues extraneous to the petitions.

Some, like a video dialtone franchise requirement,12 have already

been rejected by the Commission. 13 Others, like the need for a

mechanism to allow for low-fee or no-fee transmission of non-

10 Pet:it:iOnB for Relief and Ru1eJ1l1lcing, RM-8491, Letter from
William J. Cowan, General Counsel, New York State Department of
Public Service, to William F. Caton, Acting Secretary at 2 (July
11, 1994).

11 see, e.g., Pet:it:ions for Relief and Ru1eJall1cing, RM-8491,
Co..ents of the Pennsylvania Public utility Commission at 8 (filed
July 12, 1994) ("a continuing concern of the PaPUC has been the use
of the company specific S 214 process to resolve important
industry-wide issues").

12 see Pet:it:ions for Relief and Rul811U1king, RM-8491,
Co..ents of the Alliance for Communications Democracy, et: a1. at 15
(filed July 12, 1994).

13 2'e1ephone Co_pany-Cab1e 2'e1evision Cross-otmership Rules:
Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, First Report and Order,
Second Further Notice of Inquiry, 7 FCC Rcd 300, 324-28 (1991)
("Second R'O")i Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration, 7
FCC Rcd 5069 (1992).
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commercial PEG and public broadcast programming, 14 are already

before the Commission through proposals by Bell Atlantic and

others. 15 There re.ain a nuabar of issues, such as service to

rural co_unities16 and service that includes close captioned

programming,17 that go to the scope and nature of a universal

service requirement. Like the central issues raised by the

petitions, these issues should not be addressed in isolation, but

rather all the costs and benefits of any obligation should be

weighed and compared with other proposals in a proceeding

reflecting a broad co_unity of interests.

All parties can agree that, should it occur, the Commission

has the ability and the obligation to address instances of racial

discrimination in any service governed by the commission, including

14 Petiti()J'W for Relief IIl1d Rule.ll&king: Co_ents of the
Association of AlIerica's Public Television Stations at 2 (filed
July 12, 1994); coaaents of the Alliance for Co..unications
Democracy, et &1. at 10-11 (filed July 12, 1994).

IS see Application of !'.be Bell Atlantic telephone CCDlpIIllies,
WPC-6966 at 4-5 (filed June 16, 1994) (proposing "will-carry"
analog provision of over-the-air and PEG channels); ... alllO,
!'alaphone COJIpany-Cable !'alevision CrOlls-ownershJ.p Rules, CC Docket
No. 87-266, Rr Parte Submission of Bell Atlantic at 9-12 (filed
July 1, 1994).

16 !'alepbo.De Ccmpany-Cable !'alavision cross-ownership Rules,
Second R&O, 7 FCC Red at 5851-57.

17 see .Petitions for Relief and Ru18Jl&ki1J9, RM-8491,
Co..ents of the National captioning Institute, Inc. (filed July 12,
1994).
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video dialtone. II There is no baaia under existing rules, however,

to impose universal service obligations on new common carrier

services.

The Commission recently granted approval of the first

commercial video dialtone project. Bell Atlantic is hopeful that

this initial order will be followed by swift action on the many

remaining applications pending. It would be inappropriate to slow

video dialtone deployment by imposition of new burdens on the

application process in order to address issues that are more

appropriately and fUlly addreased elsewhere.

RespectfUlly sUbmitted,

The Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies
By Their Attorneys

Edward D. Young, III
Of Counsel

Dated: July 27, 1994

HIChael E. Glover
Edward Shakin

1710 H street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 392-1551

11 see 47 U.S.C. S 202(a). Thia obligation does not and
should not translate into burciensOIM reporting require..nta. For
example, mandating cenaua tract data in any 214 application for
video dialtone 908a beyond any atatutory requirement. It is
unnecessary for any broad evaluation of deployaent de.ographics as
evidenced by both the petitiona and the response of the compani.s
accused of redlininq. Moreover, auch a require.ent would lead to
"extended litigation and 'aicromanaging'" at a cost of further
delays in video dialtone deplOYment to anyone. see P8t1t1ons roc
RIIl1er and BIIlfMllllc1ng, RM-8491, Co...nts of Henry Geller and
Barbara O'Conner at 2 (filed July 11, 1994).
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing "Response of

Bell Atlantic to AT&T's Motion for a Waiver of section 1(0) of the

Decree" was served this 27th day of June 1994, by first class mail,

postage prepaid, on the parties on the attached list.

vJn~ f!-, 1:U<!.A:k>
~ry C. Tucker =>
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