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April 23, 2003 

 
 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 - 12th Street, S.W. 
Room TW-A325 
Washington, D.C.  20554 

Re: Notice of Ex Parte Presentation – CC Docket No. 01-92 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

This is to inform you that, on April 22, 2003, Charon Harris, Regulatory Counsel, and the 
undersigned, on behalf of Verizon Wireless, met with William Maher, Chief, Jane Jackson, 
Associate Chief, and Joshua Swift, Legal Counsel, Wireline Competition Bureau.  This meeting 
was a continuation of our meeting of April 11, 20031 discussing CMRS interconnection issues in 
the above-referenced docket. 

Verizon Wireless elaborated on its argument that the Commission should grant Sprint’s 
petition for declaratory ruling and clarify that all carriers must load into their switches the rating 
and routing points provided by the carrier to which NANPA has granted the numbers.2  Verizon 
Wireless pointed out that wireless carriers’ ability to obtain numbers in the rural portions of their 
service territory is crucial to their ability to provide service there, and that direct interconnection 

                                                 
1  Letter from L. Charles Keller, counsel to Verizon Wireless, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, 

FCC, CC Docket 01-92 (filed April 14, 2003). 

2  Comment Sought on Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding the Rating and 
Routing of Traffic By ILECs, Public Notice, 17 FCC Rcd 13859 (2002).   
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with rural ILECs’ end-office switches frequently is uneconomic given the volume of traffic 
exchanged.  We stated that whether tandem operators have a duty to provide transiting services is 
not pivotal to the case; rather, the Commission merely must resolve carriers’ obligation to load 
numbers as directed. 

Verizon Wireless also urged the Commission to grant US LEC’s petition upholding 
CLECs’ rights to assess access charges for access services jointly provided with CMRS carriers.3  
The joint biling for such services is specifically sanctioned by industry agreement per the Open 
Billing Forum (“OBF”) of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (“ATIS”) in 
its Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (“MECAB”) document.4 

Finally, Verizon Wireless observed that, while the approach to local reciprocal 
compensation issues discussed above are the best solutions presently available to these problems, 
the best long-term solution is probably the adoption of a bill-and-keep system, such as the 
SYBAK system proposed by Verizon Wireless and Verizon Communications in this docket.5   

Respectfully submitted, 

WILKINSON BARKER KNAUER, LLP 

By:     /s/    
L. Charles Keller 

Attachments 
 
cc: William Maher 
 Jane Jackson 
 Joshua Swift 
 Charon Harris 
 

                                                 
3  See Comment Sought on Petitions for Declaratory Ruling Regarding Inter-carrier 

Compensation for Wireless Traffic, Public Notice, 17 FCC Rcd 19046 (2002). 

4  ATIS MECAB document attached as Exhibit 1. 

5  See Verizon/Verizon Wireless SYBAK Proposal, chart attached as Exhibit 2. 


















