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Marlene Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
236 Massachusetts Avenue, NE 
Suite 110 
Washington, DC 20002 

Re: Errata to Application for Review 
 WC Docket No. 04-179 

 
Dear Ms. Dortch: 

On behalf the Verizon telephone companies, today we filed an Application for Review 
in the above-referenced proceeding.  The Application for Review and service list were 
inadvertently dated February 5, 2005, when it was, in fact, filed and served today, 
February 4, 2005, as evidenced by the attached ECFS confirmation sheet.  This filing 
corrects these inadvertent errors.      

Respectfully submitted, 

 

/S/ 

Eve Klindera Reed 

cc: Parties to the Proceeding  
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Before the 
Federal Communications Commission 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
 

 
In the Matter of 
 
Biennial Regulatory Review of Regulations 
Administered by the Wireline Competition 
Bureau 

 

 

WC Docket No. 04-179 

 

To: The Commission 

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW 

Pursuant to Section 1.115 of the Commission’s Rules, the Verizon telephone companies1 

hereby submit this Application for Review of the Staff Report of the Wireline Competition 

Bureau in the 2004 Biennial Regulatory Review.  See Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal 

Communications Commission, Biennial Regulatory Review 2004 Staff Report, DA 05-21 (rel. 

Jan. 5, 2005) (“WCB Staff Report”); see also Public Notice, Commission Staff Releases Reports 

on 2004 Biennial Review of Telecommunications Regulations, DA 05-24 (rel. Jan. 5, 2004) 

(“Public Notice”).  Full Commission review is necessary because the WCB Staff Report, which 

contains mere “recommendations” and expressly “does not reflect formal Commission opinions 

or binding determinations, WCB Staff Report, at 2 (¶¶ 1, 2) (emphasis added), fails to fulfill the 

Commission’s statutory obligation under Section 11 of the Communications Act to review each 

of its rules that apply to telecommunications carriers and to reach a “determination” as to 

whether such rules are “no longer necessary in the public interest,” 47 U.S.C. § 161(a).   

                                                 
1 The Verizon telephone companies (“Verizon”) are the local telephone companies affiliated with 
Verizon Communications Inc.  These companies are listed in Attachment A. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

In response to the Commission’s public notice initiating the “comprehensive 2004 

biennial review of telecommunications regulations,”2 Verizon identified with specificity a 

number of regulations that are “no longer necessary in the public interest as the result of 

meaningful economic competition” and are thus ripe for repeal or modification pursuant to the 

Commission’s biennial review mandate under Section 11 of the Communications Act.  47 U.S.C. 

§ 161; see Comments of the Verizon Telephone Companies, WC Docket No. 04-179 (filed July 

12, 2004); Reply Comments of Verizon, WC Docket No. 04-179 (filed Aug. 11, 2004). 3  Most 

significantly, Verizon demonstrated in its comments that the current regulatory regime that 

applies to telecommunications carriers, including the regulatory burdens under the TELRIC rules 

and those that apply to wireline broadband services under its Computer Rules and Title II of the 

Communications Act, simply does not work in today’s real-world environment.  These 

regulatory burdens were imposed on the assumption that the only way to achieve “competition” 

would be to rely on, or duplicate, LECs’ copper, wireline networks.  In recent years, however, 

intermodal and other competition has flourished in both the market for broadband services and 

the market for local telephone service, rendering moot the question of whether any justification 

ever existed for the broadband rules or the TELRIC regime.  What is more, rather than 

promoting competition, current regulations are undermining it by inhibiting investment by ILECs 

and their competitors alike.  As a result of the competitive developments that have occurred, 

Verizon demonstrated that the Commission should eliminate the regulatory burdens that apply to 

                                                 
2 Public Notice, The Commission Seeks Public Comment in the 2004 Biennial Review of 
Telecommunications Regulations, FCC 04-105, at 1 (rel. May 11, 2004). 
3 Verizon’s comments and reply comments in the underlying proceeding are attached as 
Attachment B to this Application for Review and are fully incorporated herein by reference. 
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wireline broadband services under its Computer Rules and Title II of the Communications Act 

and reform its TELRIC rules pursuant to its biennial review duties.   

On January 5, 2005, the staffs of the various bureaus released a joint public notice and a 

series of individual staff reports relating to the 2004 biennial review.  These documents purport 

to “fulfill the Commission’s statutory responsibility to identify current rules that should be 

modified or repealed” pursuant to Section 11.  Public Notice, at 2; see WCB Staff Report.   But 

the Staff Reports cannot fulfill that obligation, because they contain mere “recommendations” of 

the Staff and expressly state that they do not bind the Commission to take any action at all.  E.g., 

WCB Staff Report, at 2 (¶¶ 1, 2).  Moreover, with respect to the TELRIC issues raised by 

Verizon in its Comments, the WCB Staff Report is completely silent.  And, although it does 

“recommend” certain changes to other rules governing broadband, the WCB Staff Report states 

that the Commission should put off final decision as to whether changes to those rules are 

appropriate to proceedings that have been pending since before the last biennial review, a course 

of action that the Commission itself has previously admitted does not fulfill its statutory duty 

under Section 11.   

Review of the WCB Staff Report by the full Commission is thus warranted because the 

WCB Staff Report conflicts irreconcilably with Section 11 of the Communications Act, is 

inconsistent with the full Commission’s own prior statements regarding the proper scope of its 

biennial review duties, involves questions of law and policy that have never before been resolved 

by the Commission and thus are not properly the subject of action on delegated authority, and  

completely fails to address a number of the arguments that were contained in Verizon’s 

comments and reply comments in this proceeding.  See 47 C.F.R. §§ 1.115(b)(2)(i), (ii), (iv).  As 

a result of these myriad legal defects, Verizon requests that the Commission consider Verizon’s 
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arguments that the rules that apply to wireline broadband services and the TELRIC pricing rules 

are “no longer necessary in the public interest,” reach a definitive “determination” regarding the 

questions that Verizon raised in its comments as the Commission is required to do by Section 11, 

and take steps expeditiously to “repeal or modify any regulation it determines to be no longer 

necessary in the public interest.”           

II. THE WCB STAFF REPORT VIOLATES SECTION 11 OF THE 
COMMUNICATIONS ACT, IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE COMMISSION’S 
OWN STATEMENTS REGARDING ITS BIENNIAL REVIEW DUTIES, AND 
CONSTITUTES AN IMPROPER EXERCISE OF DELEGATED AUTHORITY. 

As Verizon explained in its comments below, the 1996 Act was primarily intended “to 

promote competition and reduce regulation.”  1996 Act, Preamble.  The federal courts, including 

the Supreme Court, as well as the Commission itself, have recognized the 1996 Act’s 

overarching goals of “reduc[ing] regulation”4 and “promot[ing] competition in the 

communications industry.”5  As part of the statute’s deregulatory program, Congress “directed 

the Commission to undertake biennial assessments of its rules to determine whether they should 

be repealed or modified.”6   Section 11 of the 1996 Act—entitled “[r]egulatory [r]eform”—

requires the Commission to review, on a biennial basis, its rules governing telecommunications 

                                                 
4 Reno v. ACLU, 521 U.S. 844, 857-58 (1997); see, e.g., 2000 Biennial Regulatory Review; 
Policy and Rules Concerning the International, Interexchange Marketplace, 15 FCC Rcd 20008, 
20010 (¶ 1) (2000). 
5 2002 Biennial Regulatory Review, 18 FCC Rcd 4726, 4727 (¶ 5) (2003) (“2002 Biennial 
Review Report”); see, e.g., United States Telecom Ass’n v. FCC, 359 F.3d 554, 561 (D.C. Cir. 
2004) (“USTA II”); see also Verizon Communications, Inc. v. FCC, 535 U.S. 467, 502-03 n.20 
(2002) (noting the “deregulatory and competitive purposes of the [1996] Act”); H.R. Conf. Rep. 
No. 104-458, at 113 (1996), reprinted in 1996 U.S.C.C.A.N. 124, 124 (explaining that the 
purpose of the Telecommunications Act is “to provide for a pro-competitive, deregulatory 
national policy framework designed to accelerate rapidly private sector deployment of advanced 
telecommunications and information technologies and services . . . by opening all 
telecommunications markets to competition”). 
6 Cellco P’shp v. FCC, 357 F.3d 88, 91 (D.C. Cir. 2004); see id. at 90 (noting Congress’ 
“deregulatory purpose” in enacting Section 11); Fox Television Stations, Inc. v. FCC, 280 F.3d 
1027, 1033, reh’g granted in part, 293 F.3d 537 (D.C. Cir. 2002) (Congress intended the 
biennial review to “continue the process of deregulation” that the 1996 Act commenced).  
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carriers and to determine whether any such rules are no longer necessary in the public interest as 

the result of meaningful economic competition.  47 U.S.C. § 161(a).  In evaluating particular 

regulations, the Commission must, as it has acknowledged and as the D.C. Circuit has affirmed, 

“reevaluate rules in light of current competitive market conditions.”  2002 Biennial Review 

Report, 18 FCC Rcd at 4735 (¶ 21); Cellco, 357 F.3d at 98.7  This obligation, as the D.C. Circuit 

has made clear, “extends beyond [the Commission’s] normal monitoring responsibilities.”  

Cellco, 357 F.3d at 99 (emphasis added).8  Under the statute, once the Commission determines 

that a rule is no longer necessary in the public interest based upon competitive developments, 

repeal or modification must follow.9   

A. The WCB Staff Report Cannot Constitute The Statutorily Required 
“Determination” And Was Not Properly Issued On Delegated Authority. 

Section 11 expressly requires “the Commission” to “determine whether any” of its rules 

applicable to telecommunications carriers are “no longer necessary in the public interest as the 
                                                 
7 See also 1998 Biennial Regulatory Review—Review of the Commission’s Broadcast Ownership 
Rules and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
15 FCC Rcd 11058, 11151 (2000) (Separate Statement of Commissioner Michael Powell) (“I 
start with the proposition that the rules are no longer necessary and demand that the Commission 
justify their continued validity.”) (emphases added). 
8 Even under the Commission’s “ordinary monitoring responsibilities,” id., it is required to 
“evaluate its policies over time to ascertain whether they work—that is, whether they actually 
produce the benefits the Commission originally predicted they would,” Bechtel v. FCC, 957 F.2d 
873, 881 (D.C. Cir. 1992); see, e.g., Am. Trucking Assocs., Inc. v. Atchison, 387 U.S. 397, 415-
16 (1967) (“Regulatory agencies do not establish rules of conduct to last forever; they are 
supposed, within the limits of the law and of fair and prudent administration, to adapt their rules 
and practices to the Nation’s needs in a volatile, changing economy.”); NBC v. United States, 
319 U.S. 190, 225 (1943) (the Commission cannot retain a rule if “time and changing 
circumstances reveal that the ‘public interest’ is not served by application of the Regulation[ ]”); 
Bechtel v. FCC, 10 F.3d 875, 880 (D.C. Cir. 1993) (“[t]he Commission’s necessarily wide 
latitude to make policy based upon predictive judgments deriving from its general expertise 
implies a correlative duty to evaluate its policies over time to ascertain whether they work—that 
is, whether they actually produce the benefits the Commission originally predicted they 
would.”). As Verizon pointed out in its comments, the rules that it proposed for repeal or 
modification are subject to repeal or modification under that basic requirement as well. 

9 See 47 U.S.C. § 161(b); see also Cellco, 357 F.3d at 94 (the 1996 Act mandates that the 
Commission identify rules that are no longer necessary “followed by their repeal or 
modification”). 
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result of meaningful economic competition.”  47 U.S.C. § 161(a)(1)-(2) (emphasis added).  

Relying on this statutory language, the Commission itself previously has acknowledged that it 

“need[s] to make the statutorily required determination about the continued need for [a] 

particular rule” as part of the biennial review.  2002 Biennial Review Report, 18 FCC Rcd at 

4729 (¶ 10) (emphasis in original).  Here, the WCB Staff Report does not purport to constitute a 

“determination” of “the Commission”—or, for that matter, even a “determination” of the 

Commission’s Staff—with respect to any of the rules raised in Verizon’s comments (or, indeed, 

a single rule within the scope of the biennial review).  Instead, the WCB Staff Report, by its very 

terms, contains the Staff’s mere “recommend[ation]s” to the Commission regarding whether its 

rules remain necessary, WCB Staff Report, at 2 (¶ 1), and expressly states that as a report 

containing “staff findings and recommendations,” it “does not reflect formal Commission 

opinions or binding determinations,” id. (¶ 2) (emphasis added).   A “recommendation” by the 

Staff that is explicitly “not” a “Commission . . . determination[]” simply cannot be the 

“determination” by “the Commission” that Section 11 requires.  The WCB Staff Report therefore 

fails to satisfy the statutory requirement that the Commission make a “determination” as to the 

continued necessity of its rules and conflicts with the full Commission’s own prior statements 

acknowledging that very statutory duty.  See 47 C.F.R. § 1.115(b)(2)(i).      

Even apart from its substance, there is no precedent or guideline under which the Staff, 

acting on delegated authority, could properly have resolved the issues raised in Verizon’s 

comments.  The Commission may only delegate authority to its Staff to resolve “matters which 

are minor or routine or settled in nature.”  47 C.F.R. § 0.5(c).10  Thus, the Wireline Competition 

Bureau is expressly prohibited from acting on matters that “present novel questions of law, fact 

                                                 
10 This rule also provides that Bureaus may act on issues “in which immediate action may be 
necessary.”  Id.  This provision is inapplicable to the instant case. 
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or policy that cannot be resolved under existing precedent and guidelines.”  Id. § 0.291(a)(2).  

The Commission, of course, has had pending for more than two years proceedings that are 

geared at addressing the issues relating to the appropriate classification and regulation of 

wireline broadband services that Verizon raised in its comments.11  But the Commission has yet 

to take any action at all in either proceeding, and has accordingly provided the staff with no 

guidance on these issues.  The question whether application of the Computer Rules and the other 

rules that apply to wireline broadband services remains necessary thus simply is not one that can 

“be resolved under existing precedent and guidelines” and is not properly the subject of action on 

delegated authority.  47 C.F.R. § 0.291(b)(2).  The full Commission’s review is thus warranted 

for this reason as well.  See id. § 1.115(b)(2)(ii).12      

B. The WCB Staff Report Impermissibly Defers The Commission’s Biennial 
Review Duties To Pending Proceedings. 

As just noted, Section 11 expressly requires the Commission to make a “determination” 

as to whether its rules remain necessary in the public interest.  Previously, the Commission had 

explicitly rejected the suggestion that it could comply with this requirement by simply deferring 

action to pending rulemaking proceedings.  Specifically, the Commission stated: 

[Several commenters] contend that many of the issues raised by commenters are 
already pending in other dockets and thus are inappropriate for inclusion in the 

                                                 
11 See generally Appropriate Framework for Broadband Access to the Internet over Wireline 
Facilities, 17 FCC Rcd 3019 (2002) (comment period closed July 1, 2002); Review of Regulatory 
Requirements for Incumbent LEC Broadband Telecommunications Services, 16 FCC Rcd 22745 
(2001) (comment period closed April 22, 2002).   
12 Verizon does not contend that the Commission may not delegate to its Staff the task of 
reviewing rules that are within the scope of the biennial review, nor that the Commission may 
not instruct its staff to make recommendations regarding which rules are no longer necessary in 
the public interest, provided that the Commission reviews the Staff’s analysis and 
recommendations and makes the statutorily required determinations within the biennial year.  In 
this case, however, the Commission itself has taken no action at all in the 2004 biennial review, 
and has thus failed to satisfy its statutory obligations and allowed the Staff to exercise authority 
not properly delegated to it. 
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biennial review.  While we recognize the practical nature of this suggestion, we 
conclude as a legal matter that the statute does not contemplate any such 
exemption. . . . [I]f a rule applies to the operations or activities of 
telecommunications service providers and was promulgated under the 
Communications Act, it is within the scope of our Section 11 review.  This is true 
regardless of whether it is also the subject of a pending rulemaking proceeding.  
Even in that case, the Commission would still have to make the statutorily 
required determination about the continued need for the particular rule. 

2002 Biennial Review Report, 18 FCC Rcd at 4729 (¶ 10).  The WCB Staff Report, however, in 

action flatly inconsistent with the Commission’s express statement, recommends that the 

question whether a number of rules are no longer necessary in the public interest be definitively 

“resol[ved]” in pending proceedings outside of the biennial review.  WCB Staff Report, at 10 (¶ 

22).13  This approach is fundamentally at odds with the Commission’s own acknowledgment that 

a “determination” must be made in the biennial review—rather than in other pending 

proceedings—and cannot be sustained.  See 47 C.F.R. § 1.115(b)(2)(i).     

C. The Commission Has Violated Section 11’s Temporal Requirements. 

The plain language of Section 11 requires the Commission to review its rules and to 

make the statutorily required determination “in every even-numbered year.”  47 U.S.C. § 161(a).  

Both the D.C. Circuit and the Commission itself have found that the “determination[] (that 

certain rules are no longer in the public interest) . . . must occur within a specified time period, 

i.e., every even-numbered year.”  Cellco, 357 F.3d at 100 (quoting 2000 Biennial Review Report, 

16 FCC Rcd 1207, 1213 (¶ 13) (2001)); 2002 Biennial Review Report, 18 FCC Rcd at 4739 

(¶ 33).  Here, although we are well into the First Quarter of 2005, the Commission has not, as 

noted above, yet made the statutorily required determinations, although they were supposed to 
                                                 
13 See id. at 29 (stating that issues relating to Part 51 of the Commission’s rules, pertaining to 
broadband unbundling requirements, should be resolved in the Order on Remand in the Triennial 
Review Proceeding, and that issues relating to Part 51’s equal access and nondiscrimination 
requirements should be resolve din the Equal Access Notice of Inquiry Proceeding); id. at 54 
(stating that issues relating to Part 64, subpart G, which contain the Computer Rules, should be 
resolved in the Computer Inquiry Further Notice and other related pending proceedings).   
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occur during 2004.  There is no indication, moreover, as to when, if ever, the Commission will 

actually make the determinations that it was required to make last year.   

In addition, although the D.C. Circuit has held that the Commission need not complete 

the steps to “repeal or modify” all rules found to be no longer necessary in the public interest 

through the biennial review during the biennial year, the Court did not find that the Commission 

was free to put off that task forever.  To the contrary, the D.C. Circuit has affirmed that the 

biennial review imposes an obligation on the Commission to take action to eliminate or relax 

regulations found no longer to be necessary within a “reasonable time.”  Cellco, 357 F.3d at 101.  

Here, as the WCB Staff Report itself acknowledges, many of the rules that it identifies as ripe for 

repeal or modification were similarly identified in the 2002 biennial review and, even at that time 

had long been the subject of pending rulemaking proceedings.14  It is simply not “reasonable” for 

the Commission to sit idly by without taking any action at all to remove regulatory burdens that 

the Staff has now twice recommended be eliminated.  See Transcript of Proceedings, Cellco 

P’shp v. FCC, No. 02-1262 (D.C. Cir. Dec. 15, 2003), at 13 (Judge Garland stating that “if this 

went over to the next biennial, that is, if the whole process went over, that would be 

administrative action unreasonably delayed under the APA”).15     

                                                 
14 See, e.g., WCB Report, at 10 n.51 (¶ 22 n.51) (“We note that the staff also recommended 
elimination of several outdated rule sections in the 2002 Updated Staff Report, and we renew 
those recommendations to the extent they have not already been eliminated.”); id. at 54 (noting 
that, in the 2002 Staff Report, the Computer Rules were identified as rules that “may be no 
longer necessary in the public interest” and stating that the staff “continues to recommend” that 
they therefore be modified); see also Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal Communications 
Commission, Biennial Regulatory Review 2002, 18 FCC Rcd 4622, 4693-94 (2002).   
15 Even apart from the Commission’s biennial review obligations, the retention of rules that have 
been shown to be no longer in the public interest, and in many cases rules that are causing 
affirmative harm, cannot be justified as a pure matter of administrative law.  See supra n.8.  
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III. THE STAFF REPORTS DO NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESS THE ISSUES 
RAISED IN VERIZON’S COMMENTS. 

Verizon demonstrated in its comments and reply comments that the robust intermodal 

competition that is present in the broadband market has eliminated any justification for 

continuing to subject the Bell companies to the Computer Rules with respect to their broadband 

offerings and that, quite the contrary, continued application of these rules to broadband services 

is causing affirmative competitive harm.  Verizon Comments at 20-24; Verizon Reply Comments 

at 5; see generally 47 C.F.R. Part 64, subpart G.  Verizon also demonstrated that the competitive 

developments in the broadband market render it appropriate for the Commission to modify or 

forbear from the regulations that currently apply Title II retail requirements to wireline 

broadband offerings.  See Verizon Comments at 15-20; Verizon Reply Comments at 5.  In 

addition, Verizon demonstrated in its comments and reply comments that competitive 

developments in the local telephone market have eliminated any possible rationale for TELRIC 

prices or economic rate regulation.  See Verizon Comments at 24-37; Verizon Reply Comments at 

5-9; see generally 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.501-51.515.   

Rather than addressing Verizon’s arguments, which were accompanied by detailed 

market analysis demonstrating the dramatic increase in broadband competition, the WCB Staff 

Report simply brushes them aside.  Although the WCB Staff Report acknowledges that the 

presence of competition “may” have rendered certain parts of the regulatory regime that applies 

to wireline broadband services no longer necessary, WCB Staff Report, at 54, that recognition 

rings hollow because of the Staff’s further recommendation that the Commission put off any 

definitive conclusion on this issue to proceedings that have long been pending.  Under well-

settled principles of administrative law, the Staff was required to provide a reasoned factual and 

legal basis for its decision.  This includes some substantive response to significant issues that lie 
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within the scope of the issue as defined by the agency itself.  See Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n v. 

State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43 (1983).     

With respect to the TELRIC rules, the WCB Staff Report is completely silent.  But the 

biennial review requires consideration of all rules applicable to telecommunications carriers and 

the services they provide.  See 47 U.S.C. § 161.  And, even apart from the Commission’s 

biennial review obligations, it is an elementary principle of administrative law that an agency 

cannot ignore significant comments advanced in the course of a proceeding.  See, e.g., State 

Farm, 463 U.S. at 43, 50-51 (failure to respond to commenters’ arguments renders agency 

decision arbitrary and capricious); Darrell Andrews Trucking, Inc. v. Fed. Motor Carrier Safety 

Admin., 296 F.3d 1120, 1134-35 (D.C. Cir. 2002) (“substantial” argument “requires an answer 

from the agency”); Iowa v. FCC, 218 F.3d 756, 759 (D.C. Cir. 2000) (“[T]he Commission’s 

failure to address [commenters’] arguments requires that [the Court] remand this matter for the 

Commission’s further consideration.”).  The Staff’s failure adequately to address Verizon’s 

comments constitutes a prejudicial procedural error that warrants full Commission review.  See 

47 C.F.R. § 1.115(b)(iv). 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The full Commission should consider Verizon’s arguments that the rules that apply to 

wireline broadband services and the TELRIC pricing rules are “no longer necessary in the public 

interest” to reach a definitive “determination” regarding the questions that Verizon raised in its 

comments, and take steps expeditiously to “repeal or modify” those rules as “no longer necessary 

in the public interest.”         
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 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
_______/S/___________ 

Michael E. Glover 
Edward Shakin 
Ann H. Rakestraw 
Verizon 
1515 North Court House Road 
Suite 500 
Arlington, VA 22201 
703.351.3174  

 

Andrew G. McBride 
Eve Klindera Reed 
Wiley Rein & Fielding LLP 
1776 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

THE VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 
 
The Verizon telephone companies are the local exchange carriers affiliated with Verizon 

Communications Inc.  These are: 

Contel of the South, Inc. d/b/a Verizon Mid-States 
GTE Southwest Incorporated d/b/a Verizon Southwest 
The Micronesian Telecommunications Corporation 
Verizon California Inc. 
Verizon Delaware Inc. 
Verizon Florida Inc. 
Verizon Hawaii Inc. 
Verizon Maryland Inc. 
Verizon New England Inc. 
Verizon New Jersey Inc. 
Verizon New York Inc. 
Verizon North Inc. 
Verizon Northwest Inc. 
Verizon Pennsylvania Inc. 
Verizon South Inc. 
Verizon Virginia Inc. 
Verizon Washington, DC Inc. 
Verizon West Coast Inc. 
Verizon West Virginia Inc. 

 



 

 

ATTACHMENT B 

COMMENTS AND REPLY COMMENTS OF VERIZON

























































































































































































































































































































































































 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Eve Klindera Reed, hereby certify that on February 4, 2005, I caused a copy of the 

foregoing Application for Review to be mailed via first-class postage prepaid mail to the 

following: 

 
Terri L. Hoskins 
1401 I Street, N.W.  
Suite 400  
Washington, DC 20005   
Counsel for SBC 

J. Phillip Carver 
Suite 4300  
675 W. Peachtree Street, NE  
Atlanta, GA 30375–0001 
Counsel for BellSouth Corporation 
 

Peter H. Jacoby 
One AT&T Way  
Room 3A251  
Bedminster, NJ 07921   
Counsel for AT&T 

Michael T. McMenamin 
1401 H Street, NW  
Suite 600  
Washington, DC 20005–2164 
Counsel for the United States Telecom 
Association 
 

Bret Lawson 
1500 SW Arrowhead Road   
Topeka, KS 66604–4027 
Counsel for Kansas Corporation 
Commission 
 

Peter Radizeski 
4218 Autumn Leaves Drive   
Tampa, FL 33624   
Pro se 

Robert F. Sanders 
8832 Adams Road  
Keithville, LA 71047–9150 
Pro se 

Meredith Fane 
1929 5th Place   
Kirkland, WA 98033 
Pro se 

 

 

       _________/S/____________ 
           Eve Klindera Reed 


