April 15, 2005

VIA ECFS

Marlene Dortch
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554
Re:

Applications for Consent to Transfer of Control Filed by Verizon
Communications Inc. and MCI, Inc., WC Docket No. 05-75

Dear Ms. Dortch,
I am writing in response to XO Communications’ request to suspend the comment
schedule on the Verizon-MCI transaction in light of Qwest’s competing attempt to
acquire MCI.1 There is no basis for the Commission to take this extraordinary step.
Verizon and MCI have a binding final agreement that has been approved and
signed by both companies. MCI’s Board of Directors unanimously adopted this
agreement, and has recommended that MCI shareholders vote to approve it.2 As a result,
all interested parties have a definitive agreement and concrete set of facts on which to
comment. Under these circumstances, suspending the instant proceeding is not only
unnecessary, but also harmful and contrary to the Commission’s stated merger-review
policies.
Under established precedent, the possibility that Qwest might submit another
competing bid for MCI does not provide a basis for the Commission to suspend the
instant proceeding. Such an approach would make little sense, given that virtually every
transaction the Commission reviews is potentially subject to disruption from a competing
bidder until that transaction is closed. Thus, the Commission has previously approved
transactions between parties that had an existing agreement where there was speculation
of competing bids. For example, the Commission continued its review of the Qwest/US
West and Arch Communications/Paging Group mergers despite speculation of competing

1

See Letter from Jason R. Karp, Kelley Drye & Warren LLP, Counsel for XO
Communications, Inc., to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, WC Docket No. 05-75
(Apr. 12, 2005).
2
See Verizon Communications Inc., Form S-4 Registration Statement (SEC filed Apr.
12, 2005).

bids from Deutsche Telekom and Metrocall, respectively.3 The Commission also will
review transactions where there is no final merger agreement between the parties, but
instead competing tender offers from multiple firms. In this circumstance, it is the
Commission’s policy not to suspend consideration of one bidder’s proposal, simply
because another bidder has made a contrary proposal.4
XO’s only response is that it would be a “waste” of resources for the industry to
prepare comments “only to have them potentially rendered moot at the 11th hour.” But
this speculative concern hardly provides a basis for the Commission to deviate from its
past practices. In any event, any concerns about wasting resources are far outweighed by
the negative effect that suspending this proceeding could have. As the Commission has
recognized, a goal of the Commission’s merger-review process is to “use procedures
which promote strict governmental neutrality, favoring neither incumbents nor
challengers.”5 The Commission will accordingly “act expeditiously and avoid
unnecessary delay, because delay often favors one party in the contest for control.”6
Taking the unprecedented step of suspending this proceeding based on the possibility of
a competing bid from Qwest could easily be viewed as regulatory favoritism, which
would skew the market in favor of Qwest or another third-party, contrary to the
Commission’s stated goals. Moreover, suspending this proceeding could delay the close
of the Verizon-MCI transaction and thereby deprive the public of the benefits this
transaction will create.
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Finally, there is no merit to XO’s claim that there is “too much uncertainty . . . for
the industry to be able to meaningfully comment” on the current transaction. The
relevant question in this proceeding is whether the proposed transaction is in the public
interest, which does not turn on the ultimate price at which MCI sells. The financial
terms of the deal are accordingly irrelevant to the core issues that the parties are likely to
raise as part of the public interest inquiry. Indeed, XO fails to identify a single issue
raised by Verizon and MCI’s Public Interest Statement that is affected by the uncertainty
supposedly created by Qwest’s actions. And while XO raises the prospect that “the
acquirer itself may change,” for purposes of this proceeding the Commission is
“precluded by statute from considering” the merits of a competing bid from a third party
such as Qwest, and must look only at whether the current Verizon-MCI agreement
satisfies the public interest standard.7
For all these reasons, the Commission should reject XO’s request.
Sincerely,

Curtis Groves
MCI

cc:

Karen Zacharia
Verizon

Gail Cohen
Bill Dever
Gary Remondino
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