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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
 
In the Matter of 
 
Petition of the Verizon Telephone Companies 
For Forbearance Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 
§160(c) in the Boston, New York City, 
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Providence and 
Virginia Beach Metropolitan Statistical Areas

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

   ) 

 
 

WC Docket No. 06-172 
DA 07-277 
 
 
 
 

 
NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 

REPLY COMMENTS 
 

The National Telecommunications Cooperative Association (NTCA)1 files its reply to 

those initial comments filed March 5, 2007, regarding the Federal Communications 

Commission’s (Commission’s or FCC’s) Public Notice2 and Verizon’s six September 6, 2006 

forbearance petitions (Verizon Petitions) covering the Boston, New York City, Philadelphia, 

Pittsburgh, Providence, and Virginia Beach Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs).   

The commenters in this docket displayed a near-universal opposition to the Verizon 

Petitions.  Unless Verizon’s Petitions meets the Commission’s Section 251 forbearance standards 

 
1 NTCA is the premier industry association representing rural telecommunications providers.  Established in 1954 
by eight rural telephone companies, today NTCA represents 575 rural rate-of-return regulated incumbent local 
exchange carriers (ILECs).  All of its members are full service local exchange carriers, and many members provide 
wireless, cable, Internet, satellite and long distance services to their communities.  Each member is a “rural 
telephone company” as defined in the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (Act).  NTCA members are 
dedicated to providing competitive modern telecommunications services and ensuring the economic future of their 
rural communities. 

2 Wireline Competition Bureau Grants Extension of Time to File Comments On Verizon’s Petitions For 
Forbearance In The Boston, New York, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and Virginia Beach Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas, WC Docket No. 06-172, Public Notice (filed Jan. 26, 2007) (Public Notice). 
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at the wire center level, the Commission should reject them.3  Several commenters echoed 

NTCA’s specific concern that Verizon was using an MSA-wide view, rather than a wire-center 

approach, to determine the sufficiency of competition to replace Commission oversight.  NTCA 

was joined by several carriers in expressing hesitation over Verizon’s request for regulatory 

freedom concerning wholesale and special access services, upon which NTCA’s rural providers 

depend to serve their customers within the six Verizon MSAs.  The Commission should heed 

these warnings and should reject unsupported Petitions; in the alternative, the Commission 

should tailor any forbearance authority to match only those wire centers and only those markets 

that meet the Commission’s forbearance standards.  The Commission should also provide an 

adequate transition time for implementation. 

I. Commenters Opposed The Petitions and Agreed That A Granular Analysis Is Best. 

The Verizon MSAs contain rural areas and rural consumers served by rural ILECs.4  The 

Commission can best meet the needs of rural carriers and their customers who live and serve in 

the six Verizon MSAs by using a granular, wire-center approach to its analysis of the Verizon 

Petitions.  Commenters have overwhelmingly opposed Verizon’s Petitions for a variety of 

reasons, including: 1) Verizon inappropriately used proprietary E911 data to support its claim;5 

2) Verizon did not accurately define the relevant geographic or product markets;6 3) Verizon 

 
3 NTCA Comment, p. 5.  NTCA affirms its positions stated in its initial comments.  Silence on any positions or 
proposals raised by parties in this proceeding connotes neither agreement nor disagreement by NTCA with their 
positions or proposals. 

4 Sprint Nextel Comment, p. 9. 

5 Broadview Comment, p. 10; Cox Comment, p. i; Pennsylvania PUC Comment, p. 23; Sprint Nextel Comment, p. 
4; Sprint Nextel Comment, p. 12. 

6 Broadview Comment, pp. 21-22; Telecom Investors Comment, p. 20.  
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incorrectly asserts that intermodal competition (including its own wireless affiliate) is a sufficient 

substitute for wireline services;7 and 4) forbearance is not in the public interest.8  Others argued 

that granting forbearance regarding wholesale services will harm consumers and competitive 

challengers.9   Still others contended that the Commission must act on the Petitions to provide 

guidance for future forbearance petitions10 and that Verizon has exaggerated the level of 

competition.11 

Several commenters echoed NTCA’s objections to Verizon’s requests because Verizon 

used an overly expansive approach to analyzing competition in the mass markets and enterprise 

markets.12  The Commission should refrain from using an MSA-wide analysis and should, 

instead, focus on the amount of competition at the wire center level.  This approach will better 

protect rural consumers and the ability of rural ILECs to compete in the retail broadband services 

marketplace.   

 

 
7 ACN, et al. Comment, p. 27; Comptel Comment, p. 34; Cox Comment, p. 18; Monmouth Telephone & Telegraph 
Comment, p. 10; NASUCA, et al. Comment, p. 43; New York City Comment, p. 2; City of Philadelphia Comment, 
pp. 16-17; Sprint Nextel Comment, p. 16; Telecom Investors Comment, p. ii. 

8 Monmouth Comment, p. 14; NASUCA et al. Comment, p. 31; City of Philadelphia Comment, p. 18. 

9 ACN, et al. Comment, p. 11; Broadview Comment, pp. 68, 73; Cavalier Comment, pp. 1-3; Cox Comment, p. iii; 
Earthlink Comment, pp. 12, 24; Integra Telecom Comment, p. 10; Monmouth Telephone & Telegraph Comment, p. 
2; NASUCA, et al. Comment, p. 16;  Pennsylvania PUC Comment, pp. 5, 8; City of Philadelphia Comment, pp. 5, 
19; Telecom Investors Comment, p. i. 

10 California PUC Comment, p. 4. 

11 Comcast Comment, p. 3; NCTA Comment, p. 5; City of Philadelphia Comment, p. 8. 

12 NTCA Comment, p. 4; ACN,  et al. Comment, p. 15; Comcast Comment, p. 5; Comptel Comment, p. 30; Cox 
Comment, p. i; Earthlink Comment, p. 50; Monmouth Telephone & Telegraph Comment, pp. 3, 5; NASUCA, et al. 
Comment, p. 39; NCTA Comment, p. 4; Pennsylvania PUC Comment, p. 21;  Sprint Nextel Comment, p. 11; Time 
Warner Telecom Comment, pp. 5, 8. 
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II. Rural Carriers Need Special Access Services To Reach The Internet. 

Rural carriers continue to rely on special access services from Verizon within the six 

MSAs.  Verizon’s Petitions target wholesale services and special access services in the list of 

services for forbearance.13  Rural carriers need special access services to provide their customers 

with the data, voice and video services they desire and to reach the Internet backbone.  As Sprint 

Nextel accurately noted, “Competitors must rely heavily on Verizon (wholesale) special access 

to serve (retail) enterprise customers.”14   ACN et al. asserted that Verizon’s special access 

services to not support forbearance.15  Verizon’s control over the special access services market 

merits rejection of its Petitions unless Verizon can satisfy the forbearance standards at the wire 

center level.   

Until the Commission completes its pending rulemakings on special access services,16 

Verizon’s ability to demonstrate that sufficient competition exists in the six MSAs to remove 

regulatory oversight is clouded.  Furthermore, special access service prices are restrained by the 

availability of unbundled Section 251(c)(3) loop and transport facilities.17  Granting Verizon 

forbearance authority for UNE loop and transport will encourage special access service prices to 

rise, which is not in the best interests of rural consumers and their providers.  The Commission, 

 
13 Pennsylvania PUC Comment, p. 16. 

14 Sprint Nextel Comment, p. 17. 

15 ACN, et al. Comment, p. 33; Time Warner Cable Comment, p. 13. 

16 Special Access Rates for Price Cap Local Exchange Carriers, WC Docket No. 05-25, Order and Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (2005); Performance Measurements and Standards for Interstate Special Access Services, CC 
Docket No. 01-321 (2001). 

17 Telecom Investors Comment, p. 4; Time Warner Telecom Comment, p. 6. 
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therefore, should deny Verizon’s forbearance requests as to special access services unless 

adequate competition exists at the wire center level. 

III. Conclusion 

The Commission should use a granular, wire-center approach to its analysis of Verizon’s 

Petitions, especially in reviewing Verizon’s assertions as to special access services in rural areas 

within the six Verizon MSAs.  Using such analysis tools may lead the Commission to conclude 

that all or part of Verizon’s Petitions should be rejected.  In the alternative, the Commission 

should tailor any forbearance authority to match only those wire centers and only those markets 

that meet the Commission’s Section 251 forbearance standards. The Commission should also 

provide an adequate transition time for implementation. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 

 NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS  
       COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 

 
        

By:  /s/ Daniel Mitchell  
             Daniel Mitchell 
 
By:  /s/ Karlen Reed 
             Karlen Reed 
 

              Its Attorneys 
 

     4121 Wilson Boulevard, 10th Floor 
     Arlington, VA 22203 
  (703) 351-2000  
 

April 18, 2007 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I, Adrienne Rolls, certify that a copy of the foregoing Reply Comments of the 

National Telecommunications Cooperative Association in WC Docket No. 06-172,  DA 

06-1869, was served on this 18th day of April 2007 by first-class, United States mail, 

postage prepaid, or via electronic mail to the following persons: 

Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW, Room 8-B201 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
Kevin.Martin@fcc.gov 
 
Commissioner Deborah Taylor Tate 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW, Room 8-A204 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
Deborah.Tate@fcc.gov 
 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW, Room 8-B115 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
Michael.Copps@fcc.gov 
 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW, Room 8-A302 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
Jonathan.Adelstein@fcc.gov 
 
Commissioner Robert M. McDowell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW, Room 8-C302 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
Robert.McDowell@fcc.gov 
 

Best Copy and Printing, Inc. 
445 12th Street, SW 
Room CY-B402 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
fcc@bcpiweb.com 
 
Janice M. Myles 
Federal Communications Commission 
Wireline Competition Bureau 
445 12th Street, SW, Suite 5-C327 
Washington, D.C. 20554 
janice.myles@fcc.gov 
 
Edward Shakin 
Sherry Ingram 
Verizon 
1515 North Court House Rd., Suite 500 
Arlington, VA 22201 
 
Evan T. Leo 
Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd, Evans  
    Figel, P.L.L.C. 
1615 M Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
 
Stephen T. Perkins 
CAVALIER TELEPHONE, LLC 
1319 Ingleside Road 
Norfolk, VA 23502-1914 
sperkins@cavtel.com 

mailto:Kevin.Martin@fcc.gov
mailto:Deborah.Tate@fcc.gov
mailto:Michael.Copps@fcc.gov
mailto:Jonathan.Adelstein@fcc.gov
mailto:Robert.McDowell@fcc.gov
mailto:fcc@bcpiweb.com
mailto:janice.myles@fcc.gov
mailto:sperkins@cavtel.com
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Mary C. Albert  
Assistant General Counsel  
COMPTEL  
900 17

th 
St. NW, Suite 400  

Washington, D.C. 20006 
 
Randolph Wu 
Helen Mickiewicz 
Jane Whang 
California PUC 
505 Van Ness Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
jjw@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Christopher Putala 
Paul Kenefick 
EARTHLINK, INC. 
575 7th Street NW, Suite 325 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
 
Mark J. O’Connor 
LAMPERT & O'CONNOR, P.C. 
1776 K Street NW, Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
 
John T. Nakahata 
Stephanie Weiner 
Justin Dillon 
HARRIS, WILTSHIRE & GRANNIS         

LLP 
1200 18th Street NW 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
 
Jay Nusbaum 
Integra Telecome, Inc. 
1201 NE Lloyd Blvd., Suite 500 
Portland, OR  97232 
 
Michael W. Fleming 
Edward S. Quill 
Williams Mullen 
8270 Greensboro Dr., Suite 700 
McLean, VA 22102 
 

K.C. Halm 
Christopher W. Savage 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP 
1919 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Suite 200 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
chrissavage@dwt.com 
kchalm@dwt.com 
 
Charles Acquard 
Consumer Advocate  
National Association of State Utility 
8380 Colesville Road, Suite 101 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
 
Gerald A. Norlander 
Executive Director 
Public Utility Law Project of NY, Inc. 
194 Washington Ave., Suite 420 
Albany, NY 12210 
 
Joel H. Cheskis 
Assistant Consumer Advocate 
PA Office of Consumer Advocate 
555 Walnut St., 5th Floor, Forum Place 
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923 
 
Meredith A. Hatfield 
Consumer Advocate 
State of New Hampshire 
Office of Consumer Advocate 
21 South Fruit St., Suite 18 
Concord, NH 03301 
 
Mary J. Healey, Consumer Counsel 
State of Connecticut 
Office of Consumer Counsel 
10 Franklin Square 
New Britain, CT 06051 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:jjw@cpuc.ca.gov
mailto:chrissavage@dwt.com
mailto:kchalm@dwt.com
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Chana S. Wilkerson 
Assistant People’s Counsel 
Office of People’s Counsel 
6 Saint Paul St., Suite 2102 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
 
Ronald K. Chen, Esquire 
Public Advocate State of New Jersey 
Seema M. Singh, Esquire 
Director Division of Rate Counsel 
Christopher J. White, Esquire 
Deputy Public Advocate 
31 Clinton St., 11th Floor 
Newark, NJ 07101 
 
Martha Coakley, Attorney General 
Jamie M. Tosches 
Joseph W. Rogers 
Assistant Attorneys General 
Utilities Division 
Office of Attorney General 
One Ashburton Place 
Boston, MA 02108 
 
C. Meade Browder Jr. 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 
Ashley C. Beuttel 
Assistant Attorney General 
Division of Consumer Counsel 
Virginia Office of Attorney General 
900 East Main St. 
Richmond, VA 23219 
 
Daniel L. Brenner, Esq. 
Steven F. Morris, Esq. 
NCTA 
25 Massachusetts Ave., NW, Suite 100 
Washington, D.C. 20001-1431 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mitchel Ahlbaum  
Deputy Commissioner and Gen. Counsel 
New York City Department of 
   Information Technology and         
   Telecommunications   
75 Park Place, 9th Floor  
New York, NY 10007 
 
Joseph K. Witmer, Esq. 
Assistant Counsel 
Pennsylvania PUC 
Commonwealth Keystone Building 
400 North St. 
Harrisburg, PA 17120 
joswitmer@state.pa.us 
 
Michael C. Athay 
Divisional Deputy City Solicitor 
Robert A. Sutton, Senior Attorney 
Jennifer Miller Kurzweg 
Assistant City Solicitor 
City of Philadelphia Law Department 
1515 Arch St., 17th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19102 
 
Vonya B. McCann 
John E. Benedict 
Sprint Nextel 
2001 Edmund Halley Dr., 2nd Floor 
Reston, VA 20191 
 
 
Andrew D. Lipman 
Russell M. Blau 
Harry N. Malone 
Joshua M. Bobeck 
Philip J. Macres 
BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN LLP 
Attorneys for Centennial Ventures 
Columbia Capital,   
M/C Venture Partners, 
Tennenbaum Capital Partners 
2020 K Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
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Thomas Jones 
Jonathan Lechter 
WILLKIE FARR & GALLAGHER LLP 
Attorneys for Time Warner Telecom,   
   Cbeyond and One Communications 
1875 K Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20006 
 
Melissa E. Newman 
Quest Corporation 
607 14th Street, NW, Suite 950 
Washington, DC 20005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

/s/ Adrienne L. Rolls 
     Adrienne L. Rolls 
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