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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 20554 
 
In the Matter of 
 
Petition of Verizon New England for 
Forbearance Pursuant to  
47 U.S.C. § 160 in Rhode Island  

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
WC Docket No. 08-24 

 
VERIZON’S REPLY TO COMMENTS SUPPORTING MOTION TO DISMISS 

OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, DENY PETITION FOR FORBEARANCE  

Verizon demonstrated in its Opposition1 that the Motion To Dismiss or, in the 

Alternative, Deny Petition for Forbearance2 is baseless and should be rejected.  Verizon 

explained that whereas its prior petition covering the entire Providence MSA missed the 

Commission’s bright-line test by only a small margin, more current data show this test is 

easily satisfied in the Rhode Island portion of that MSA.  Rhode Island is served by a 

single cable company that offers telephone services throughout the state.  Verizon’s 

petition therefore covers only the Rhode Island portion of the MSA, includes updated 

information on the state of competition, and addresses various other issues the 

Commission raised with respect to certain data used in the previous petition.  As Verizon 

explained, there is no basis to the claims that the Commission has already decided the 

facts and issues raised here, or that Verizon’s petition should be treated as an untimely 

petition for reconsideration. 

                                                 
1 See Verizon’s Opposition to Motion To Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Deny Petition for 
Forbearance, WC Docket No. 08-24 (FCC filed Apr. 7, 2008) (“Verizon Opposition”). 
2 See Motion To Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Deny Petition for Forbearance, WC 
Docket No. 08-24 (FCC filed Mar. 17, 2008) (“Movants”). 
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Three parties filed comments in support of the Motion To Dismiss or, in the 

Alternative, Deny Petition for Forbearance.3  These commenters echo support for 

Movants’ baseless claim that Verizon is seeking to re-litigate the facts the Commission 

reviewed in denying Verizon’s prior petition.  But they ignore the fact that Verizon’s 

petition relies on new data, seeks relief for a different geographic area, and addresses 

other concerns the Commission previously identified.  The commenters, therefore, 

provide no support for the Motion To Dismiss, and, the Commission should reject it. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 See Comments of Cox Communications, Inc., WC Docket No. 08-24 (FCC filed Apr. 7, 
2008); Comments of COMPTEL in Support of Motion To Dismiss, WC Docket No. 08-
24 (FCC filed Apr. 7, 2008); Sprint Nextel Corporation’s Comments in Support of the 
Motion To Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Deny Verizon New England’s Petition for 
Forbearance in Rhode Island (FCC filed Apr. 7, 2008). 



CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth herein, the Commission should deny the Motion To

Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Deny Petition for Forbearance.

Michael E. Glover
OfCounsel

Dated: April 14, 2008
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Attorneys for Verizon
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