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Verizon Florida’s “VGRIP” proposaI is in no sense a compromise as portrayed by 
Mr. D‘Amico, but instead would permit the Company to charge Global NAPs call 
origination fees that are expressly prohibited by the FCC’s intercarrier compensation 
rules. 2 

Verizon’s position on VNXX calls is discriminatory and anticompetitive in that the 
Company seeks to require that Global NAPs pay switched access charges for 
VNXX calls that physically terminate in a different local calling area, while 
pursuing its own product marketing strategies that effectively evade and avoid 
Verizon’s own access charge practices. 13 

While attempting to shut down ALEC competition in the market for dial-up ISP 
access services by imposing prohibitive access and transport charges on ALEC use 
of virtual NXX codes, Verizon has itself created a single “500” number statewide 
local calling mechanism for use by its own ISP affiliate, Verizon Online, and other 
ISPs under an arrangement that is not, as a practical matter, available to ALECs. 20 

Verizon’s opposition to an ALEC’s right to establish its own local calling areas and 
to utilize virtual NXX services is an attempt to deter competition in the local 
exchange market and thereby to protect its retail services from innovative offerings. 40 
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2 

3 Introduction 
4 

5 Q. Please state your name, position and business address. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

A. My name is Lee L. Selwyn; my business address is Two Center Plaza, Boston, 

Massachusetts 02108. I am President of Economics and Technology, Inc. (“ET,”). 

10 

11 

12 

13 A. Yes,Iam. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Q. Are you the same Lee L. Selwyn who submitted direct testimony in this proceeding on 

May 8,2002 on behalf of Global NAPS, Inc.? 

Q. What is the purpose of the additional testimony that you are offering at this time? 

A. This testimony responds to the direct testimony submitted by Verizon Florida Inc. 

(“Verizon Florida”) witness Pete D’Amico with respect to Issues 1 and 2 and Verizon 

19 Florida witness Terry Haynes with respect to Issues 3 and 4 as have been designated by 

20 

21 

the Commission for consideration in this proceeding. 

22 I would note at the outset, however, that my direct testimony anticipated and rebutted 

23 many of the arguments that Messrs. D’Amico and Haynes raise in their testimony. 

24 Accordingly, I will not repeat all of the discussion of these issues that I have already 
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submitted, but will attempt in this brief rebuttal testimony to elucidate the hndamental 

policy conflicts between the Verizon Florida and Global NAPs positions as 

demonstrated by the Verizon Florida witnesses’ direct testimony, 

Verizon Florida’s VGRIP” proposal is in no sense a compromise as portrayed by Mr. 
D’Amico, but instead would permit the Company to charge Global NAPs call 
origination fees that are expressly prohibited by the FCC’s intercarrier compensation 
rules. 

Q. Mr. D’Amico contends that if Global NAPs was permitted to establish a single POI in 

the LATA without paying for the transport of Verizon Florida originated calls beyond 

the local calling area boundary to the POI, Global NAPs would not be constrained to 

make efficient network design choices and Verizon Florida “would unfairly be forced to 

subsidize GNAPs’ costs of interconnection as well as their network design choices.”’ 

Do you agree with that assessment? 

A. No. The Commission should not lose sight of the fact that Global NAPs is a new entrant 

to the Florida local exchange market, competing against Verizon Florida, an incumbent 

LEC, that controls essentially all of the potential customer base and virtually all of the 

existing local exchange facilities within its service territory. As the recent rash of ALEC 

bankruptcies throughout the US has confirmed, any ALEC confronting this situation 

must operate as efficiently as possible in order to have a chance to survive. As I 

1, D’Aniico (Verizon) Direct Testimony, at 5 .  
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8 Q. 
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10 

explained in my Direct Testimony,’ the FCC established its ILEC-to-CLEC intercon- 

nection policies and rules hl ly  recognizing that basic asymmetry, and expressly granted 

CLECs the ability to select the most efficient points of interconnection with ILECs from 

the LECS’ perspective so as to partially offset the ILECs’ inherent advantages. Adop- 

tion of the VGRIP proposal would drastically curtail Global NAPs’ ability to make those 

choices and to compete with Verizon Florida. 

Mr. D’Amico contends that the VGRIP proposal would require Verizon Florida to incur 

“more than its share of the transport obligation, because its transport obligation would 

still exceed that normally associated with traffic within a local calling area.”3 Do you 

11 agree with that assessment? 

1 2 .  

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

A. No. As a threshold matter, I should explain that Global NAPs’ position is that the issue 

of financial responsibility for transport is essentially a legal matter. Counsel advises me 

that in his opinion, FCC rule 47 CFR 55 1 .703(b),4 which prohibits a LEC from charging 

another carrier for its originating traffic, precludes Verizon Florida from creation of the 

IP/POI fiction that results in charges to Global NAPS for transport on the Verizon 

2. Selwyn (Global NAPs) Direct Testimony, at 23-25. 

3. D’Amico (Verizon) Direct Testimony, at 11, lines 2-4. 

4. 47 CFR $51.703(b) reads as follows: “A LEC may not assess charges on any other 
telecommunications carrier for telecoinmunications traffic that originates on the LEC‘s 
network.” 
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Florida side of the POI for calls originated by Verizon Florida’s own cu~tomers .~  Thus, 

Verizon Florida entirely mischaracterizes this issue when it tries to portray it as a matter 

of fairness or equity. However, setting aside the legal basis for resolving this issue, 

VGRIP would not cause the Company to incur “more than its share” of those transport 

costs. With very few exceptions,6 LECs’ local calls are charged on a “sent-paid? basis, 

meaning that all costs and charges associated with completing the call - including all 

transport costs - are intended to be assessed on the originating caller and not, for 

example, on any interconnecting ~ a r r i e r . ~  The sent-paid paradigm has continued to 

apply even as ALECs have been permitted into the local service market and now 

exchange local traffic with ILECs. By proposing to charge Global NAPS to recover part 

of the costs of transporting the sent-paid local calls originated by Verizon Florida end 

users, Verizon Florida would be violating the sent-paid paradigm. 

5 .  Verizon Florida does not dispute that the transport for which it proposes to charge 
Global NAPs occurs on Verizon Florida’s side of the POI. prior to hand-@of its originating 
traffic to GlobaE NAPs. Consequently, those transport costs are part of the costs o f  
originating calls, not terminating them. Under VGRIP, Verizon Florida proposes to charge 
its unbundled transport interoffice rates to the terminating carrier (in this case, Global NAPs) 
for transport on the Company’s side of the designated POI. This would constitute the 
imposition of call origination charges, which counsel advises me are expressly prohibited by 
47 CFR $5  1.703(b). See also page 29 of my Direct Testimony on this issue. 

6. One exception that I have addressed in my Direct Testimony (pages 68 -71) is the 
500-number wide area service arrangement that Verizon offers in numerous other 
jurisdictions. 

7. The “sent-paid’’ approach is explained more fully at page 14 of the 
SelwydLundquist paper on intercarrier compensation provided in Attachment 6 to my Direct 
Testimony. 

4 

ST ECONOMICS AND 
- - TECHNOLOGY, INC. 



FL PSC 01 1666-TP LEE L. SELWYN 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
I 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

Q. Has the FCC affirmed that its prohibition of charging local call origination fees to 

another carrier applies in the context of the single POI rule? 

A. Yes, that is my understanding. In its Kansas/Oklahoma Section 271 Order, the FCC 

stated: 

Finally, we caution SWBT from taking what appears to be an expansive 
and out of context interpretation of findings we made in our SWBT Texas 
Order concerning its obligation to deliver traffic to a competitive LEC’s 
point of interconnection. In our SWBT Texas Order, we cited to SWBT’s 
interconnection agreement with MCI-WorldCom to support the proposition 
that SWBT provided carriers the option of a single point of interconnec- 
tion. We did not, however, consider the issue of how that choice of inter- 
connection would affect inter-carrier compensation arrangements. Nor did 
o w  decision to allow a single point of interconnection change an incum- 
bent LECk reciprocal compensatiorz obligations under our ctirrent rules. 
For example, these rules preclzide an incumbent LEC@om charging 
carriers for  local truflc that originates on the incumbent LEC‘s network. 
These rules also require that an incumbent LEC compensate the other 
carrier for transport and termination for local traffic that originates on the 
network faciIities of such other carrier. 

Q. Has the FCC had the occasion to appIy this understanding of its current rules in 

addressing Verizon’s contention that an ALEC is responsible for costs of transport on 

the ILEC’s side of the single point of interconnection where such transport extends 

beyond the local calling area of the XLEC’s customer? 

A. Yes, indeed it has. On July 17, 2002, the FCC’s Wireline Competition Bureau 

(“Bureau”) released a Memorandwn Opinion and Order that resolved certain disputed 

issues brought to the FCC for arbitration by AT&T, Cox, and WorldCom, after those 
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companies were unable to reach negotiated interconnection agreements with Verizon.’ 

This consolidated arbitration case (CC Docket Nos. 00-2 18, 00-249, and 00-25 1) was 

initiated when the Virginia State Corporation Commission (“Virginia Commission”) 

declined to arbitrate the carriers’ disputes under Section 252(c) of TA96, and the three 

CLECs petitioned the FCC to preempt the Virginia Commission’s authority under 

Section 252(e)(5).9 The FCC granted the carriers’ motion, and the two-prong proceed- 

ing commenced in January 200 1 . I o  The Wireline Competition Bureau notes in its July 

order that “[iln this proceeding, the Wireline Competition Bureau, acting through 

authority expressly delegated from the Commission, stands in the stead of the Virginia 

State Corporation Commission.”” Counsel advises me that this decision is final in the 

sense that it has taken effect, although the parties could appeal the Bureau’s Order to the 

Commission for its reconsideration. Subsequently, the parties filed conforming inter- 

connection agreements which were also approved by the FCC. 

In the FCC Virginia Arbitration Decision, the Bureau interpreted Section 25 1 (c)(2) of 

the Act, which grants CLECs the right to request interconnection at any technically 

8. FCC Virginia Arbitratioa Decision, at paras. 1-2. 

9. Id., at para. 6. 

10. Id., at para. 6. This proceeding is the first of two decisions to resolve the disputed 
te rm of interconnection between the carriers. The second decision will address cost-related 
issues requiring arbitration. Id., at para 5.  

1 1. Id. at para. 1, emphasis supplied. 
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1 feasible point on the incumbent's network, to mean that CLECs have the right to 

2 interconnect at a single point per LATA.'* Specifically, the Bureau declared that: 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

[tqnder the Commission 's rules, competitive LECs may request intercon- 
nection at any technically feasible point. This incltides the right to reqtiest 
u single point of interconnection in a LATA. The Commission's rules im- 
plementing the reciprocal compensation provisions in section 252(d)(2)(A) 
prevent any LEC from assessing charges on another telecommunications 
carrier for telecommunications traffic subject to reciprocal compensation 
that originates on the LEC's network. Furthermore, under these rules, to 
the extent an incumbent LEC delivers to the point of interconnection its 
own originating traffic that is subject to reciprocal compensation, the 
incumbent LEC is required to bear financial responsibility for that traffic. 
The interplay of these rules has raised questions about whether they lead to 
the deployment of inefficient or duplicative networks. The Commission is 
currently examining the interplay of these rules in a pending rulemaking 
proceeding. As the Commission recognized in that proceeding, incumbent 
LECs and competitive LECs have taken opposing views regarding applica- 
tion of the rules governing interconnection and reciprocal c~mpensation. '~ 

21 Thus, this decision confirms that, under the Commission's existing rules and 

22 interpretation of the Act, ALECs have the option to determine a single point of 

23 interconnection per LATA. 

24 

25 Q. Did the Bureau also address the issue of transport costs in the Virginia Arbitration 

26 Decision? 

27 

12. Id., at para. 52. 

13. Id., footnotes omitted, emphasis supplied. 
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Yes, clearly it did. As paragraph 52 demonstrates, the Bureau also determined 

unequivocally that the incumbent is responsible for the costs associated with trans- 

porting a call originating on its network to the ALEC’s POI. In doing so, the Bureau 

cited 47 CFR 5 1.703(b) as prohibiting LECs “ ... from charging any other carrier for 

traffic originating on that LEC’s network ...’,I4 Furthermore, the Bureau rejected 

Verizon’s proposal attempting to establish multiple interconnection points (“Ips”), 

separate from the ALEC’s POI, to serve as points at which the ALEC would become 

responsible for the costs associated with further transport on Verizon’s network.I5 Thus, 

the Bureau has clearly stated in the Virginia Arbitration Decision that carriers are 

responsible for the transport of their own traffic over their networks up to the POI(s) 

chosen by the ALEC. 

All of this supports the conclusion that ALECs are entitzed to designate one and only one 

location at any technically feasible point within a LATA as their POI for that LATA, 

and the JLEC is veqziired to transport traffic originated by its customers to be inter- 

changed with the ALEC between the ILEC’s end office switches and that POI, with the 

ALEC assuming the obligation to transport the traffic between the POI and the ALEC’s 

end office switches. Nowhere is there any provision, either in the statute ox in FCC 

rules, that would permit an ILEC to force interconnecting ALECs to establish a POI 

within each ILEC local calling area or to limit the ILEC’s obhgations with respect to 

reciprocal compensation to only those situations in which the POI is physically located 

14. Id., footnote 119, and para. 53, footnote 125. 

15. Id., at para. 53. 
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within the ILEC local calling area associated with the ILEC customer who originated the 

call. Furthermore, the respective transport obligations of the ILEC and the ALEC on 

either side of their POI must encompass financial responsibility for the associated costs 

of their transport as well as the physical transport activity itself. 

This conclusion is also reinforced by considering the larger context of the Act. As a 

policy matter, it is unquestionable that the overriding purpose of the Act is to encourage 

competition in the local exchange market. That purpose would be frustrated if the ILEC 

could directly or indirectly force ALECs to incur costs to, in effect, duplicate the ILEC’s 

ubiquitous legacy network. This anticompetitive result, however, is exactly what would 

occur if ALECs were forced to pick up traffic from the ILECs in multiple locations. It 

would also amount to the same thing, and have equally anticompetitive consequences, if 

the ILEC was able to shift financial responsibility for some or all of the transport costs 

incurred on its side of the POI to the ALEC, which is responsible for the transport that 

occurs on its side of the POI. 

Q. Has this Commission issued any nilings that are consistent with Global NAPS’ positions 

with respect to Issues 1 and 2? 

A. Yes. In this Commission’s generic proceeding on reciprocal compensation issues, it 

determined that ILECs are responsible for transporting their originating traffic to the 

9 
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ALEC’s single POI.’6 The Commission reasoned that because the ALEC also must bear 

the cost of transporting its originating traffic to the POI, the ILEC was not being placed 

at a disadvantage, and that requiring a terminating carrier to be held responsible for a 

portion of the transport costs of the originating carrier would “provide for asymmetrical 

recovery and, in addition, would appear to be contrary to 47 CFR 5 1.703(b), which 

prohibits a LEC from assessing charges on any other carrier for traffic originating on the 

LEC’s network.”” The Commission concluded that 

Based on the foregoing, we find that an originating carrier is precluded by 
FCC rules from charging a terminating carrier for the cost of transport, or 
for the facilities used to transport the originating carrier’s traffic, from its 
source to the point(s) of interconnection in the LATA. These rules require 
the originating carrier to compensate the terminating carrier for transport 
and termination of traffic through intercarrier compensation, l 8  

Q. Have any other state commissions determined that the ILEC is financially responsible 

for transport costs on its side of the single POI in each LATA? 

A. Yes. In its Order Resolving Arbhation Issues between Global NAPS and Verizon New 

York last year, the New York Public Service Commission rejected Verizon New York’s 

proposal (which was similar to Verizon Florida’s in this case) and determined that the 

16. hivesrigation intu the appropriate methods to compensate carriers for exchange of 
traffic subject to Section 251 of rhe Telecummzwications Act of 1996, Florida Public Service 
Coinmission Docket No. 000075-TP, Order No. PSC-02- 1248-FOF-TP, Issued September 
10,2002 (“Florida Reciprocal Compensation Order’?), at 25. 

17. Id., at 23-24. 

18. Id., at 24. 

10 
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PSC would retain the existing framework that makes each party responsible for the costs 

associated with the traffic that their respective customers originate until it reaches their 

point of interconnection. As explained in that order: 

As to the allocation of transport costs, we have previously considered and 
rejected proposals resembling VGRIP. Verizon has provided no convincing 
basis to treat cost allocation at this time and under these circumstances 
differently here than we have with respect to carriers offering voice as well 
as data service. As there is no legal or regulatory authority at this time 
requiring modification of the allocation of costs for transport to the point of 
interconnection, the GNAPs position is adopted. 

Verizon relies upon $252(d)( 1)  of the 1996 Act as requiring GNAPs to compensate 
it for additional costs associated with interconnection at points chosen by Global. 
As we have recently determined, the Verizon VGRIP proposal is a fundamental 
change, requiring the divergence of the physical point of interconnection from the 
financial point. Under this plan, GNAPs would pay to have traffic originated by 
Verizoii customers on Verizon’s network hauled to the physical point of 
interconnection. We rejected this proposal recently, while recognizing that Verizon 
raised a legitimate concern. We rejected the proposal on the basis that not only 
would the competitor “pay for the transport of traffic associated with virtual NXX 
calls, it would also pay for the transport of traffic associated with its facilities-based 
local exchange busine~s.”’~ 

The NYPSC also rejected claims that the Global NAPs arbitration presented a unique 

situation in that Global NAPS “appears to be overwhelmingly, if not entirely, a carrier 

for the provision of internet Mr. D’Ainico has implied in this case that 

19. Petition of Global NAPs, Inc., Ptimiant to Section 252(b) of the Telecornmiinications 
Act of f996, for Arbitration to Estublish an Intercarrier Agreement with Verizon New York 
Inc., NYPSC Case No. 02-C-0006, Order Resolving Arbitration Issues, May 24, 2002 
(“NYPSC Verizon-GNAPs Arbitration Order”), at 9. 

20. Id., at 9. 
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Global NAPs’ network architecture presents an extraordinary situation.” To the 

contrary, what is “extraordinary” is Mr. D’ Amico’s suggestion that a CLEC’s preferred 

network architecture or business plan should permit Verizon to avoid its interconnection 

obligations under the Act and FCC’s rules. The NYPSC supports this position, noting 

that: “Our orders establishing the framework for competition, recognize that CLEC 

networks would, in all likelihood, not mirror the incumbent’s.”” 

In its October 1,2002, the IlIinois Commerce Commission (“Illinois CC”) released its 

final decision in the Global NAPS-Verizon arbitration case, and held that: 

“Each party here should assume financial responsibility for transport on its 
side of any POI established for the exchange of telecommunications traffic. 
Accordingly, the final sentence of section 2.1.1 of the ‘Interconnection 
Attachment’ to the Global Revision should be included in the interconnec- 
tion agreement between the parties.”23 

16 

17 Q. Are you aware of any other recent decisions in Verizon arbitrations with Global NAPs in 

18 which a state regulatory commission also rejected Verizon’s position on Issues 1 and 2? 

19 

2 1. D’Amico (Verizon) Direct Testimony, at 8-10. 

22. NYPSC Verizon-GNAPs Arbitration Order, at 27. (Footnote omitted.) 

23. Petition for Arbitration Ptirsiiant to Section 252(b) of the Telecommzrnicatians Act of 
I996 to Establish an Interconnection Agreement with Verizon North, Inc., f/wn GTE North 
Incorporated und Verizon South he . ,  FMu GTE Soiith Incorporated. IIlinois Commerce 
Commission Arbitration Decision. Docket 02-0253. Order (“ Verizon Illinois Arbitration 
Decision”), at 11. 

12 
- - 

ECONOMICS AND 
= - - TECHNOLOGY, INC. 



FL PSC 0 1 1666-TP LEE L. SELWYN 

1 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

A. Yes. In its Verizon Illinois Arbitration Decision, the Illinois Commerce Commission 

(“Illinois CC”) held that: 

Moreover, the question is not whether Verizon’s proposal prohibits a single 
POI (it does not), but whether it imposes a penalty on that lawful option, 
thereby undermining it. 

The Commission finds that the VGRIP proposal is such a penalty. It is a 
direct response to Global’s single POI proposal and is explicitly intended to 
increase the cost of that proposal to Global . By choosing the single POI 
option, Global is doing what the Federal Act allows. The Congress couId 
have established a concomitant compensation scheme for the additional 
transport that a single POI necessitates, but did not do so. We will not 
second-guess the Congress on this point.’4 

Verizon’s position on VNXX calls is discriminatory and anticompetitive in that the 
Company seeks to require that Global NAPs pay switched access charges for VNXX 
calls that physically terminate in a different local calling area, while pursuing its own 
product marketing strategies that effectively evade and avoid Verizon’s own access 
charge practices. 

Q. What is your understanding of Verizon Florida’s position with respect to Global NAPs’ 

use of so-called virtual NXX codes? 

A. Mr. Haynes states that Verizon does not oppose Global NAPs’ use of virtual NXX 

codes, only that if the physical locations of the calling and called parties (e.g., the 

Verizon customer who originates the call and the Global NAPs customer who receives 

24. Id.,, at 10. 

13 
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19 

it) are not both within the same Verizon local calling area, then Global NAPs should be 

required to pay access charges to Verizon for such 

Is it feasible for Global NAPs to utilize virtual NXX codes under such conditions? 

No. As posited by Mr. Haynes, not only would Global NAPs not be compensated for its 

work in completing calls originated by Verizon customers, it would be forced to pay 

Verizon for the privilege of doing so. 

Does Verizon Florida’s demand that access charges be applied for calls placed by its 

customers to Global NAPs VNXX numbers also apply to ISP-bound traffic that is 

specifically addressed in the FCC’s ISP Remand Order?’6 

That is not clear; certainly Mr. Haynes does not distinguish between ISP-bound calling 

and other types of calk in his testimony. 

Does the FCC’s ISP Remand Order address the applicability of access charges on ISP- 

bound calls that extend beyond the TLEC’s local calling area? 

25. Haynes (Verizon Florida), at 4. 

26. In fhe Matter of Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecom- 
miinicutions Act of I996 and Intercarrier Compensution for  ISP-Bound Traflc, CC Docket 
Nos. 96-98 and 99-68, Order on Remand and Report and Order, FCC 0 1 - 13 1 (rel. April 27, 
200 1) (“ISP Remand Order ”). 
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1 A. Yes, and the imposition of access charges on such calls is expressly prohibited. At 

2 footnote 82 of the LSP Remand Order, the FCC states: 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
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11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

. .. Some have argued that ‘information access’ includes only certain specialized 
functions unique to the needs of enhanced service providers and does not 
include basic telecommunications links used to provide enhanced service 
providers with access to the LEC network. The MFJ definition of information 
access, however, includes the telecommunications links used for the ‘origina- 
tion, termination, [and] transmission’ of information services, and ‘where 
necessary, the provision of network signaling’ and other functions. Others 
have argued that the ‘information access’ definition engrafts a geographic 
limitation that renders this service category a subset of telephone exchange 
service. We reject that strained interpretation. Although it is true that ‘infor- 
mation access’ is necessarily initiated ‘in an exchange area,’ the MFJ definition 
states that the service is provided ‘in connection with the origination, termina- 
tion, transmission, switching, forwarding or routing of telecommunications 
traffic to or from the facilities of a provider of information services.’ Signifi- 
cantly, the definition does not hrther require that the transmission, once handed 
over to the information service provider, terminate within the same exchange 
area in which the information service provider first received the access traffic. 

22 (Emphasis in original, citations omitted.) Put simply, the FCC has determined that TSP- 

23 bound calls are interstate information access traffic, and has ruled that information 

24 access traffic is not subject to intrastate local calling areas or local/toll distinctions. 

25 Accordingly, all information access traffic is subject to the intercarrier coinpensation 

26 regime established by the FCC in the ISP Remand Order. 

27 

28 Q. Has this point been recognized by other state commissions? 
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A, Yes. On October 28,2002, the New Hampshire PUC issued an order in its generic 

Imestigation as to Whether Certain Calls are L o c d 7  in which it concluded (a) that the 

rating of ISP-bound calls as local has been preempted by the FCC in its ISP Remand 

Order, and that (b) one or more “Information Access NXX” (“IANXX”) codes should 

be established specifically and solely for use in connection with ISP-bound traffic that 

would be rated as local from all exchanges within New Hampshire. 

In sum, for purposes of inter-carrier compensation, the FCC found that ISP 
traffic is information access service and jurisdictionally interstate. In addi- 
tion, ISP traffic remains subject to the ESP exemption. Because the FCC 
determined that inter-carrier compensation for ISP-bound traffic is within 
its jurisdiction under 47 USCS $201, our consideration of the issues raised 
in this docket excludes any rulings regarding inter-carrier compensation for 
ISP-bound traffic.28 

We will deal with this ISP-bound data traffic in a manner that promotes the 
public interest by fostering competition in a non-discriminatory market- 
place. LECs wishing to carry information-access traffic outside of tradi- 
tional local calling areas without incurring toll charges for the end user 
shail do so by using specific NXX blocks which will have statewide 
extended area service (EAS). This practice will serve the public interest by 
separately identifying federal jurisdictional traffic and state jurisdictional 
traffic and by creating an unconstrained pathway to information access. 
The process we intend to implement, as described below, is within our 
authority to direct the manner in which our jurisdictional telephone utilities 
serve their customers. See RSA 374:26. Arguments to the contrary about 
our jurisdiction are irrelevant, as we do not rely upon the authority 
delegated by the FCC for numbering conservation actions and we do not 
attempt to exercise authority over ISPs. 

27. Investigution as to FVhetJier Certain Calls are Local, New Hampshire PUC Docket 
DT-OO-223, Independent Telephom Companies and Competitive Local Exchange Currier-s - 
Local Calling Areas, Docket DT-00-054, Final Order, No. 24,080, issued October 28,2002. 

28. Id., at 44-45. 
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We direct Staff to work with NANPA and the LECs to arrange for 
specified NXX blocks having statewide EAS, such service to be known as 
information access NXX (IANXX) service, that will be used only for infor- 
mation access traffic. All ISPs will be able to purchase IANXX service 
from any carrier. Carriers shall provide IANXX service only for informa- 
tion access traffic. Carriers shall obtain certification from their customers 
that such numbers will be used only for Internet-bound traffic. We will, as 
necessary, audit the carriers’ certifications, and, in the event of an investi- 
gation, a carrier must demonstrate that, to its knowledge, the IANXX 
service was used as intended.29 

12 The New Hampshire ruling substitutes a single LATA-wide “Information Access NXX” 

13 (“IANXX)’) code for the multiple VNXX codes that CLECs in that state had been using 

for purposes of achieving local rate treatment for ISP-bound calling. This was done for 14 

15 purposes of promoting number resource conservation, and is functionally the same as the 

16 use of multiple VNXX codes from the perspective of the calling party, the ALEC, and 

the ISP, The use of a “local from everywhere” NXX code for ISP access provides a 17 

18 competitively neutral result that is technically feasible (since Verizon has established 

19 such arrangements for inbound calls to wireless phones), consistent with the ISP 

Remand Order (by providing local call access to TSPs statewide), efficient in its use of 20 

21 numbering resources, and will assure the availability of Internet access on a local call 

basis in all parts of the state. This solution is clearly in the public interest, and should be 22 

adopted for Global NAPS in this arbitration and, more generally, for all LECs in the 23 

generic proceeding. 24 

25 ’ 

29. Id., at 53-54. 
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Furthermore, the in its Verizon Illinois Arbitration Decision, the Illinois Commerce 

Cornmission (“Illinois CC”) held that: 

Since we will not require either reciprocal compensation payments or 
access charges, the allocation of cost responsibility for virtuaI NXX traffic 
remains before us. In the Essex Telecom Order, the Commission 
instructed the parties “to adopt a bill-and-keep regime for FX-like calls 
between the two systems.” We will do the same here. Under bill-and-keep, 
which is authorized under the Federal Act, Verizon will retain its focal 
service revenues and Global will keep whatever it is able to charge for a 
virtual NXX. This arrangement is consistent with our determination, 
above, that each carrier will be responsible for its own transport to and 
from the parties’ POI. It is similarly consistent with the Commission’s 
directive in the Global-Ameritech Arbitration Order, at 15, that “each party 
should bear its own costs on its side of the POI: for FX and FX-like traffic.” 
As Verizon recognizes, it will incur no more additional cost for trans- 
porting a virtual NXX call to the POI than it does for transporting any 
other Global-bound local call to the POI, and we have already found that 
such additional cost will be trivial (footnotes o~nitted).~’ 

20 

21 Q. Is there any technical reason why a “local from everywhere” NXX code could not be 

22 established, as Global NAPs has requested? 

23 

24 A. There is no technicd reason why ALECs need inultiple NXX codes in order to provide a 

25 LATA-wide local call presence for their customers. In fact, for a number of years, 

26 Verizon has been providing LATA-wide locally-rated inbound calling interconnections 

27 to wireless carriers irrespective of the nominal rate center to which specific wireless 

28 NXX codes are assigned (see Attachment 1). That very same technique can be used for 

29 ALEC interconnections; were that done, ALECs such as Global NAPs would be able to 

30. Id., at 17. 
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1 offer their customers the same LATA-wide local presence that is presently accomplished 

2 by means of virtual NXX codes by instead utilizing a single LATA-wide code. At the 

3 present time, the use of virtual NXX codes is the only viable means by which Global 

4 NAPS has been able to compete with Verizon FX services and, in the case of ISP 

5 customers, with Verizon’s Intemet Protocol Routing Services. I would certainly urge 

6 the Commission to examine the use of single-number local calling on a LATA-wide or 

7 other extended area basis. 

8 

9 Q. In its recent Reciprocal Cornpensation Order, the Commission found that: 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 competitive ~ervices.~’ 
18 

We believe that virtual NXX is a competitive response to FX service, 
which has been offered in the market by ILECs for years. Differing net- 
work architectures necessitate differing methods of providing this service; 
nevertheless, we believe that virtual NXX and FX service are similar “toll 
substitute services.” Therefore, we believe carriers should be permitted to 
assign NPA/NXXs in a manner that enable them to provision these 

19 Does Verizon Florida propose to apply equivalent reciprocal compensation treatment for 

20 calls placed by ALEC subscribers to Verizon FX numbers as it is proposing for calls 

21 placed by its subscribers to ALEC VNXX numbers? 

22 

23 A. No. If an ALEC customer dials a Verizon Florida FX number that is rated within the 

24 calling party’s local calling area (as defined by Verizon’s tariffs) but is physically 

25 delivered to a location outside of that local calling area, Verizon will not pay access 

3 I .  Florida Reciprocal Compensation Order, at 28. 
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charges to the ALEC. If Verizon’s proposed treatment of VNXX calls were actually 

driven by principle, then regardless of how Verizon Florida chooses to market or charge 

for a given service (e.g., FX) offered to its subscribers, if that service involved transport 

to an end-point that was physically beyond the originating caller’s local calling area, 

then the service should be classified as “interexchange” so that switched access charges 

apply, rather than be classified as “local” so that reciprocal compensation applies. 

Additionally, in its former Bell Atlantic and NYNEX operating areas, Verizon is already 

offering expanded inbound calling services that similarly do not involve the payment or 

imputation of any access charges. 

While attempting to shut down ALEC competition in the market for dial-up ISP access 
services by imposing prohibitive access and transport charges on ALEC use of virtual 
NXX codes, Verizon has itself created a single “500” number statewide local calling 
mechanism for use by its own ISP affiliate, Verizon Online, and other ISPs under an 
arrangement that is not, as a practical matter, available to ALECs. 

Q *  

A. 

To what expanded inbound calling services are you referring? 

The Verizon service to which I have been referring is known generaIly as “Internet 

Protocol Routing Service” (“IPRS”). While initially introduced in the former NYNEX 

(Verizon-North) and Bell Atlantic (Verizon-South) regions, Verizon has announced 

plans to introduce IPRS throughout its entire footprint: 

At this point, IPRS is offered only in the former Bell Atlantic footprint. 
However, planning for deployment in the former GTE footprint is currently 
underway. We plan to offer one nationwide IPRS tariff covering both the 

20 
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1 
2 

former Bell Atlantic and former GTE areas, making the pricing and terms 
consistent across the entire Verizon footprint.32 

3 

4 Q. What is IPRS, and how does it work? 

5 

6 A  

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

I have reproduced portions of Verizon’s FCC Tariff Nos. 1 and 1 1 pertaining to IPRS in 

Attachment 2 to my testimony. Tariffs 1 and 11 are Verizon’s Interstate Access tariffs 

covering, respectively, the former Bell Atlantic (Tariff 1) and NYNEX (Tariff 11) 

regions.33 The descriptions and rates for IPRS contained in the two tariffs are substan- 

tially the same. The specific feature of IPRS that is a direct competitor to Global NAPS’ 

use of virtual NXX codes is known as “Primary Rate Interface Single Number Service” 

(“PRI SNS”). Verizon’s PFU SNS product description is reproduced in Attachment 2 to 

my testimony. 

Verizon has obtained, from the North American Numbering Plan Administration 

(“NANPA”), the ‘699’ NXX code in the ‘500’ Service Access Code (“SAC”). Verizon 

has designated all calls to ‘500-699-XXXX’ numbers as “10~al” when originated from 

any telephone within the geographic area served by an IPRS “LATA Hub.” Calls to the 

IPRS ‘500-699-XXXX’ “will only work with [Verizon] NPA-NXX end offices equipped 

32. Verizon ISP Markets Market Talk, June 2001, available at www22.verizon.com/ 
ispmarketd fifth/files/market-talk.pdf (Reproduced in Attachment 2 hereto.) 

33. Verizon’s IPRS offering can be found in FCC No, I for the states of MD, VA, WV, 
DE, PA, NJ, and DC; Verizon’s IPRS offering can be found in FCC No. 11 for the states of 
CT, NY, MA, ME, NH, RI, and VT. 
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with the Advanced IntelIigent Network (AIN) p1atf0n-n.”~~ “Calls to the SNRS [500] 

number will be charged to the originating party as a local call.35 The call is transported 

over the Public Switched Telephone Network (“PSTW) as an ordinary voice call from 

the originating telephone to the IPRS LATA Hub. At the IPRS LATA Hub, calls from 

throughout the serving area of the LATA Hub are aggregated and converted to digital 

form, where they are transported to the site designated by the ISP. While dedicated 

facility transport charges do apply for the portion of the call between the LATA Hub and 

the ISP, there are no access or transport charges for the portion of the call that is carried 

over the PSTN, i.e., between the calling party and the IPRS LATA Hub. Significantly, 

the distances involved with respect to the PSTN portion of the call can extend well 

beyond the originating party’s local calling area. 

12 

13 

14 

For example, the Albany, New York LATA 134 stretches approximately 200 miles from 

Selkirk, New York (south of Albany) to the Canadian border (see Figure 1 below). 

34. Maine PUC Docket No. 98-758, Verizon response dated September 20, 2002, to 
GNAPs Request 1- 1. 

35.  Id. 
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Verizon has established only two IPRS hubbing points in the Albany LATA, one in 

Albany and a second in Glens Falls, about 40 miles to the north. Similarly, the entire 

state of New Hampshire, which is a single LATA (LATA 122), also has only two IPRS 

hubs, one in Nashua just over the Massachusetts border, and a second in Manchester, 

about 15 miles north (see Figure 2). In both of these cases, which are$@ represen- 

tative of the IPRS hub deployments ucross the former Bell Atlantic footprint, “local” 

calls to the IPRS 5OU-699-xxxX numbers can involve transport distances of well in 

excess of 100 miles, distances that far exceed the extent of any normal local calling areas 

in the various Verizon jurisdictions. 
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Q. But aren’t these “500” calls the same as “800”-type toll-free calls? 

A. No, they are distinctly different. 800-type calls (ie.,  800/888/877/866) are in all cases 

4 

5 

6 

“toll” calls that are subject to applicable switched access charges at both the originating 

and terminating ends of each call, even ifthe fwo end-points happen to be physically 

located within the same local calling area. 800-type calls and their associated switched 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

access charges are billed on a usage-sensitive basis. The calling party is never charged 

for calls to 800-type numbers, even if placed from a local measured-service access line. 

If called from a payphone, no coin drop is required to reach an 800-type number, and 

payphone owners receive compensation from the IXC that provides the 800-type service 

for such calls. And, for purposes of 47 CFR Part 36, the FCC’s Jurisdictional 

Separations Rules, calls to 800-type numbers would be classified as “toll.” 

Verizon’s treatment of calls to its 500-699-XXXX numbers is drastically different. 

First, if placed from a Verizon telephone, all such calls are always “local” even if the 

IPRS LATA hub (where the PSTN portion of the call physically tenninates) and/or the 

ultimate location where the call is physically delivered to the ISP are outside of the 

calling party’s local calling area. If the caller had measured local service, a local 

message charge would apply. If the call were placed from a payphone, a coin drop 

would apply. If customers in Bartow or Venice, as the case may be, had selected, for 

example, AT&T as their intraLATA Presubscribed Interexchange Carrier (“PIC”), the 

calls - even though traversing what is unambiguously a toll route - would still be 
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carried by Verizon and would not be handed-off to AT&T.36 Further, for purposes of 

Jurisdictional Separations, this usage would be classified as “local,” not as “toll.” 

Q. What charges would the IPRS customer - ie. ,  the ISP - pay for the PSTN portion of 

these IPRS 500-number calls? 

A. Verizon’s FCC Tariff 11, at Section 17.5.1, states as follows: 

The customer has the option of utilizing, as a feature of IPRS, Single 
Number Routing (SNR) in lieu of local telephone numbers, which are 
included as part of IPRS. This option provides for all end users in a 
defined geographic area (Le., a LATA) to have access to the customer via 
one specialized telephone number. The end user can initiate a call within 
the service area to the customer, and the call will be treated as a local call 
by the Telephone Company for the connection and duration of the call. 
This option (which is assigned USOC NSO 1X) is part of the standard IPRS 
offering and is included in the rates and charges at no additional charge. 

Verizon’s Interstate Access Tariff FCC No. 1 1, Original Page 3 1-3 12, provides the per- 

port charges for IPRS “dial-up” ports, which can be as low as $29 per month based upon 

a 5-year term commitment and port volumes of up to 75,500. By contrast, Verizon’s 

monthly rate for an ordinary flat-rate multiline business local exchange service access 

line in New Hampshire, for example, including all applicable Subscriber Line Charges, 

Universal Service Charges, Local Number Portability charges, and the like, is $54.89 per 

36. Mr. Haynes confirms that the call would not be handed off and is carried entirely on 
Verizon’s network. Haynes (Verizon NH) New Hampshire Direct Testimony, at 46. 

27 
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~nonth.’~ Indeed, even the monthly local multiline Verizon New Hampshire business 

meustired-rate access line rate - which might be used by a customer with primarily 

inbound calling requirements and from which inbound local calling is strictly limited to 

the local calling area associated with that measured business line - is $3 1.12, which is 

still higher than the $29 charge per IPRS “port” that offers unlimited inbound statewide 

toll-free “local” calling. The corresponding Verizon Florida measzrred business line 

rate, including the SLC and all other surcharges is $37.1 1 or $42.7038 per month, 

depending upon rate group. Both of these rates also easily exceed the $29 flat-rate IPRS 

‘4p~r t”  charge under a five-year term contract. The inbound 500-number service also 

offers its customers unlimited LATA-wide toll-free inbound calling. There is no 

additional “transport charge” for hauling the call from the exchange where it is 

37. This number is a total of the Basic Exchange Business subscriber line charge 
(Unlimited 1 party for Rate Group C - business line charges range from $27.74 to $44.67 
depending on the customer’s rate group classification), End user Common line charge, 
primary interexchange carrier charge, service provider number portability per month charge 
and the basic FUSF surcharge. The Verizon Telephone Companies Tariff FCC No. I ,  
Access Service, section 4.1.7.4 (H) 1 ., 5 I h  revised page 4-2 1 effective July 13,2002 and 6‘h 
revised page 4-23 effective July 1, 200 1, The Verizon Telephone Companies Tariff FCC No. 
1, Access Service, section 13.3.16 (F), effective April 28,2001, Verizon - Maine Inc., Tariff 
No. 83 Exchange and Network Services, Part M, Section 1.5.1, page 16, effective 3-07-01. 

38. This number is a total of the Basic Exchange Business subscriber line charge 
(Unlimited 1 party for Rate Group C - business line charges range from $24.47 to $30.06 
depending on the customer’s rate group classification), End user Common line charge, 
primary interexchange carrier charge, service provider number portability per month charge 
and the basic FUSF surcharge. The Verizon Telephone Companies Tariff F.C.C. No. 14, 
Facilities for Interstate Access, Section 13.1 1, loth Revised Page 13-6, Effective October 26, 
2002; Section 12.4.5, IOth Revised Page 12-15, Effective October 26,2002; Section 12.5, gth 
Revised Page 12-22, Effective October 26, 2002; Verizon Florida Inc., General Services 
Tariff, Section A3.2, 19‘h Revised Page I ,  Effective July 1, 2002; NECA F.C.C. No. 5, 
Access Service Tariff, Section 17.1.3(C), 24‘h Revised Page 17-3, Effective August 1,2002. 
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originated to the IPRS hub. In fact, the only “transport charge” associated with IPRS 

service is for the portion of the call between the IPRS Hub and the point of delivery to 

the ISP. Verizon’s Tariff 11 makes this clear: 

The Telephone Company’s IP (Intemet Protocol) Routing Service, IPRS, 
provides for the collection, concentration and management of the 
customer’s data traffic within a LATA. IPRS consists of network routers 
located at LATA hub sites that will collect the customer’s end user data 
traffic and concentrate it for  connection and transport over the Telephone 
Company ’s fast packet data network to a customer’s designated location. 
(Emphasis supplied.) 

As the tariff language confirms, the “transport” for which specific charges apply is to 

cany the ISP’s traffic from the PRSLATA hub sites to the ISP’s designated location. 

The “transport charge” that Verizon Florida seeks to apply for calls handed-off to Global 

NAPs is for the portion of the caIl between the Verizon Florida end i1ser and the point of 

interconnection with Global NAPs. As Figure 3 demonstrates, this segment of a 

Verizon-to-Global NAPs call is identical in every material respect to the PSTN segment 

of a Verizon IPRS call - the segment from the calling party to the IPRS LATA Hub. 

Yet in the case of calls handed-off to Global NAPs, Verizon is insisting not onIy on 

being compensated for transport beyond the local calling area, but for access charges as 

well. 
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Q. Do any access charges apply with respect to Verizon IPRS calls that involve transport 

beyond the calling party’s local calling area? 

A. No. Mr. Haynes’ New Hampshire testimony confirms this39 and the point was also 

clarified in a Verizon-New York response to an on-the-record information request in the 

recent Global NAPs arbitrati~n.~’ As the response confirmed, calling to the IPRS hub 

from an end user’s dialtone line is rated as local and involves no usage-based or other 

transport, toll, or access charges: 

By purchasing the IOF at the rates in the NYPSC No. 1, the originating 
caller dialing an ISP served via a PRI HUB purchaser can send a call 
beyond the locaI calling area without incurring additional toll charges. A 
PEU HUB customer (CLECASP) must also purchase dedicated high speed 
access facilities from the PRI HUB to the (CLEC/ISP) customer premises 
equipment in order to complete the call. PRI HUB rates do not include the 
price of access to a phone line (i.e., the end user must still buy local phone 
service to get dialt~ne).~’ 

Q. Do access charges apply if an IPRS call goes beyond the local calling area of the calling 

party? 

21 

39. Haynes (Verizon NH) Direct Testimony, at 45-47. 

40. Verizon New York’s Responses to Global NAPs Data Requests, April 11,2002 (e- 
mail from Verizon New York counsel Kimberly Newman to Global NAPs counsel Jim 
Scheltema, ALJ Stein, et al), NYPSC Case No. 02-C-0006. 

41. Id., at 2. 
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A. No. The IPRS subscriber pays only the $29 dial-up port charge and pays no usage-based 

transport or access charges for receiving inbound calls placed by Verizon end user sub- 

scribers to the IPRS 500-699-XXXX number, even if and especially if those calls extend 

beyond that end user’s noma1 local calling area. 

Q. In recent arbitration proceedings between Global NAPs and Verizon, Verizon has 

attempted to suggest that Global NAPs’ use of VNXX numbers amounts to Foreign 

Exchange (FX) service, for which Verizon applies transport charges.42 As such, Verizon 

argues that Global NAPs should compensate Verizon for the its use of VNXX service 

just as end users compensate Verizon for Foreign Exchange (FX) services. In view of 

Verizon’s planned deployment of IPRS, is the comparison that Verizon seeks to draw as 

between Global NAPS’ VNXX offerings and Verizon’s FX service the appropriate one? 

A. No. In fact, VNXX arrangements of the type being offered by Global NAPs are exactly 

analogoirs to Verizon’s designation of the 500-699 SAC-NXX as “local” when dialed 

42. See, e.g., In the Matter of Global NAPs North Carolina, Inc. Petition for Arbitration 
Pzirszmnt to Section 252(b) of the Telecommiinications Act of 1996 to Establish an Intercon- 
nection Agreement with Verizon Sozrth, Inc. f / u  GTE South Incorporated, North Carolina 
Utilities Commission Docket No. P-1141, Sub 1, Direct Testimony of Terry Haynes on 
behalf of Verizon South Inc., May 14, 2002, at 29; Petition of Global NAPS Ohio, Inc. for 
Arbitration Ptirsuant to Section 252 of the Telecommiinications Act of 1996 to Establish an 
Interconnection Agreement with Verizon North Inc f/wa GTE North Incorporated, Ohio 
Public Utilities Commission Case No. 02-876-TP-ARB, Response of Verizon North Inc. To 
the Petition for Arbitration of Global NAPs Ohio, Inc., May 6,2002, at 48; In the Matter of 
Global NAPs, lnc. Petition for  Arbitration Pirrsziant to 4 7 US .  C. § 252(b) of Interconnection 
Rates, Terms and Conditions with Verizon-Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission Docket No. A-3 1077 1, Direct Testimony of Terry Haynes on behalf of Verizon 
Pennsylvania, April 23, 2002, at 28-29. 

32 
- - 

@ ECONOMICS AND 
e = TECHNOLOGY, INC. 



FL PSC 01 1666-TP LEE L. SELWYN 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

from Verizon telephone lines. Whereas Verizon FX service usually (but not always) 

involves a dedicated private line between the “virtual” rate center where the FX NPA- 

NXX is homed and the physical location of the FX customer, Verizon’s IPRS 500-699 

Single Number Service utilizes exactly the same type of public switched network com- 

mon transport that Verizon utilizes in transporting calls originated by its end user 

customers to the Global NAPS POI. And while Verizon may apply toll charges for 

ordinary calls placed by its retail customers that are directed to points outside the 

customers’ local calling areas, it applies no toll, access, or any other forrn of transport 

charge for hauling the IPRS calls from the originating Verizon end user to the IPRS 

LATA Hub. IPRS is thus not like FX service, because FX service as offered by Verizon 

involves specific mileage-based charges, and is not like other “toll-free” services, such 

as 800/888 type services, because these involve usage-based toll-like charges and, where 

provided by Verizon, require imputation of switched access charges as well. 

Are there ISPs currently utilizing Verizon’s Internet Protocol Routing Service and the 

associated 500-699-XXXX “local” numbers? 

Yes. I am aware of at Ieast one such ISP, which happens to be Verizon’s own ISP 

affiliate, Verizon Online. Verizon Online offers its dial-up subscribers not just LATA- 

wide or statewide access, but region-wide single-number local call access via a uniform 

number, 500-699-9900 (see Attachment 3). Calls to 500-699-9900 are rated as “local 

calls” from wherever originated, provided that the originating telephone line is served 

by Yerizon. In other words, an ALEC or an independent company customer would not 
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1 be able to dial the Verizon Online “500” number on a local call basis or, for that matter, 

2 might not be able to dial it at all. 

3 

4 Q. Is Verizon actively marketing IPRS to other, non-affiliated ISPs? 

5 

6 A. Indeed it is. As demonstrated in the product descriptions reproduced in Attachments 2 

7 and 3, not only is Verizon promoting this service to ISPs, it has even created a specific 

8 “migration plan” for ISPs to move from ALEC virtual NXX dial-up arrangements to the 

9 single 500-699-XXXX number: 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

In order to minimize any disruption of service to the ISP’s customers, 
Verizon wouId redirect the (Verizon) assigned lead dial access numbers 
currently in use today to the new PRI trunk groups by using the AIN 10- 
digit trigger. As a future enhancement, for those TNs assigned to the ISP 
by CLECs (TCG, Brooks Fiber, NE PA Telephone, TC NY NJ, Peco 
Hyperion, etc.), Verizon would trigger on the dialed numbers using the 
local number portability (LNP) platform and direct those calls to the new 
PRZ trunk groups. Once the conversion was complete, all traffic would be 
directed to ISP over the PRIs terminated in each sector hub, and the old 
PEus could be disconnected. Verizon would be able to provide ISP with a 
hub homing table to NPA-NXX cross-reference table to assist in the sizing 
of the PRI trunk groups. 

23 

24 Q. Couldn’t Global NAPS or any other ALEC offer its ISP customers similar “500” number 

25 services that would also enable those ISPs to offer their dial-up subscribers local call 

26 access LATA-wide or beyond? 

27 

28 A. In theory they could, but as a practical matter it is extremely unlikely that any rational 

29 ISP would actually order such service from an ALEC. The reason for this is that to 
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15 Q. 

16 

17 

18 

19 A. 

20 

reach the “500” number the calling party must also be served by the same local carrier 

as the “5OO ” number subscriber (i.e., the ISP). Inasmuch as no single ALEC currently 

serves more than a tiny fraction of the total access line market,43 ALEC-provided “500” 

numbers would be inaccessible from all but an insignificant fraction of the potential ISP 

customer base. 

The only practical means by which Global NAPS or other ALECs can compete with 

Verizon for ISP business is through the use of virtual NXX codes, which can be dialed 

from any telephone, served by any local carrier. If ALECs are denied the ability to 

utilize virtual NXX codes as a means for competing in this market, or are subject to 

transport, access or other charges that are not applicable for Verizon’s own competing 

offering, the dial-up Internet access market will quickly be conceded to, and will 

ultimately be monopolized by, Verizon. 

Aside from the obvious impact upon ALEC competition, are there any other implica- 

tions of allowing Verizon to acquire a de facto monopoly of the market for dial-up ISP 

access through its provision of these “500” numbers? 

Indeed there are. Because these Verizon “500” numbers can only be dialed from 

Verizon telephones, Verizon would be in the position of creating what may be viewed as 

43. A recent FCC report indicates that as of June 30,2002, less than 10% of end-user 
switched access lines in Florida were served by ALECs; there were 19 reporting ALECs. 
FCC, Industry Analysis and Technology Division, Wireline Competition Bureau, Local 
Telephone Competition: Status us of June 30, 2002, December 2002, Table 6 and Table 10, 
respectively. 
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a de facto tying arrangement (in the antitrust sense of the term) between its regulated 

local exchange service and its nonregulated ISP, Verizon Online. Indeed, even if other 

ISPs who currently utilize ALEC services are forced to migrate to Verizon because those 

ALECs will no longer be able to offer virtual NXX local call access, then end users of 

dial-up ISP services will be forced to take their local phone service from Verizon in 

order to obtain local call access to their ISP - whether that ISP is Verizon Online or a 

non-affiliated provider that has subscribed for Verizon “500” number service because it 

can no longer obtain virtual NXX calling arrangements from an ALEC.44 

The point is that Verizon’s introduction of “500” number local calling for dial-up 

Internet use is clearly the Company’s response to ALEC competition in the ISP access 

market. But by restricting the use of these “500” numbers to Verizon local service 

customers only while at the same time attempting to shut down ALECs’ use of virhial 

NXX serving arrangements, Verizon not only recaptures the ISP market, but forces 

individual consumers to abandon their ALEC-provided residential and small business 

services in order to obtain local Internet access at all. 

As the marketing and service strategies of Verizon confirm, Verizon outrageously and 

disingenuously asks this Commission and other state regulatory commissions to reject 

44. In this case, the “tying” product is the Verizon IPRSNerizon Online service, which 
Verizon will come to monopolize if ALECs are not permitted to compete with IPRS using 
dialable NANP numbers (either a VNXX or a “local from everywhere” NXX code), and the 
“tied” product is basic exchange service, which is (in theory) being offered by ALECs in 
competition with Verizon. If customers are only able to call ISPs from Verizon telephones, 
they will be forced to buy local exchange service from Verizon as a condition for accessing 
an ISP on a local call basis. 

36 
- - 

ECONOMICS AND 
A - TECHNOLOGY, INC. - 



FL PSC 0 1 1666-TP LEE L. SELWYN 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Q 

A 

LEC use of virtual NXX numbers and “local from everywhere” numbers while pro- 

ceeding with its own plans to develop and to deploy essentially the same type of services 

with the same no-transport-charge features. All of the various arguments regarding 

“compensation” for ILEC transport and concerns about universal service apply equally 

to these ILEC-provided serving arrangements, yet the ILECs are proceeding to embark 

upon precisely the same service strategies apparently with little regard for these same 

concerns. 

What is the solution - 

ISP-oriented services? 

should the Commission prevent the ILECs from offering these 

Only if the Commission prevents Global NAPs and other ALECs from providing the 

same types of services, but that would mean that dial-up ISP access would not be 

available outside of the principal Florida population centers. 

Instead, the Commission should allow for these services, and allow GIobal NAPs the 

ability to offer like services, such as the ability to deploy VNXX numbers without being 

required to apply toll charges for such calls or, preferabIy, define a single NXX code in 

each LATA calls to which will be rated as local when originated from any exchange 

within Florida, just as Verizon plans to use of 500-699-XXXX numbers in connection 

with its IPRS affords Verizon’s ISP customers (including its own affiliate) the ability to 

offer dial-up access on a local call basis statewide. Competition is expected to spur 

innovation in services and pricing. If ALECs and ILECs are prevented from offering 
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these services to ISPs, then consumers in more rural areas of Florida will be denied local 

dial access to the Internet. I am in no way suggesting that the Commission prevent 

Verizon from deploying IPRS, but it is unfair and highly inappropriate for the 

Commission to impose costs and burdens upon ALECs with respect to these services 

while permitting Verizon to pursue them without suffering similar restrictions. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Q. Is IPRS or SNRS current being offered by Verizon in Florida? 

A. No, not to my knowledge. Nevertheless, the fact that Verizon is providing this service 

in other states, coupled with its stated intent to roll out the service throughout its entire 

footprint, serves to place the issue squarely before this Commission. The Commission 

should not pennit Verizon to prevent ALECs from competing with a service that 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Verizon clearly intends to introduce at some point in Florida. Verizon should also not 

be permitted to escape Commission examination of the relationship between IPRS and 

the VNXX issue in this arbitration merely because, as of this particular date, Verizon has 

not itself introduced IPRS in this state. The possibility that Verizon will introduce IPRS 

or some other type of inbound calling service at any time during which the Global NAPS 

Interconnection Agreement wili be in effect is by itself sufficient justification for the 

Commission to examine and address this disparity at this time. IPRS, like FX, competes 

directly with ALEC services that are based upon VNXX number assignment, and it is 

21 

22 

23 

essential, in order to assure competitive neutrality, that identical compensation arrange- 

ments be applied with respect to all of these competing services. 
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Why do you believe that the fact that Verizon is currently providing IPRS outside of 

Florida is relevant to the issues in this Arbitration? 

The existence of IPRS as a Verizon service offering goes directly to several of the 

enumerated issues in this Arbitration, viz., Issue 3 (basis for distinguishing “local” vs. 

“toll” calls and treatment of calls to so-called “virtual” NXX numbers), and Issue 4 

(responsibility for transport costs on each carrier’s side of a single POI per LATA). 

Verizon Florida’s corporate parent has anmzinced that “planning for deployment in the 

former GTE footprint is currently underway” and that Verizon “plan[s] to offer one 

nationwide IPRS tariff covering both the former Bell Atlantic and former GTE areas, 

making the pricing and terms consistent across the entire Verizon f ~ o t p r i n t . ” ~ ~  IPRS 

when oflered by Verizon Florida would compete for the very same ISP business that 

GNAPs currently serves by means of VNXX numbering arrangements, which Verizon 

Florida is attempting in this arbitration to ‘‘tax” out of existence through the imposition 

of access and transport charges. Verizon’s IPRS will provide exactZy fhe same Qpe of 

transport beyond the calling party? local calling area without any access or transport 

charges either to the ISP or the ISP’s end user customer. Whatever erosion of Verizon 

Florida toll and access revenues the Company claims to result from GNAPs’ VNXX 

calling will occur in exactly the same way once Verizon Florida introduces IPRS to the 

ISP market. 

45. Verizon ISP Markets Marked Tulk, June 2001 (Reproduced in Attachment 2 hereto). 
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2 

Verizon has presented GNAPs with a “template agreement” that it uses throughout its 

entire Bell Atlantic/NYNEX/GTE footprint. Global NAPS should not be expected to 

3 

4 

5 

operate its business oblivious to current market conditions and trends. Verizon is 

offering IPRS outside of Florida. Based upon Verizon’s own announcements, Global 

NAPS has every basis to expect that Verizon Florida will be introducing XPRS in Florida 

6 within the term of this interconnection agreement. There are no technical impediments 

7 that I am aware which may otherwise preclude Verizon from offering IPRS in Florida. 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 

Verizon’s opposition to an ALEC’s right to establish its own local caIling areas and to 
utilize virtual NXX services is an attempt to deter competition in the local exchange 
market and thereby to protect its retail services from innovative offerings. 

13 Q. Verizon witness Haynes claims that Verizon does not dispute Global NAPs’ right to 

14 define its retail local calling areas as broadly as it wishes, but contends that nevertheless, 

15 “[tlhe Commission should maintain the status quo-that is, approve use of Verizon’s 

16 local calling areas for purposes of applying intercarrier c~mpensation.’’~‘ Does 

17 

18 

Verizon’s position raise anticompetitive concerns? 

19 

20 

A. Yes, it certainly does. As I explained in my Direct Te~timony:~ as an economic matter, 

the local/toll rating distinctions maintained by Verizon and other ILECs are no longer 

21 supported by significant distance-based cost differences between “local” and “toll” calls, 

22 and they would not be sustainable in a fully-competitive marketplace. Verizon is able to 

46. Haynes (Verizon) Direct Testimony, at 5 ,  lines 4-6. 

47. Selwyn (Global NAPs) Direct Testimony, at 51-52. 
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maintain the distinction between “local” and “toll” rate treatment solely because it 

remains the monopoly provider of switched access services to competing interexchange 

carriers. Stated simply, the Company’s position is that if Verizon treats a particular 

route as a toll call with respect to retail pricing, its wholesale switched access charges, 

rather than local reciprocal compensation arrangements, will apply. However, the 

economic effect of this policy is to protect Verizon’s retail prices by preventing 

competitors from offering comparable services under structurally different pricing 

regimes. 

The prevailing distinction between “local’’ and “toll” is a retail pricing issue that is an 

artifact of the ILECs’ historic monopoly and their network architectures and techno- 

logical conditions that are no longer applicable. There is no reason why competitive 

marketplace forces should not be permitted to expand or otherwise reshape the tradi- 

tional definition of “local calling” and perhaps to eliminate the notion of “intraLATA 

toll” altogether as has already been done for wireless services, especially given that call 

distance no longer influences costs in the manner that it did when the “local” versus 

“toll” pricing distinction was first established. 

In fact, by “walling off’ its local calling areas via this device, Verizon actually protects 

two categories of retail service - intraLATA toll, and intraLATA foreign exchange 

(FX) services. Global NAPS’ position is that it should be allowed to compete in both of 

these markets without being burdened with Verizon’s above-cost access charges that 

exist to protect the Company’s legacy of monopoly-era pricing practices. 
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In contrast, Verizon seeks to block Global NAPs’ abiIity to offer expansive local calling 

areas (or, similarIy, to use virtual NXXs) whenever Global NAPS seeks to offer services 

that woutd compete directly with Verizon’s intraLATA toll and/or foreign exchange 

offerings. Also, as I have noted, the Company’s future offering of “500” number 

services is an attempt by Verizon to further impede competition. 

Significantly, Mr. Haynes candidly admits that Verizon’s opposition to Global NAPs on 

Issues 3 and 4 is motivated specificaIly by this concern that Verizon wouId be placed “at 

a competitive disadvantage with regard to intraLATA toll calling” under GNAPs’ 

proposal.4s Mi. Haynes’ solution is to have the Commission protect Verizon from the 

potential revenue losses that Global NAPs might cause it to endure if Global NAPs is 

successful in competing against it. However, to the extent they arise, those competitive 

losses represent an opportunity cost precisely in the manner spelled out in the FCC’s 

and the FCC is correct in forbidding ILECs from extracting them from ALECs 

via their reciprocal compensation arrangements. 

~~ ~~ 

48. Haynes (Verizon) Direct Testimony, at 9, lines 19-20. 

49. See 47 CFR 55 1.505(d)(3): “Opportunity costs. Opportunity costs include the 
revenues that the incumbent LEC would have received for the sale of telecommunications 
services, in the absence of competition from telecommunications carriers that purchase 
elements .,, 
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Q. In his testimony, Mr. Haynes contends that basing reciprocal compensation on the 

originating carrier’s retail local calling area would not be “competitively neutral” in that 

it would afford different treatment to ALECs, ILECs and IXCs.’* Do you agree? 

5 A. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

I1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

No. As a threshold matter, the FCC long ago deviated from “competitive neutrality” 

with respect to “local calling areas” and the application of access charges as between 

wireline and wireless carriers? Wireless carriers are not subject to access charges, and 

may exchange traffic with wireline carriers via reciprocal compensation, for all calls 

initiated by their customers to points within the same “Major Trading Area” (“MTA”).5’ 

A map of the Florida MTAs is reproduced as Figure 4 below. Florida is divided into 

four MTAs. The South Florida MTA covers roughly the southern one-third of the state, 

running from Key West to Fort Myers on the west coast to Vero Beach on the east coast. 

The Central Florida MTA embraces virtually all of the Verizon Florida service area, 

running from Sarasota to Ocala, including the Tampa-St. Petersburg metropolitan area, 

and across the state to south of Melbourne to north of Daytona Beach. The North 

50. Haynes (Verizon Florida), at 15-16. 

51, Compare 47 CFR $51.701(b)(l) with (b)(2). 47 CFR $51.701(b)(2) holds that 
reciprocal compensation, p~ot access charges, apply with respect to “[t]elecommunications 
traffic exchanged between a LEC and a CMRS provider that, at the beginning of the calI, 
originates and terminates within the same Major Trading Area ..,” Major Trading Areas 
(“MTAs”) are not defined relative to the ILEC’s local calling areas and in fact are typically 
much broader than ILEC local calling areas. 

52. 47 CFR $24.202(a) relies upon the delineations of Major Trading Areas as set forth 
in the standard Rand McNally Commercial Atlas & Marketing Guide., See, e.g., 1994 Rand 
Mch’ally Commercial Atlas and Marketing Guide, 12Sh Edition, Copyright 1994, Rand 
McNally Publishing, at 39.0 
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Florida MTA includes JacksonvilIe, Gainesville, Tallahassee and Panama City, and well 

as a large area of southern Georgia. And Pensacola is included in a muIti-state MTA 

that includes parts of southern Alabama, southern Mississippi, and the southern half of 

Louisiana, including New Orleans, Baton Rouge, and Lafayette. Calls to or from wire- 

less phones both ends of which fall within the same MTA but not within the same ILEC 

local calling area are not subject to access charges and are treated as “local” for 

reciprocal compensation purposes. Note that the various Florida MTAs extend well 

beyond LATA boundaries. Verizon Florida’s affiIiate, Verizon Wireless, and other 

ILEC-affiliated wireless carriers, are thus abIe to, and do, offer their customers 

expanded local calling without having to pay access charges to complete many of these 

calls. Indeed, this “free long distance” feature has become a central focus of Verizon 

Wireless’ marketing strategy. Consumers are using their wireless phones to place what 

wouId otherwise be “toll” calls,53 and such use has the same impact upon Verizon 

Florida’s ability to support universal service as would a policy that similarly permits an 

ALEC to offer expanded local calling without having to pay access charges to the ILEC 

that terminates the call. Mr. Haynes’ position seeks to protect Verizon Florida and 

Verizon Wireless from ALEC competition, and nothing more. The Commission should 

dismiss Mr. Haynes’ transparent argument, and reaffirm its decision in the generic 

docket that reciprocal compensation will apply on all calls defined as “local” by the 

originating carrier. 

53. See, e.g., When The Cellphone Is The Home Phone, Simon Romero, The New York 
Times, Thursday, August 29,2002, at El  and E7. 

44 
- 

ECONOMICS AND 
TECHNOLOGY, INC. 





FL PSC 01 1666-TP LEE L. SELWYN 

1 Q. 
2 

3 

4 

5 A. 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

What standard should be applied in determining whether reciprocal compensation or 

access charges apply when one local carrier terminates a call handed-off to it by another 

local carrier? 

In its September 10,2002 Order in the generic local competition proceeding, the 

Commission concluded that use of the ILEC’s definition of “local calling areas” wil1 

effectively prevent ALECs from offering their customers anything different: 

Using the ILEC’s retail Iocal calling area appears to effectively preclude an 
ALEC from offering more expansive calling scopes. Although an ALEC 
may define its retail local calling area as it sees fit, this decision is con- 
strained by the cost of intercarrier compensation. An ALEC would be hard 
pressed to offer local calling in situations where the form of intercarrier 
compensation is access charges, due to the unattractive 

And in that ruling, the Commission has required that the retail local caEling areas as 

defined by the originating local carrier be used as the default for purposes of deter- 

mining where reciprocal compensation, rather than access charges, are to be paid to the 

terminating carrier : 

Based on the foregoing, we find that it is appropriate to establish a default 
local calling area for purposes of reciprocal compensation. This issue 
appears with enough frequency that a default definition is needed for the 
sake of efficiency. A default should be as competitively neutral as possible, 
thereby encouraging negotiation and development of business sohtions. 
On this basis, we find that the originating carrier’s retail local calling area 

54. Investigation into the appropriate methods to compensate carriers for exchange of 
traf/c subject to Section 251 of the Tekcommzrnications Act of l996,  Florida Public Service 
Commission Docket No. 000075-TP, Order No. PSC-02- I248-FOF-TP, Issued September 
10,2002 ( “Florida Reciprocal Compensation Order’?), at 53. 
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shall be used as the default local calling area for purposes of reciprocal 
compensa t i~n .~~ 

I understand that this aspect of the generic decision is currently being reconsidered by 

the Commission, and that the Staff has recommended that the Order be modified such 

that ILEC local calling areas, rather than the originating LEC’s local calling areas, 

would be controlling on the matter of reciprocal compensation vs. access charges. I 

believe that the September 10,2002 d i n g  is the correct policy position and urge the 

Commission to retain it, especially with request to this arbitration between Verizon and 

Global NAPs. Reverting to ILEC local calling areas would undermine, at its most 

fundamental level, an ALEC’s ability to introduce new and competitively attractive 

services, and would serve only to protect the competitive interests of the ILECs and their 

wireless affiliates. And those wireless affiliates would be enabled to offer expanded 

local calling over what are ILEC “toll” routes with intercarrier compensation being 

based upon reciprocal compensation rather than access charges. The form of intercarrier 

compensation should in all cases be based upon the retail Iocal calling area as defined by 

the originating Eocd carrier. If Global NAPs treats a particular call as “local” even if 

Verizon treats it as “toll,” then Global NAPs should compensate Verizon at the appli- 

cable reciprocal compensation rate for terminating the call to the Verizon customer. 

Q. Is there support for this position in the Telecommunications Act? 

A. Yes, I believe that there is. 47 U.S.C. $153(47) defines “Telephone exchange service:’’ 

~~ 

55 .  Id., at 54-55. 
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Q. 

A. 

The term “‘telephone exchange service”’ means (A) service within a telephone 
exchange, or within a connected system of telephone exchanges within the 
same exchange area operated to furnish to subscribers intercommunicating 
service of the character ordinarily fumished by a single exchange, and which is 
covered by the exchange service charge, or (B) comparable service provided 
through a system of switches, transmission equipment, or other facilities (or 
combination thereof) by which a subscriber can originate and terminate a 
telecommunications service. 

47 U.S.C. $153(48) defines “Telephone toll service” as 

telephone service between 
is made a separate charge 
exchange service. 

stations in different exchange areas for  which there 
not incltrded in contracts with s~ibscribers for 

(Emphasis supplied.) Read together, any “telephone service between stations in 

different exchange areas” for which no separute charge is made is not “telephone toll 

service.” If calls to Sarasota from Tampa are inchided in Global NAPS’ “contracts with 

subscribers for exchange service,” then by deJinifion those calls are ~ o t  toll calls. 

How does this relate to the question of whether Verizon is entitled to reciprocal 

compensation or switched access payments for terminating such calls? 

Once again we can look to the statute. 47 U.S.C. §153(16) defines “Exchange access”: 

The term “‘exchange access”’ means the offering of access to telephone 
exchange services or facilities for thepurpose of the origination or 
termination of telephone toll services. 

(Emphasis supplied.) Charges for “exchange access” are thus only applicable for 

“telephone toll services” “for which there is made a separate charge not included in 
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contracts with subscribers for exchange service.” If Global NAPS does not impose “a 

separate charge” for calls that are included in its retail local calling areas, then those 

calls are not “telephone toll service” and, accordingly, are not subject to switched access 

charge s . 

Is it appropriate that competing carriers be permitted to adopt local calling area 

definitions that differ from those of the ILEC? 

Indeed it is. One of the primary public policy goals of introducing competition into the 

local telecommunications market has been specifically to encourage and stimulate 

innovation in the nature of the services that are being offered. ALECs should not be 

limited to competing solely with respect toprice, nor shouId they be expected to become 

mere “clones” of the ILEC with respect to the services they offer. And indeed, the 

extent of the local calling area is itself becoming something that some ALECs see as an 

opportunity to differentiate their products from those being offered by the ILEC. An 

ALEC might, for example, offer its customers a larger local calling area than that being 

offered by the ILEC as a means for attracting customers or, alternatively, might choose 

to offer a smaller local calling area than the ILEC’s service provides, at a corres- 

pondingly lower price. ILECs themselves are also changing the definition of “local 

calling area” by introducing optional calling plans that provide for extended area local 

calling including, in some cases, all exchanges within the subscriber’s LATA? 

56. Indeed, in some locations, ILECs have established optional calling plans that allow 
unlimited, flat-rated calling - “local” in all relevant respects - to all locations within an 

(continued. ..) 
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This is not to say that establishing larger local calling areas - whether inward or 

outward - will necessarily be the optimal competitive strategy for all ALECs, or even 

for the ILEC. One of the effects of decades of tight regulation of ILEC local service 

plans has been that we don’t really know what combinations of price, inward/outward 

calling areas, and other features will appeal to different segments of the market. So, for 

an initial period - in fact, likely lasting for several years - I would expect to see 

different ALECs experimenting with different service plans, as long as regulators grant 

them the necessary flexibility to do so. 

Is it appropriate for this Commission to protect Verizon’s toll and access revenues from 

ALEC competition, as Mr. Haynes would have it do? 

No, it is not. In competitive markets, prices are expected to closely approximate costs, 

and so a loss of revenues (e.g., as a result of a loss of a customer to a competitor) would 

be expected to be roughly offset by a corresponding decrease in cost. If the price of a 

product or service is set (and sustainable) at a level that is well in excess of cost, for 

example, intraLATA toll rates and carrier switched access charges, then the ILEC has 

the potential to sustain a net decrease in profit. The solution, of course, is to eliminate 

the supracompetitive prices, rather than to protect the incumbent’s ability to maintain 

them. If Verizon provides interconnection and other services to Global NAPS and as a 

56. (...continued) 
entire LATA. This type of arrangement only highlights that even in the case of the ILEC, 
the distinction between “local” and “toll” is largely arbitrary in terms of network technology 
and the underlying costs of providing service. 
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result Global NAPs is able to attract some Verizon toll users to the GlobaI NAPs service, 

Verizon might consider as an “opportunity cost” of the services it furnishes to Global 

NAPs that forgone to11 revenue. However, this does not mean that Verizon should be 

entitled to recover such “competitive losses.” The interconnection agreement between 

the parties must not work to limit Global NAPs’ ability to compete and in so doing 

afford special protection to the ILECs’ market, pricing practices, or other aspects of its 

incumbency - particularly since Verizon’s wireless affiliate is permitted to compete 

with the Verizon ILEC entity and exchange most intraLATA traffic, and some inter- 

LATA traffic as well, on the basis of reciprocal compensation, not access charges. 

Mr. Haynes seems to be saying that the rates and quality of basic local telephone service 

would potentially be at risk because Verizon’s revenues from toll and access charges 

would be d imin i~hed .~~  Has he demonstrated that this is in fact going to happen? 

No, he has not. Rhetoric aside, Mr. Haynes has offered no actual facts or evidence to 

support his contentions. Global NAPs is not required to pay access charges on calls that 

traverse routes that Verizon treats as toll, or that whatever impact Global NAPS’ 

expanded local calling would have upon Verizon Florida’s revenues would be conse- 

quentialIy different than the impact arising from Verizon’s own wireless affiliate - and 

other CMRS providers - exemption from access charges on intra-MTA calls. While a 

competitive loss of retail sales to Global NAPs might well erode shareholder earnings, 

there is no basis upon which the Commission can conclude that any such loss would so 

57. See Haynes (Verizon) Direct Testimony, at 9, lines 2-14. 
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adversely impact Verizon’s financial position as to invoke extraordinary relief measures 

or put any of its franchised services at risk. Indeed, past attempts by ILECs to explicitly 

recover “competitive losses” have been soundly rebuffed by state regulators. For 

example, the CaIifomia PUC soundly rejected claims by Pacific Bell and GTE (now 

Verizon) that they should be made whole with respect to their “competitive losses.” The 

Califomia Commission concluded that: 

Assuring the LECs recovery of competitive losses would undermine the 
incentive that NRF was intended to create ... Compensating for competitive 
loss would force the L E O ’  customers to shelter [the requested amounts] of 
toll revenue from competitive risk even after rates are rebalanced, effec- 
tively granting the LECs rate cap returns on those revenues. This would be 
inconsistent with the ratepayer safeguards and LEC incentives established 
in NRF. Moreover, Pacific‘s and GTEC’s competitors have no captive 
markets to provide them with a steady revenue stream if they are 
inefficient.. . Therefore, Pacific’s and GTEC’s requests for compensation 
for competitive losses are denied.58 

Protecting incumbents from competitive losses fundamentally undermines competition. 

Accordingly, the Commission should not act to protect Verizon Florida or any other 

incumbent LEC with respect to the financial consequences of a loss of business to 

competing local carriers. 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony at this time? 

A. Yes, it does. 

58. California Public Utilities Commission, Investigation (I.) 87- 1 1-033, Alternative 
Regulakvy Frameworks for Local Exchange Carriers, Decision (D.) 94-09-065, 
ImpEementcltion m d  Rate Design, 56 CPUC 2d 1 17, 2 10-2 1 1. 
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6.2 Type 2 Interconnection Service 

Type 2 Interconnection service is a trunk side connection 
between Verizon’s network and the Wireless Carrier’s 
Point of tnterconnection (POI). These connections 

including: 8 QUICK REFERENCE 

facilitate the exchange of various types of switched traffic 

a Mobile-to-Land 
Land-to-Mobile 

e Emergency Services 
e Operator Services 

800/888, etc. 

Several forms of Type 2 Interconnection are currently 
available from Verizon, including: 

Type 2A - Public Switched Telephone Network 
Interconnection via an access tandem 
Type 2B - High Usage Trunk Group to an End 
Off ice 
Type 2C - Emergency Services Interconnection 

It is important to note that state-of-the-art survivability 
features can be combined with the Type 2 
Interconnections. 

For example, Alternate Serving Wire Center (ASWC) 
offers diversity for the critical link between the Verizon 
wire centers and the wireless providers. 
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See Section 7.6, Alternate Serving Wire Center (ASWC), 
for additional information of this survivability product. 

6.2.1 Type 2A Interconnection Service 

Type 2A Interconnection Service provides a trunk-side 
connection between the Verizon access tandem in the 
Public Switched Telephone Network (PSTN) and the 
wireless service provider’s Point of Interconnection (POI). 

Type 2A Interconnection Service provides access to all 
end offices subtending a tandem. 

Type 2A Interconnection provides access to 
interconnecting networks at the specific access tandem 
including: 

Verizon’s Local Exchange Network 
lnterexchange Carriers (IXCs) 
Independent Telephone Companies (ITCs) 
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) 
Other Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) 
Carriers 

Type 2A Interconnection Service can be used by a 
Wireless Carrier to deliver traffic efficiently to multiple 
lnterexchange Carriers in order to meet any equal access 
requirements. 

NXX Code Assiqnment 

Unlike Type I Interconnection, the telephone numbers for 
Type 2 do not reside in Verizon’s end offices. Instead, 
dedicated NXX code(s) reside at the wireless service 
provider or Point of fnterconnection (POI) or switch 
location as designated in the Local Exchange Routing 
Guide (LERG). Once an NXX code has been assigned, 
the wireless provider selects the rate center (based on 
Vertical and Horizontal coordinates) used to determine 
calling party billing on land-to-mobile calls. 

Virtual POI (VPOI) 

Verizon’s Virtual Point of Interconnection (VPOI) provision 
allows you to choose the rate center for your dedicated 
NXX codes without establishing multiple POI locations. 
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This rate center is used to determine the appropriate 
landline billing charge to the calling party on land-to- 
mobile calls. Any rate center that is served by the tandem 
to which the Wireless Carrier is connected may be 
chosen as the rate center for a particular NXX. 

Verizo n-N orth C a I I i ng P Ian s 

In Verizon-North, Type 2A Interconnection Service is 
offered with three calling plans, which affect the rating of 
the landline originated calls. 

Callinq Plan -I 

Calling Plan I is designed so that land-to-mobile calls to 
Type 2 NXX codes are billed to the calling party at tariffed 
local or toll rates. 

Calling Plan 2 

Calling Plan 2 provides for the establishment of a LATA- 
wide calling plan in which the carrier is billed contract 
usage charges for landline originated calls (similar to 800 
service). Landline users are not billed for calls to mobile 
NXXs under Calling Plan 2. 

Verizon-South Calling Plans 

In Verizon-South, Type 2A Interconnection Service is 
offered with two calling plans, which affect the rating of 
the landline originated calls. 

Type 2A Standard Callinq Plan 

Calling Plan 1 is designed so that land-to-mobile calls to 
Type 2 NXX codes are billed to the calling party at tariffed 
local or toll rates. 

Wide Area Callinq 

Wide Area Calling is available in Verizon-South only. This 
calling plan provides for the establishment of a LATA- 
wide calling plan in which the Wireless Carrier is billed 
contract usage charges for landline originated calls. 
Landline users will be billed for a local call in Verizon- 
South. 
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6.2.2 Type 2B Interconnection Service 

Type 2B Interconnection Service provides a direct trunk 
group between a Verizon end office and the wireless 
service provider’s Point of Interconnection (POI). The 
Type 2B interconnection provides access only to the 
directory numbers served by the specific Verizon end 
office to which it is interconnected. 

Type 2B Interconnection is primarily meant for high-usage 
traffic from an end office that may overflow to a Type 2A 
Tandem Interconnection. The first route of traffic would be 
over the Type 2B connection with any overflow then 
routed to the Type 2A connection. 

When used in conjunction with Type 2A Interconnection, 
the Type 2B Interconnection provides for: 

Network efficiency for high-usage traffic 
Network reliability by providing an alternate route 
in case of disaster 

No NXX codes are assigned to a Type 28 
Interconnection. Type 2B Interconnection Service may not 
be available in all Verizon end offices. Please check with 
your Account Manager about availability in your specific 
area. 

6.2.3 Type 2C Interconnection Service 

Many wireless customers require the ability to make 
emergency service (91 1) calls. Type 2C service makes 
this possible by connecting the wireless service provider 
to a 91 1 emergency service provider via the Verizon 91 I 
Tandem. 

Type 2C Interconnection Service currently supports 
Phase I of Wireless E91 I Service as defined by Federal 
Docket 94-1 02. 

Type 2C Interconnection Service is offered either with 
SS7 signaling or Multi-Frequency Signaling. 

Type 2C Interconnection Service is only available via an 
interconnection agreement and is available wherever 
Enhanced 91 1 service is provisioned by Verizon. 
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Please check with your local Public Safety Answering 
Point or State Emergency Communication Bureau for 
specific requirements for emergency call handling. 

6.2.4 Signaling System 7 (SS7) 

Signaling System 7 (SS7) on Type 2 Interconnection 
Service is an optional feature which enables carriers to 
use Common Channel Signaling (CCS) technology to 
transport signaling information associated with a call over 
a separate signaling network. SS7 signaling removes the 
trunk set-up signals from the message path. 

SS7 call set-up utilizes a Type S Interconnection facility or 
SS7 link between the wireless provider’s Point of 
Interconnection (POI) or Signal Transfer Point (STP) and 
Verizon’s STP. The use of SS7 technology boosts trunk 
efficiency, reduces call set-up time, and allows the 
Wireless Carrier to provide enhanced features. 

In addition to faster call set-up, CCSISS7 permits a more 
efficient use of the network and enables carriers to offer 
their subscribers the benefits of: 

Caller ID 
Custom Local Access Signaling Services (CLASS) 
as they become available 

SS? is only available on Type 2 Services. Additional 
information and forms for SS7 Certification are available 
in Section 8.4.2. Please contact your Account Manager to 
discuss SS7 certification procedures. 

TOP 

Last Updated: Thursday, March 21, 2002 
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Currently in Effect!! 

From June 1st 
through JUIY 
3 lst, Verizon 
ISP Markets 
is offering a 

I :' J variety otpro- 
motions to reward our National 
and Premier customers for their 
ongoing support. 

These programs have been 
carehlly developed to address 

%n This Issue: 
Special Promotions.. . . . .  page one 
Special Promotions. . . . . .  page two 
IPRS Prices Slashed. . . . .  page two 
Aligned DSL Speeds.. . . .  page two 
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Fall ISPCON. . . . . . . . . . .  page five 
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purchase a DSL modem for 
$49.95. This rate applies to all 
orders submitted between June 
1 st, 200 1 and July 3 1 st, 2001, by 
the ISP, or the end user them- 
selves. 

Increased Co-Marketing Payment 

ISPs currently on 5A or 5B term 
and volume plans, and who have 
signed a Co-Marketing agree- 
ment have the option to enhance 
the arrangement for June and 

Reduced Modem Price July. The Co-Marketing payment 
the specific business needs of each 
particular segment. 

These promotions are as follows: 

from Verizon can be increased from 
ISPs in the East and West, who use the standard $loo to $200 for net 
the DSL Direct (end user new lines installed between June 
billed by verizon for DSL and by lst, 2001 and August 30,2001, pro- 
the 1sP for lnternet Access) can vided that the line was ordered in 

June or July. 
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New, ''Fresh Look Window" 

Between June lst, 2001 and July 
31st, 2001, ISP Markets will impie- 
ment a contract "Fresh Look 
Window'' opportunity. This will 
assist customers who have signed 
multi-year term and volume agree- 
ments committing to a specific vol- 
ume, yet after more careful review 
have found that there is a more suit- 
able plan, with more acceptable 
terms and volume requirements. 

The original contract period will 
stay in effect. This is not an oppor- 
tunity to cancel the agreement, 
rather, to change plans without 
penalty. Changing plans during 
this period will readjust the 
monthly rate for embedded lines 
in service as well as new lines 
moving forward (at new tariff rates 
if applicable). 

Temi 8 Voiume Reduction 

A modification to the DSL 5A term 
and volume plan tariff has been 
filed reducing the total volume com- 
mitment over 5 years to 2,500 lines 
from its current 5,000 lines. This 
eases the challenge to upgrade to a 
multi-year agreement, taking advarr 
tage of our co-marketing program. 
Additionally the volume commit- 
ment level for each year on the 

5A Plan has been reduced by 50%. 
This makes the year one volume 
commitment equal to 125 lines, eas- 
ing your market entry. 

IPRS Price 
to 21 */* 

I 

Slashed by up 

As of February 25, 
2001, the monthly 
recurring charge 
for one ofverizon's 
most popular serv- 
ices, IPRS (Internet 

Protocol Routing Service), was sub- 
stantially reduced, by up to 21% in 
some cases. If you were an existing 
customer, at the time, no action was 
necessary on your part. The price 
change was automatically reflected 
in your 
next bill. 

Verizon is also continuing with the 
promotion of zero-rating non-recur- 
ring charges for those customers 
who contract for IPRS for three- 
year and five-year commitment 
periods. Those customers ordering 
TPRS Dial Up Ports on the month- 
to-month term will continue to be 
subject to the $35 per port NRC. If 
you are interested in this service or 
would like additional information, 
please give your Verizon Corporate 
Account Manager a call. 

New Aligned DSL Speeds 

On June 15th, 2001, our newly 
aligned DSL speeds will go into 
effect. They are as follows: 

After June 15th, 200 1, these are the 
only speeds that will be accepted for 
pre-qualification and order requests, 
If you have any questions regarding 
the new DSL speeds, please contact 
your Corporate Account Manager. 

CykaerPQP and IPRS 
(Internet Protocol Routing Sewice) 

What Are CybcrPOP & IPRS? 

CyberPOP and IPRS are modem 
based aggregation products that pro- 
vide Central Office based remote 
access solutions for Internet Service 
Providers. They enable lSPs to 
offer dial-up Internet access and 
serve as an extension to your net- 
work by providing a combination of 
modem pools, terminal server rout- 
ing and protocol translation capabil- 
ities in a single solution. 
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How Do They Work? 

CyberPOP and IPRS accommodate 
analog and digital dial-up modems, 
which permit you to collect, con- 
centrate and transport subscribers' 
service to your designated ISP Ioca- 
tion. CyberPOP and IPRS leverage 
Verizon's national footprint to build 
your presence in the marketplace 
without you having to own or main- 
tain equipment and staff a new, per- 
haps remote, facility. The responsi- 
bility for managing the access, 
funding expansion and performing 
capacity planning rests with 
Verizon. These services let you 
focus on how to grow your business 
and capturing more customers, 
instead of how you are going to pay 
for new equipment. 

IPRS is a "managed" service (man- 
aged by Verizon). The modems, 
located in a C.O., are not dedicated 
to a specific ISP, but are shared by 
multiple ISPs, yet the equipment is 
secure and safe. With IPRS, 
Verizon manages the equipment, 
installs the software, loads IP 
addresses, performs NOC monitor- 
ing, etc. 

What Are The Benefits of 
CyberPOP & IPRS? 

Reduction in TSP capital expen- 
ditures 

Speed to market 
Verizon National Presence 
Single Point of Contact for all 

ordering, billing, and maintenance 

Where Are They Available? 
t tow Do Thcy Diffcr? 

CyberPOP is a "dedicated" product, 
meaning that the modems and any 
related equipment in a C.O. are ded- 
icated to that specific ISP. The TSP 
also has full responsibility for the 
software that manages the equip- 
ment. They obtain and load their 
own IP addresses, provide software 
changes and upgrades, perform their 
own NOC (network operations cen- 
ter) monitoring, perform the authen- 
tication function, etc. 

CyberPOP can be available in 
almost every Verizon Central Office. 
The pricing and terms are consistent 
across the board. As a dedicated 
product, it is only deployed when 
and where the need exists. 

At this point, IPRS is offered only in 
the former Bell Atlantic footprint. 
However, planning for deployment 
in the former GTE footprint is cur- 
rently underway. We plan to offer 
one nationwide IPRS tariff covering 

both the former Bell Atlantic and 
former GTE areas, making the pric- 
ing and terms consistent across the 
entire Verizon footprint. 

ISP Markets Adds 
Managed Security 
Services to Its M i x  
of Products 

Verizon TSP Markets now offers 
network security solutions for its 
ISP customers. Under this new 
arrangement, ISP Markets will 
resell the full range of Activis solu- 

tions, which 
includes the man- 
agement of fire- 
walls, virtual pri- 
vate networks, an 

e-mail content management and fil-  
tering tool as well as a vulnerability 
scanning service. These products 
and services will allow Network 
Service Providers to deploy man- 
aged security solutions to their cus- 
tomers without having to make the 
large capital investment in Infra- 
structure and expensive staff that 
such services require. 
David Sperandeo, Vice President of 
Channel Sales-North America, 
Activis, said: "We are pleased to be 
providing Activis' full range of 
managed security solutions through 
Verizon, who is clearly a leader in 
communication services. This will 
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immediately give Verizon the 
opportunity to add value to its 
already strong sales proposition." 

New DSL Direct 
"Partnership Program" 
R o b  out 

In an effort to offer the products and 
services that ISPs are looking for, ISP 
Markets has introduced the "DSL 
Direct Partnership Program" to its cus- 
tomers in the former Bell Atlantic foot- 
print. Similar to an offering already 
available in the former GTE footprint. 
This option allows end users to pur- 
chase their DSL service directly from 
Verizon, while getting their Intemet 
service from their preferred ISP. The 
ISP can also place the DSL order on 
behaIf of their customer through a stan- 
dard letter of agency arrangement. 

To keep the ISP's billing responsi- 
bilities at a mininiutn, the end user 
is billed by Verizon for the DSL and 
by the ISP for the Internet Access. 
Verizon can also handle the CPE 
ordering, shipping, and billing. In 
order to get end users up and run- 
ning as quickly as possible, Verizon 
also offers a DSL Self Installation 
Kit. To support end user self-instal- 
lations, Verizon has dedicated sup- 
port staff that provides Help Desk 
Support 24 hours per day, 7 days per 
week, excluding holidays. For addi- 

tional information on this new serv- 
ice, please contact your Verizon 
Corporate Account Manager, 

Virtual ISP Dial Access 
(Managed Dial-up Service) 

Do you want to extend your dial-up 
market reach without the expense of 
a network build out? Are you look- 
ing for a predictable, cost effective 
way for remote users to connect to 
your network? If you answered, 

ing philosophy is based on term, 
volume of users, and in some cases 
usage. For more information on 
how Virtual 1SP Dial Access can 
benefit your business, please call 
your Verizon Corporate Account 
Manager. 

Virtual ISP Managed DSL 

By creating a value added product 
"bundle", ISP Markets takes away 
the pain and financial responsibility 
of building a DSL network. This 
bundled solution combines all net- 
working components (1.e. tariffed 
DSL lines, ATM links, network 
management, DSL modem, etc.) 
and packages them with Verizon's 
backbone Tntemet access connectiv- 
i ty. 

"Yes", to either of these questions, 
Verizon ISP Markets' Virtual ISP 
Dial Access is the service for you. 

Verizon Virtual ISP Dial Access is a 
managed, remote access service that 
provides ISPs with a cost effective, 
turnkey solution to connect sub- 
scribers to the Tnternet. This service 
is available in many parts of the 
country. 

Dial Access service is available in a 
variety of pricing and volume dis- 
count plans. The Dial Access pric- 

Verizon gives you a low wholesale 
price per user, which can be resold 
by you at margins your business 
plan will support. You pay for the 
service as each end user is signed 
up, lowering your investment 
expense. Existing ISPs can expand 
their markets without building out 
their network. Growing firms can 
enter new markets with very little 
capital or technical resources. This 
is an extremely popular package of 
services from ISP Markets, espe- 
cially in today's challenging busi- 
ness environment. Being a "player" 
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in broadband can be easily enabled 
with this solution. For more infor- 
mation, please contact your Verizon 
Corporate Account Manager. 

The Verizon ISP Markets team will 
see you at ISPCON Fall 200 1 in Las 
Vegas, Nevada on October 9th - 

1 lth. Please contact your Verizon 
Corporate Account Manager for 
more infomiation on events being 
held during ISPCON Fall 200 1. 

DWDM is Now Available 
Through the  Norkel 
OPTera Suite 

ISP Markets now offers Nortel's 
Optera Metro 3000 & 5000 plat- 

fonns as CPE or as a Managed 
Network Service. www.verizon.com/ispinnarkets 

Visit our web-site 

Managed Wavelength Services are 
high-capacity individually leased 
lambdas within a Metropolitan or 
Long Haul network. This service is 
typically used to connect data cen- 
ters, POPS, or corporate campuses. 
This capability can also be offered 
by a Service Provider to end-users 
as part of a bundled solution for 
connectivity in protected or unpro- 
tected wavelengths. Typical band- 
width increnients range from 155 
Mbps to 10 Gbps. The managed net- 
work service version of this service 
is subject to availability, while our 
partnership with Nortel can also 
provide this capability in CPE fash- 
ion virtually anywhere. 

New design coming soon. We've 
been busy updating our web-site to 
give you our customer a single 
national Verizon web experience. 

Market Talk Newsletter 
Market Talk has been developed for you, our customer, to provide additional insight into some of Verizon's 
value added products and services. 

For more information regarding any of the topics covered here, please contact your Verizon Corporate Account 
Manager, contact us through our Web site at www.verizon.com/ispmarkets, or call us toll free at (877) 470-366 1. 

Volume INutnber 1, page 5 June 2001 



Verizon I PRI SNS (Primary Rate Interface Single Number Service) 

ISP Markets \ Products 

Primary Rate Interface Single Number Service Q Search 

ADSL 

ATM 

DIAS-ISP 

3 I LATAs within Verizon. (The 3 1 LATAs are all in the former Bell 
Atlantic region.) With this service, an ISP could connect to each 
LATA at one of the designated interconnection points in that LATA 
and would then identify the quantity of PRTs to be terminated at each 
of the defined sector hubs in each of the chosen LATAs, with a 
requirement to connect to Verizon with a minimum of one PRI in 

Flame Relay each sector. 

IPRS 

PRT SNS 

SONET 

Either a 500-699 number assigned by Verizon, or a 555 telephone 
number (TN) assigned by the North American Numbering Plan 
Administration (NANPA) would be selected by an ISP. Verizon, 
using its Advanced IntelIigent Network (AN)  platform, would route 
the call based on a combination of the dialed TN plus the originating 
TN to the designated sector hub. Calls would then complete over the 
PRIs connected at the sector hubs via the Interconnection Point to the 
designated ISP POP. 

Customers dialing the 500-699 TN must follow the same dialing 
requirements as an 800 TN, In many areas, the dialing plan 
requirement is 1 + 500-699. Customers dialing the 555 number must 
follow local calling rules for completing a local call. For example, if 
there is mandatory 10-digit local dialing, as in Maryland, the user 
must append the 555 number with the local NPA (e.g., 301-555- 
2NET). If a local area allows 7-digit local calling, as in Northern 
Virginia, the customer can dial 555-2NET. 

All calls made to the 500-699 or 555 number wiIl be toll free, with 
no charge over that of a regular local call. For example, if the 
subscriber pays some type of message unit for a local call, that same 
charge would apply. If the subscriber has flat rate unlimited service 
today, no incremental charge would be assessed. Alternately, if the 
customer has an ISDN line, normal usage charges would apply as 
well. 

CLECs and Independent Telcos are not required to pass 555 or 500 
calls to Verizon. Your customers in those areas would be required to 
dial a local access TN, or an 800 number, to reach the sector hub for 
the call to complete. The ISP can, however, use the same 500 or 555 
number throughout Verizon LATAs where service is available. In 
addition, if the ISP chooses to subscribe to PRI-SNS in one LATA, 
and IPRS with ISNA (Internet Single Number Access) in another 
LATA, the same 500 or 555 TN can be used with both network 
solutions. 

Participating TSPs 

DSL Members 
Ordering, Loop Qual 

Promotions 
The latest promotions 
for our ISP Customer 

ISP Markets Industry 
News 
Verizon news pertinent 
to ISP Markets 

ISP Markets Sales and 
Marketitig Team 

Contact ISP Markets 

ISP Markets Site Map 

TSP Markets Industry 
Events 
Events geared for ISP's 

_1_1----- 

http://wwwZZ.verizon.com/ispmarkets/sublevel/products/products_prisns. html (1 of 3) [4/19/02 12:36:13 PM] 



Verizon I PRI SNS (Primary Rate Interface Single Number Service) 

Each Verizon LATA has several key elements associated with the 
PRI- SN S deployment 

Interconnection Point: An ISP would choose from the 
provided Interconnection Point table (provided by Verizon) 
the closest location to their POP and connect the appropriate 
quantity of DS3s necessary to support their PRI demand for 
the LATA. 
Sector Hubs: An ISP would identify the quantity of PRIs 
required to meet their forecasted demand in each of the 
Verizon sector hubs. Verizon would route all traffic 
originating from that sector to the PRI trunk group connected 
to the sector hub switch. 
Hub Homing Table: Verizon has identified the subtending 
central offices in each sector hub in the hub homing table. In 
the case that there are remote switches deployed in a given 
LATA, they follow their associated host switch from a hub 
homing assignment perspective. 
Hub Hopping Table: Each Verizon end office has been 
associated with a primary hub as identified in the hub homing 
table. If all PRT ports are busy in that hub, each primary hub 
has been associated with a maximum of two alternate hub 
locations to which the call will attempt to complete. If 
capacity is Full at both the primary and alternate hub 
locations, the call will fail, and a busy signal will be returned. 
This routing configuration is illustrated in the next event list 
hub hopping table. This functionality is planned for a future 
release date to be determined. 
Lead Telephone Number: (ISP) would be assigned a local 
lead TN associated with each sector hub. (ISP) can use this 
number to reach their PRIs for access (as in the case of a 
CLEC switch customer, independent telco customer, or long 
distance access) or for diagnostic reasons. 
QDefault Routing: As identified in the hub homing table, 
each end office is uniquely associated with one sector hub. 
Based on routing tabfes built in the Advanced Intelligent 
Network ISCP, any 500-699 or 555 call originated in an end 
office will be routed to the designated sector hub switch. In 
the event that the routing table does not recognize the 
originating TN, and a valid number was dialed, the caIl will 
route to a designated defauIt sector hub location for that 
LATA. The default hub location is identified in the sector hub 
tabie. 

http://www22.verizon.com/ispmarkets/sublevel/products/products~pr~sns.html (2 of 3) [4/19102 12:36:13 PMJ 



Verizon I PRI SNS (Primary Rate Interface Single Number Service) 

In order to minimize any disruption of service to the ISP’s 
customers, Verizon would redirect the (Verizon) assigned lead dial 
access numbers currently in use today to the new PRI trunk groups 
by using the AIN 10-digit trigger. As a future enhancement, for 
those TNs assigned to the ISP by CLECs (TCG, Brooks Fiber, NE 
PA Telephone, TC N Y  NJ, Peco Hyperion, etc.), Verizon would 
trigger on the dialed numbers using the local number portability 
(LNP) platform and direct those calls to the new PRI trunk groups. 
Once the conversion was complete, all traffic would be directed to 
ISP over the PRIs terminated in each sector hub, and the old PRIs 
could be disconnected. Verizon would be able to provide ISP with a 
hub homing yable to NPA-NXX cross-reference table to assist in the 
sizing of the PRI trunk groups. 

For more information regarding PRI SNS@ in your area, select your 
state from Internet Service Providers: Products and Services. 

Copyright 2002 Verizon Privacy Policy 1 Site Map I Home 

http://www22.verizon.com/~spmarkets/sublevel~products~products~prisns.html (3 of 3)  [4/19102 12363 3 PM] 
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s e '1 f t I1 Wh 0 t e 5 ale 

I 
Verizon Wholesale 
Internet Service 
Providers 
Products and Scrvices 
Tools and Applications 
TIaininq and Education 
Support. Contacts and 
FAQ 
Online Library 
ISP Markets Sales 

Vcrrzan Wholesa!c 

Internet Service Providers 
From high bandwidth transport to special access services, Verizon Wholesale 
works hard to make it easy to meet your subscribers' requirements. Likewise, 
we work hard to provide the information and tools you need to help manage 
your business successfully. 

At Verizon Wholesale, you can locate the products and services available in 
your geographic area with ease; access tools and applications for everything 
from order status, billing and trouble administration to performance 
measurement reports and other templates. You can also register for training 
courses and workshops; link to relevant support and contact information; stay 
informed about how to do business with Verizon; and read about notifications, 
tariffs and regulatory information in our Online Library. 

Verizon offers a unique product 
lineup developed specifically to meet 
the specialized needs of Internet 
Service Providers. 

Manage your business - from order 
status, billing and trouble 
administration to Performance 
Measurement reports and other 
templates to help you get the job 
done. 

Our training classes and workshops 
provide you with valuable 
information regarding Verizon 
Wholesale's products, services, 
systems and operations. 

http : // www2 2. veri z on. coin/ w h o 1 e s a 1 e/ i s p/O ,2 6 3 0 , 1 , F F . h t in 1 

Verizon Wholesale provides you 
with convenient access to 
resources, contact information and 
frequently asked questions. 
Resources 
Contact Us 
H o I id a y Schedules 
FAQ 

Events Calen 
Glossary of T 
Terms 
Quick Find in1 
Telecam New 

VolP Ten 
Service -- 
Internet t 

millions 01 
custol 

From getting started to process 
flows, we offer the following 
documentation to establish and 
support your relationship with 
Verizon 
~ Newsletters -_____ 

Notifications and Letters 
Tariffs and Regulatp_ry Informatio~ 

101 I6/2002 
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Se B re h 

Jkeywordy 
Advanced Search 

P!.!dU cts 

Answer Center 

1SP Resources 

Sa le s C o I I ate ral 

ISP Markets 

Welcome to Verizon ISP Markets. 

ISP Markets delivers high-speed Internet and data capabilities to the ISP 
mar ketp I a ce. 

We represent the combined offerings of two areas formerly within Bell Atlantic 
and GTE. Our vision is to be the customer's first choice for communications and 
information services in every market we serve, domestic and international. With 
sales offices throughout the country, ISP Markets is committed to offering lSPs 
customized solutions with uncompromising service and dedication to excellence. 

Products 
ISP Markets offers the following products, ADSL, AIM, PRI SNS [PRI 
Sinqle Number Service), SONET, IPRSKYBERPOP (Managed Modem 
Scrvicc) , Frame Relay and DIAS-ISP (Dedicated Internet (Backbone) 
Access). 

The  latest pro1 
our ISP Custo 

ISP Markets I 
News 
VeriLon news 
tSP hlarkets 

ISP Markets t 
Marketina Te. 

c 0 n tact-LSH 

ISP Markets 

tSP Markets I 
Events 
Events  gearec 

A ns-wxc-wnter 
If you have questions regarding any product or service, ISP Markets has 
the answers. 

ISP Resources 
Web resources and tariff information for ISP Markets customers. 

Sales Cotlateral 
Sales material to view or download. 

Special News Bulletin for our Advanced Services and Enterprise 
Solutions Customers: 
VADl To Be Reintegrated Into Verizon. 

Copyright 2002 Verimn Privacy Policy 1 Si:@ Map j tiorne 

http://www22.verizon.co1n/ispmarkets/index.html 1 0/16/2002 
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Single Number Service... 
Single Number Service allows you to use your trunk groups more efficiently. ISDN-PRI - Single 
Number Service is a LATA wide PRI service that is currently available in 3 1 LATAs within 
Venzon’s former Bell Atlantic region. With this service, an ISP could connect to each LATA at one 
of  the designated Interconnection Points in that LATA and would then identify the quantity of PRls 
to be terminated at each of the defined Sector Hubs in each of the chosen LATAs, with a require- 
ment to connect to Verizon with a minimum of one PR1 in each sector.. 

Either a 500-699 number assigned by Verizon, or a 555 TN assigned by the North Amencan 
Numbering Plan Administration (NANPA) would be selected by an ISP. Verizon, using its 
Advanced Intelligent Network ( A N )  platform, would route the call based on a combination of the 
dialed TN plus the originating TN to the designated sector hub. Calls would then complete over the 
PRIs connected at the sector hubs via the Interconnection Point to the designated ISP POP. 

All calls made to the 500-699 or 555 number will be toll free, with no charge over that of a regular 
local call being charged. For example, if the subscriber pays some type of message unit for a local 
call, that same charge would apply. If the subscriber has flat rate unlimited service today, no 
incremental charge would be assessed. Alternately, if the customer has an ISDN line, normal usage 
charges would apply as well. 

CLECs and Independent Telcos are not required to pass 555 or 500 calls to Verizon. Your customers 
in those areas would be required to dial a local access TN, or an 800 number, to reach the sector 
hub for the call to complete. The ISP can, however, use the same 500 or 555 number throughout the 
entire Verizon footprint as service is available. In addition, if the ISP chooses to 
subscribe to PRI-SNS in one LATA, and IPRS with ISNA (Internet Single Number Access) in 
another LATA, the same 500 or 555 TN can be used with both network solutions. 

Best of all, Verizon makes adding our ISDN service to your product portfolio easy. We will 
coordinate the installation with you and your subscribers, so you’ll have less of an adniinistrative 
drain on your company resources. To find out how to make ISDN-PRI Single Number Service a 
competitive advantage for your business, talk with your Verizon account manager, contact us 
through our web site verizonxomlispmarkets or  call us toll free at 1-877-470-3641. 



Lee L. Selwyn 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Availability of PRI NYtariff.pdf 
hub Servic ... 

Jim Scheltema [jscheltema @corncast. net] 
Thursday, April I 1  2002 8:34 PM 
Lee L. Selwyn 
Fw: Verizon New York's Response to GNAPs Data Request 

James R.J. Scheltema 
Director - Regulatory 
Global N A P S ,  Inc. 
5042 Durham R d  W 

TarrifLpdf Tariff2.pdf 

Affairs 

Columbia Maryland 21044 
(617) 504-5513 cell 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Lund, John" < j lundehunton. com> 
To: "'ALJ Eleanor Stein"' celeanor-stein@dps.state.ny.us>; "'John C. Dodge"' 
<jcdodge@crblaw.com>; "'James Scheltema"' <jscheltema@comcast.net>; 
I' 'William J. Rooney, Jr. ' I '  <wrooney@gnaps. com>; I' 'Maureen McCauley"' 
<maureen-mccauley@dps.state.ny.us>; "'David Kitchen"' 
<david-kitchen@dps.state.ny.us>; "'KC Halm"' <kchalm@crblaw.com>; 
"'Christine Kelly"' <christine_Kelly@dps.state.ny.us> 
Cc: "Singher, Thomas" <tsingher@hunton. corn>; "Newman, Kimberly" 
<knewman@hunton. corn>; "Lund, John" < j lund@hunton. com>; "Corry, Conti" 
<ccorry@hunton.com>; "Hall, Valerie'' <vhall@hunton.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2002 4:51 PM 
Subject: Verizon New York's Response to GNAPs Data Request 

> Dear Judge Stein: 
> 
> At the technical conference last week, you and 
> counsel for GNAPs propounded five data requests regarding the product(s) 
> that Verizon sells to Verizon Online in order to facilitate access to the 
> I S P  via "500" numbers. Verizon New Y o r k  I n c .  responds to each data 
request 
> below. 
> 
> 1) General description of service -- what is it? 
> Verizon New York actually sells two products that 
> would permit an I S P  or CLEC to offer a ' '500" number feature to its 
> customers: the PRI HUB service set forth in the NYPSC Tariff No. 1 
(relevant 
> portions attached) and IPRS service set forth in the FCC Tariff No. 11 
> (relevant portions attached). Although Mr. Haynes testified about the PRI 
> HUB service at the technical conference, Verizon New York has since 
learned 
> that Verizon Online actually purchases the IPRS service from FCC Tariff 
No. 
> 11. General descriptions of each product are contained in the respective 
> tariff sections that are attached. 
> 
> 2) Scope of availability -- where is it currently 
> available in New York? 
> Verizon New York offers both products in New York. 
> The hub locations for each service are concentration points for data 
traffic 
> originating throughout each LATA where Verizon has  a franchise. The hubs 
> for the P R I  HUB service are in the New York central offices identified in 

1 



> the attached list. Ten customers, in addition to Verizon Online, use the 
> I P R S  service in New York . Hub locations for the IPRS service are 
> identified in the federal tariff. The hubs for the IPRS service in New 
York 
> are located in Albany, Binghamton, Buffalo, New York City Metro, 
> Poughkeepsie, and Syracuse LATAs. 
> 
> 3) Pricing terms -- what are the specific price/cost 
> elements? 
> The specific pricing terms are set forth in the 
> respective tariffs. I P R S  is not available at a resale discount (FCC 
Tariff). 
> PRI  HUB is available at a resale discount. Please note the following: 
> 
> IPRS: By purchasing the ports at the rates set forth 
> in the federal tariff, the I P R S  purchaser can send a call from the trunk 
> side of the IPRS HUB central office to the Verizon Fast Packet Network. 
The 
> I P R S  purchaser must also buy a connection into the Verizon Fast Packet 
> Network in order to complete the call. Rates f o r  these connections (i.e., 
> ATM or Frame Relay) are found elsewhere i n  Verizon's tariffs. IPRS rates 
do 
> not include the price of access to a phone line (i.e., t h e  end user must 
> still buy local phone service to get dialtone). 
> P R I  HUB: By purchasing the I O F  at the rates in the 
> NYPSC No. 1, the originating caller dialing an ISP served via a PRI HUB 
> purchaser can send a call beyond the local calling area without incurring 
> additional toll charges. A P R I  RUB customer (CLEC/ISP) must a l s o  purchase 
> dedicated high speed access facilities from the P R I  HUB to the (CLEC/ISP) 
> customer premises equipment in order to complete the call. PRI HUB rates 
> do not include the price of access to a phone line (i.e., the end user 
must 
> still b u y  local phone service to get dialtone). 
> 
> 4) Do access charges apply if a call goes beyond the 
> local calling area of the calling party? 
> No. 
> 
> 5) Do terms, conditions, prices applicable to 
> Verizon Online differ in any way from terms, conditions, prices available 
to 
> other I S P s  or CLECs? 
> No, Verizon Online purchases out of the FCC No. 11 
> tariff which is available to a11 other customers (including but not 
limited 
> to C L E C s  and I S P s ) .  In addition, as Mr. Haynes testified at the technical 
> conference l a s t  week, a customer (including but not limited to a CLEC or 
> I S P )  could a l s o  purchase out of NYPSC No. 1 t o  obtain the PRI HUB service 
in 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
> 

order to provide access to the Internet via a l o c a l  call. 

<<Availability of PRI hub Service - G N A P s  NY Data 
Request(v1) .DOC>> <<NYtariff.pdf>> <<Tarrifl.pdf>> 
<<Tariff2 .pdf>> 

Kimberly A. Newman 
HUNTON & WILLIAMS 
1900 K Street, NW 
Suite 1200 
Washington, DC 20006 
(202) 7 7 8 - 2 2 2 5  
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NY VZ CENTRAL OFFICES CONTAINING PRI HUBS 

CENTRAL OFFICE 
Second Avenue I ADDRESS 

204 Second Avenue, Manhattan, NY 
10003 

132 Williamsburg 

132 

132 

Brooklyn, NY 1 120 1 

132 

133 

Garden City 

133 

74 1 Zeckendorf Blvd., Garden City, 
NY 11530 

134 I 

Poughkeepsie-Hamilton 

136 

20 South Hamilton Street, 
Poughkeepsie, NY 1260 1 

136 

Ithaca-Pleasant Grove 

I 138 

Pleasant Grove Road, Ithaca NY 14850 

140 

Utica - Genessee Road 280 Genessee Road, Utica NY 13502 

Binghampton - Henry Street 

Deer Park 

64 Henry Street, Binghampton, NY 
13901 

85 West Second Street, Deer Park, NY 
11729 

Buffalo - Franklin Street 

Hamburg 

Lockport 

65 Franklin Street, Buffalo, NY 14202 

141 Main Street, Hamburg, NY 14075 

52 Walnut Street, Lockport, NY 14094 

White Plains 11 1 Main Street, White Plains, NY 
10601 

Kingston 449 Broadway, kngston, NY 1240 1 

A 1 b any- W as hing t on Street 1 16 1 Washington Avenue, Albany, NY 
12206 

Glenn Falls 3 14 Glenn Street, Glenn Falls, NY 
12801 

Syracuse - State Street 201 South State Street, Syracuse, NY 
I3202 

Elmira 1 Wisner Park, Elmira, NY 14901 
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THE VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

ACCESS SERVICE 

TARIFF F.C.C. NO. 11 
Original Page 17-27 

17. Packet Switching Access Service (Contld) 

17.5 IP (Internet Protocol) Routing Service 

17.5.1 Service Description 

The Telephone Company's IP (Internet Protocol) Routing Service, 
IPRS, provides for the collection, concentration and management of 
the customer's data traffic within a LATA. IPRS consists of network 
routers located at LATA hub sites that will collect the customer's 
end user data traffic and concentrate it for connection and 
transport over the Telephone Company's fast packet data network to a 
customer's designated location. 

The customer has the option of utilizing, as a feature of IPRS, 
Single Number Routing (SNR) in lieu of local telephone numbers, 
which are included as part of IPRS. This option provides for all 
end users in a defined geographic area (i.e., a LATA) to have access 
to the customer via one specialized telephone number. The end user 
can  initiate a call within the service area to the customer, and the 
call will be treated as a local call by the Telephone Company for 
the connection and duration of the call. This option (which is 
assigned USOC NSOlX) is part of the standard IPRS offering and is 
included in the rates and charges for IPRS at no additional charge. 

T h e  following two alternatives are offered to the customer under 
this option: 

1. The Telephone Company will assign a Single Number 
Routing telephone number from a 500 NPA; or 

2. The customer can provide the Telephone Company with 
its own 555-XXXX telephone number acquired from the 
North American Numbering Plan Administration. 

For those customers that opt for Single Number Routing, the 
Telephone Company will provision either a single 500 or 555 
telephone number. If the customer requests additional 500 or 5 5 5  
telephone numbers, special assembly charges will apply. 

(TR 24) 
Issued: April 13, 2001 Effective: April 28, 2001 

Vice President 
2980 Fairview Park Drive, Falls Church, VA 22042 



THE VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

ACCESS SERVICE 

TARIFF F.C.C. NO. 11 
lSt Revised Page 17-28 

Cancels Original Page 17-28 

17. Packet Switchinq Access Service (Cont'd) 

17.5 IP (Internet Protocol} Routing Service (Cont'd) 

17.5.1 Service Description (Cont'd) 

IPRS provides two types of ports for the collection of end user data 
traffic. The port type(s) is/are determined by the method(s) chosen 
by the customer for access to its end user(s). 
are : 

The two port types 

1. Dial-up Port 

2 .  IPRS DS1/1.544 Mbps Port* 

The dial-up p o r t  type is intended f o r  use with a single computer 
connection and not fo r  connection to a Local Area Network ( L A N ) .  

IPRS does not include the end user access service. End user 
services and facilities are available from this and other public 
telephone network tariffs. 

IPRS requires the use of RADIUS (Remote Authentication Dial-In User 
Service), a network security protocol, for the customer's 
authentication and authorization of its dial-up end user(s). See 
Section 17.5.2 following for technical references. 

* Effective September 15, 2001, t h e  IPRS DS1/1.544 Mbps Port will no longer 
be available for new service requests. 

(TR 88) 

Issued: August 31, 2001 Effective: September 15, 2001 

Vice President 
2980 Fairview Park Drive, Falls Church, VA 22042 



THE VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF F.C.C. NO. 11 
Original Page 17-30 

ACCESS SERVICE 

17. Packet Switching Access Service (Cont'd) 

17.5 IF (Internet Protocol) Routing Service (Cont'd) 

17.5.3 Terms and Conditions 

(B) LATA 

NY Metro 
Eastern MA 
NY Metro 
NY Metro 
NY Metro 
NY Metro 
NY Metro 
NY Metro 
NY Metro 
Albany 
Albany 
P' keepsie 
P ' keepsie 
Binghamton 
Binghamton 
Syracuse 
Syracuse 
Buffalo 
Buffalo 
Eastern MA 
Eastern MA 
Eastern MA 
Eastern MA 
Eastern MA 
Western MA 
Western MA 
Maine 
Maine 
Maine 
Maine 
New Hamp. 
New Hamp. 
Rhode Isl. 
Rhode I s l .  
Vermont 
Vermont 
Vermont 
Vermont 
Vermont 

(Cont ' d) 

Hub Wire Center 

West 36th Street N Y C  
Franklin Street Boston 
White Plains 
Garden City 
West 1 8 t h  Street NYC 
East 13th Street NYC 
East 7gth Street NYC 
Hempstead 
Deer Park 
State Street Albany 
Clinton St. Schenectady 
Hamilton Street 
Kings ton 
Henry Street 
Corning 
Tioga St. Ithaca 
State St. Syracuse 
Amherst 
Franklin St. Buffalo 
Bent St. Cambridge 
Framingham 
Worcester 
Brockton 
Lawrence 
Pittsfield 
Springfield 
August a 
Port land 
El 1 sworth 
Lewiston 
Manchester 
Nashua 
Providence 
Newport 
Burlington 
Montpelier 
St. Johnsbury 
Brattleboro 
Rut land 

Service 
Availability 
May 1999 
May 1999 
June 1999 
June 1999 
September 2 0 0 0  
September 2000 
December 2000 
September 2 0 0 0  
September 2 0 0 0  
J u l y  1999 
August 1999 
Sept. 1999 
May 2000 
July 1999 
May 2000 
August 1999 
July 1999 
August 1999 
J u l y  1999 

July 1999 
Sept. 1999 
February 2001 
February 2001 
August 1999 
July 1999 
June 1999 
May 1999 
January 2 0 0 1  
December 2000 
May 1999 
June 1999 
July 1999 
August 1999 
June 1999 
June 1999 
October 2000 
January 2 0 0 1  
January 2001 

July 1999 

Certain regulations previously found on this page can now be found on 
Original Page 17-45.1. 

( T R  2 4 )  

Issued: April 13, 2001 Effective: April 2 8 ,  2001 

Vice President 
2980 Fairview Park Drive, Falls Church,  VA 22042 



THE VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES 

ACCESS SERVICE 

TARIFF F.C.C. NO. 11 
Original Page 31-312 

31. The Verizon Telephone Companies Rates and Charges (Cont'd) 

31.17Packet Switch ing  Access Service (Cont'd) 

31.17.6 IP (Internet Protocol) Routing Service 

P o r t  Category 

( A )  Dial-up P o r t  

Month-to-Month 
Up to 75,500 Ports 
Over 75,500 Ports 

3-year Term 

Up to 9,660 Ports 
Up to 16,100 Ports 
Up to 32,200 Ports 
Up t o  48,300 Ports 
Up to 64,400 Ports 
Up t o  75,500 Ports 
O v e r  7 5 , 5 0 0  P o r t s  

5-year Term 

Up to 9,660 Ports 
Up to 16,100 Ports 
U p  t o  32,200 Ports 
Up to 48,300 P o r t s  
Up t o  6 4 , 4 0 0  P o r t s  
Up to 7 5 , 5 0 0  P o r t s  
Over 7 5 , 5 0 0  Ports 

Monthly Rate Nonrecurring 
Per P o r t  Charge usoc - 

PRLA6 $56 - 0 0  $35.00 
See 17.5.4 I H )  preceding 

PRLJ2  
P R L J 3  
PRLJ4 
P R L J 5  
PRLJ6 
PRLJ8 

PRLQZ 
PRLQ3 
PRLQ4 
PRLQ5 
PRLQ6 
PRLQB 

0 . 0 0  39.00. 
38.00. 0.00 
37.00 0.00 
36.00 0.00 
34.00 0.00 
3 2 . 0 0  0 . 0 0  

See 17.5.4 ( H I  preceding 

36.00 0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  35.00 
0.00 34.00 
0.00 33.00 
0 . 0 0  31.00 
0 . 0 0  2 9 . 0 0  

See 17.5.4 (H) preceding 

(TR 2 4 )  
Issued: April 13, 2001 Effective: April 28, 2001 

Vice Pres iden t  
2 9 8 0  Fairview Park Drive, Falls Church, VA 2 2 0 4 2  



THE VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF F.C.C. NO. 11 
Original Page 31-314 

ACCESS SERVICE 

31. The Verizon Telephone Companies Rates and Charges (Cont'd) 

31.17Packet Switching Access Service (Cont'd) 

31.17.6 IP (Internet Protocol) Routing Service (Cont'd) 

Non-chargeable Optional Features 

( E )  Single Number Routing Feature 
Per Customer 

(F) Ten-Digit Number Trigger 
Per Customer 

usoc 

NSOlX 

TGRAR 

Monthly 
Rate 

None 

None 

31.18Reserved for Future Use 

(TR 24) 
Issued: A p r i l  13, 2001 Effective: April 2 8 ,  2001 

Vice President 
2980 Fairview Park Drive, Falls Church,  VA 22042 



Veriron Telephone Companies, FCC Tariff No. I, 
Access Service, Section 16.5, Internet Protocol 

Routing Service 



THE VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF F.C.C. NO. 1 
Original Page 16-57 

ACCESS SERVICE 

16. Packet Data Services (Cont'd) 

16.5 IP (Internet Protocol) Routing Service (Cont'd) 

16.5.3 Terms and Conditions 

( A )  IPRS is a hubbed service. IPRS wire centers are 
designated in (B) following. 

(B) LATA 
Washington 
Washington 
Washington 
Washington 
Washington 
Baltimore 
Baltimore 
Baltimore 
Baltimore 
Roanoke 
Roanoke 
Roanoke 
Sal isbury 
Culpeper 
Culpeper 
Culpeper 
Hagerstown 
Hagerstown 
Hagerstown 
Norfolk 
Richmond 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Phi 1 adelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia 
A 1  toona 
A1 toona 
A1 toona 
Lynchburg 

HUB Wire Center 
Arlington 
Gaithersburg 
Reston - Fox Mills 
Waldorf 
Washington, D.C. 
Columbia 
Crofton 
Westminster 
Towson 
Roanoke 
Blacksburg 
Norton 
Sa 1 i sbury 
Culpeper- 
Fredericksburq Leesburg - 
Fredrick 
Hagerstown 
Mart insburg 
Aberdeen 
Chester 
Conshohocken 
Ardmore 
Springfield 
Hatboro 
Newtown 
Doylestown 
Pot t s town 
Exton 
West Chester 
Reading 
Market 
Mountainville 
Perkasie 
A1 t oona 
Barnesboro 
State College 
Church Street 

(This page filed under Transmittal No. 2 3 )  
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THE VERIZON TELEPHONE COMPANIES TARIFF F.C.C. NO. 1 
Original Page 16-58 

ACCESS SERVICE 

16. Packet Data Services (Cont'd) 

16.5 IP (Internet Protocol) Routing Service (Cont 'd) 

16.5.3 Terms and Conditions (Cont'd) 

(B)  (Cont'd) 
LATA 
Pittsburqh 
Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh 
Pittsburgh 
Capital 
Capital 
Capital 
Capital 
Capital 
Capital 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
North Jersey 
Delaware Valley 
Delaware Valley 
Delaware Valley 
Delaware Valley 
Delaware Valley 
Delaware Valley 
Delaware Valley 
Atlantic Coastal 
Atlantic Coastal 
Atlantic Coastal 
Atlantic Coastal 
Northeast 
Clarksburg 
Clarksburg 
Charleston 
Charleston 

KlJB Wire Center 
Downtown 
Uniontown 
Bethel Park 
Washington 
Greenburg 
Robinson Township 
Perrysville 
Oakmont 
Monroeville 
Beaver Falls 
Harrisburg 
Lebanon 
Millersville 
Newark 
Dover 
Georgetown 
New Brunswick 
Toms River 
Lakewood 
Spring Lake 
Middletown 
Jamesburg 
Woodbr i dge 
Plainfield 
Bernardsville 
Madison 
Newark 2 
Little Falls 
Cliffside park 
Closter 
Ramsey 
West Milford 
Succasunna 
Washington 
Collingswood 
Camden 
Ewing 
Burlington 
Mount Holly 
Wenonah 
Vineland 
Ocean City 
Hammon t on 
Pleasantville 
Wildwood 
Scranton 
Clarksburg 
Morgantown 
Charleston 
Parkersburg 

(This paqe filed under Transmittal No. 23) 
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Attachment 3 

Verizon Online's use of IPRS 500-699-9900 
for "local'" dial access to its Internet service 

3 

ECONOMICS AND 
TECHNOLOGY, INC. 



NPA-NXX Search Form 

Verim p3 Unh e Our Sites : Dial-Up Broadband DSL Live Media Center w venpie 

For Your Homc 
For Your Business 
VOL Home 
VOL DSL Home 
Help 
About Us 
Contact Us 

L 

Pfease enter your area code and the first 3 numbers (the exchange) of your phone number: 

Area Code Exchange 

I Submit I I Clear Form I 

Verizon Online local dial-up access numbers are avaiIable in these states : 

a Connecticut 
e Delaware 
a Maine 

Maryland 
a Massachusetts 
a New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New York 

a Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington DC 

~ ~~ ~ 

Home ] Products & Services I Perks I My Account I Check My E-mail I Online Help 
System Status I Dial Access Numbers I Site Map 1 Online Partners I Contact Us 

Verizon Online Privacy Statement 
Copyright 0 1996-2002 Verizon. AI1 Rights Reserved 

Use of Verizon Online's internet access services and web sites are subject to user compliance with our 
Policies and Ter-xns of Service. 

'w- ver#mi 

http://www3.verizon.net/cgi-bin/npa-nxx/ [4/12/02 11 :55:30 AM] 



NPA-NXX Search Results for (603) 255 

SHOULD BE LOCAL 
For Your Home 
For Your Business 
VOL Home 
VOL DSL Hoine 
Help 
About Us 
Contact Us 

Number ,Access Site : LATA Name 

- 

Our Sites : Dial-Up Broadband DSL Live Media Center Verizon Online 
W" wen= 

.**- -- --II - - I - l l . l , l l l l . I X I  -._-- "l,l"".-.lll--"lll," 1,11~~-~---"11111 -I-___ ______- ____I_ 

The Standard Dial-Up Number (500-699-9900) will be billed as a local call for Verizon 
local telephone customers only. If you select this number, and Verizon does not provide your 
local telephone service, Verizon Internet Services Inc. will NOT be responsible for any toll 
charges you incur. 

If Verizon Communications Inc. does NOT provide your local telephone service, we can not 
provide a local dial-up number at this time. Any access would require toll or long distance 
,charges. 

Verizon Online is NOT responsibIe for any toll or long distance charges you incur while using 
its service. 

Try Verizon Online today - 100% RISK FREE! To get started: 

Download Verizon Online registration software, or 

Use our online order form to request registration software to be mailed to you, or 

To request software by phone call us at 1-800-NET-2026. 

If you're interested in ultra high-speed Internet access, see the above chart to find out if 
Verizon Online DSL is available in your area. Click here to find out if it's available to your 

home 

I First Page I 

Home I Products & Services I Perks I My Account I Check My E-mail I Online Help 
System Status I Dial Access Numbers I Site Map I Online Partners I Contact Us 

http://www3.verizon.net/cgi-bin/npa-nxx/index.cgi? (1 of 2) [4/12/02 1 1 :55:49 AM] 



NPA-NXX Search Results for (603) 255 

~ Verizon Online Privacy Statement 
Copyright 0 1996-2002 Verizon. All Rights Reserved 

Use of Verizon Online’s internet access services and web sites are subject to user compliance with our 
Policies and Terms of Service. 

wenan 

http:llwww3.verizon,netkgi-binlnpa-nxx/index,cgi? (2 of 2) [4/12/02 1 1 :55:49 AM] 


