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Verizon Northwest Inc. (Verizon) submits these comments in response to the Commission’s Notice of Opportunity to Comment (“Notice”) issued January 14, 2005. 
INTRODUCTION
The specific questions set forth in the Notice focus primarily on parity between ILECs, CLECs, and wireless providers concerning the recovery of certain E911 transport costs.  The key difference between these companies is simply stated: ILECs’ rates are regulated; CLECs’ and wireless providers’ rates are not.  ILECs have been allowed to charge PSAPs for the services they provide, including E911 transport costs.  This practice reflects the well settled principle that regulated companies must be allowed to recover their costs through regulated rates.  (As noted in Verizon’s initial comments filed December 10, 2004, the FCC recognized this principle in its King County decision.)  The practice also properly reflects the policy that costs should be recovered from the cost causers.

Moreover, the Commission cannot eliminate the ILEC E911 transport rates through this rulemaking – to do so would constitute unlawful single-issue ratemaking.


In short, no changes are needed to today’s E911 transport cost recovery mechanisms.  

COMMENTS ON QUESTIONS

Some of the questions set forth in the Notice seek information on the practices of CLECs.  Verizon generally leaves those answers to the CLECs themselves at this time.
1. 
What are the policy reasons for treating wireline and wireless carriers differently or alike for purposes of recovery from PSAPs of the cost of transport to the selective router (WITA page 2)? 


Parity exists as long as all companies have a mechanism to recover costs specific to E911.  Wireless carriers have significantly more flexibility in providing and charging for service under the exclusive jurisdiction granted to the FCC.  Wireless carriers operate within a competitive marketplace, without regulated rates and charges or filed tariffs.  They have the ability to seek commercial arrangements with PSAPs without regard to filed tariffs or the need to seek prior regulatory authority, or, in the alternative, to create their own surcharge to their customers if they wish.


On the other hand, as explained in Verizon’s prior comments, ILECs are rate regulated and the legislative policy in this state has been to have the cost causing PSAPs pay for their transport costs as part of the overall E911 funding system.  
If ILECs were not able to recover the cost of the E911 trunks from the cost-causing PSAPS, their E911 customers, then the ILECs would have to recover those costs in their bills for unrelated services.   Economic efficiency is advanced when cost-causers pay for costs that they create. PSAPS get their funding from the end user customers that are subject to excise taxes.  Cross-subsidizing E911 service with revenues from unrelated services would not promote economic efficiency.


2. 
How is the recovery of E 911 implementation costs and specifically transport to the selective router, presently handled with respect to customers of competitively classified telecommunications companies?
 

a.
What are the policy reasons for treating ILECs and CLECs differently or alike for purposes of recovery of the cost of transporting E 911 calls to the selective router?



b.
Do competitive considerations favor treating CLECs and ILECs alike with respect to recovery of E 911 service costs?


c.
Should CLECs be entitled to charge PSAPs for the cost of transport to the Selective Router? If so, would those charges be subject to tariff or price list regulation; what kind of regulation should they be subject to?

Verizon does not have specific information regarding CLEC cost recovery of E911 costs and will defer commenting on these questions until the CLECs have had an opportunity to provide their perspective.

3.
Please comment on EMD’s statement at page 3 that: “Technology has changed and new providers have entered the telecommunications market, each making decisions on market service territory and call transport technology. These new providers may have switches in other states and ILECs have consolidated SRs to the point that only ten SRs serve Washington State.  Therefore, the PSAPs should not have to pay for any connections on the telecommunications company side of the SR.”


Verizon is not certain what is meant by the quoted statement. In any event, it contains nothing that calls for disrupting the system by which Verizon’s tariffed charges recover transport costs from the cost causers.  

4.
In reference to the statement in EMD’s comments on page 2 that: “The WUTC has established access to emergency services (E911) as a basic service to be supplied for voice grade telecommunications customers.”


a.
Could ILECs recover the cost of transport to the selective router (SR) as part of basic service costs in the general rate base?
The fact that access to E911 may be part of a definition of “basic service” created for another purpose does not require abandoning the cost-causer payment structure of the ILECs’ tariffs.


b.
Assuming that the cost of transport to the selective router was no longer recoverable through PSAP tariffs, could rural carriers obtain reimbursement from Universal Service Funds for transport to the selective router as part of the Basic Services requirement? (State Universal Service Fund). 

Verizon has no comment at this time.


5.
In reference to the statement in EMD’s comments on page 2: “The Federal Communications Commission has also established E911 as the standard for access to emergency services (Attachments A&C). These standards apply to carriers offering local services regardless of the nature of the technology utilized or the regulatory classification of the company.”  What cost reimbursement is there for access to emergency 911 services as part of the FCC’s basic service requirements as part of the high cost support under the federal Universal Service Fund?


Eligible Telecommunications Carriers (ETCs) must provide access to 911 or E911, among other things, in order to be eligible to receive support from the Federal Universal Service High Cost mechanism.  While some of the network costs to provide access to 911 or E911 may be included in the federal high cost model, support is available only if, in the aggregate, a carrier’s costs exceed the nationwide average cost benchmark.  Verizon Northwest’s costs do not exceed this benchmark and, therefore, the Company does not receive high cost support.


6.
For your company (or companies), how much of the cost of E 911 service is attributable to transport from the end office to the selective router either in terms of total dollars in Washington, or as a percentage of costs that you currently recovery through rates and charges paid by PSAPs? 


Revenue from Verizon’s tariffed charges to PSAPs for the subject transport service comprise **CONFIDENTIAL** of total revenues from PSAPs in Washington.
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