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                             I.  INTRODUCTION

     1.  On November 19, 1994, Bell Atlantic filed a petition seeking an expedited waiver

of the Commission's access charge rules to establish new rate elements to offer commercial

video dialtone service in Dover Township, New Jersey.  On January 27, 1995, it filed an

amendment to that petition. Video dialtone is a common carrier transmission service,

provided by local telephone companies, that enables end-users to gain access to video

programming provided by multiple programmers.   In the Video Dialtone Reconsideration

Order, the Commission concluded that video dialtone is a form of interstate access, but

declined to prescribe new rate elements specifically applicable to video dialtone because of

the risk that any uniform rate structure would fail to produce elements that would match each

telephone company's particular offering. The Commission decided to treat video dialtone as

a switched access service, and required local telephone companies to file petitions for waiver

of the Part 69 rules to establish video dialtone rate structures.  We conclude that Bell

Atlantic has shown good cause for a waiver of the Commission's Part 69 rules with respect

to its planned commercial video dialtone offering in Dover Township, New Jersey, and thus

we grant a waiver of those rules, as conditioned below.

                              II.  BACKGROUND

     2.  Pursuant to the Commission's video dialtone policies, Bell Atlantic received

Section 214 authority to provide commercial video dialtone service in Dover Township. 

Bell Atlantic has also filed other video dialtone applications.  In

its waiver application, Bell Atlantic identifies three basic forms of video dialtone transmission

provided over its systems: (1) broadcast, in which programming (not necessarily limited to

over-the-air "broadcast" stations) is available to all end-user subscribers; (2) narrowcast, in

which programming is available to a selected subset of end-user subscribers; and (3)

pointcast, used for "on-demand" services, in which programming is sent directly to

individual end-user subscribers upon request.   Bell Atlantic originally proposed three

different video dialtone architectures in its various 214 applications:  (1) Asymmetric Digital

Subscriber Line (ADSL); (2) fiber-to-the-curb; and (3) Hybrid Fiber Optic-Coaxial (HFC),

although it recently abandoned the latter architecture.

     3.  Bell Atlantic is deploying a fiber-to-the-curb architecture in Dover Township. 

This system is capable of transmitting up to 384 digital channels, where a "channel" is

defined as one full-motion video transmission path, consisting of a 6 Mbps circuit over

which video information is digitally encoded in an MPEG2 format.  Initially, the fiber-to-

the-curb system in Dover Township will be technologically capable of delivering only digital

broadcast and narrowcast service.  Bell Atlantic, however, has received Section 214

authorization to provide pointcast service in Dover Township, and plans to deploy it when

technologically feasible.

     4.  According to Bell Atlantic, the fiber-to-the-curb video dialtone network in Dover

Township consists of the following network components (see the attached Figure 1-1):


    Video Headend.  A programmer's video headend is located at the programmer's

     premises or at Bell Atlantic's central office.  It converts analog television signals to

     digital signals or provides a connection for digitized video signals for transmission to

     the video distribution office.   


    Video Dialtone Access Links.  When the headend is located at the programmer's

     premises, the video information is transmitted to Bell Atlantic's network over a video

     dialtone access link provided by Bell Atlantic or over facilities provided by an

     alternative provider (possibly including the programmer).  Bell Atlantic's video

     dialtone access links use "supertrunk" facilities (STT) -- one-way, high capacity

     circuits, each of which can carry up to 96 channels, with lower quality transmission

     parameters than typical Bell Atlantic high capacity facilities.   These signals terminate

     at the video distribution office.


    Video Distribution Office.  The video distribution office is the Bell Atlantic central

     office from which signals from various programmers are disseminated to local

     neighborhoods in Dover Township.  There is one video distribution office serving the

     entire Dover Township system.  An ATM (asynchronous transfer mode) switch,

     located at the video distribution office, compiles information into packets that are

     distributed to host digital terminals.  The video distribution office also contains

     another packet switch used to transmit administrative information among

     programmers, end-user subscribers, and the video administration module.


    Video Administration Module.  The video administration module, a computer located

     at a Bell Atlantic maintenance center, provides the menu from which subscribers may

     select among programmers (the Level 1 Gateway, described below).  It also performs

     system administrative functions, such as enabling end-user subscribers to request

     connections to selected programmers and channels and providing programmers with

     subscriber billing information.


    Host Digital Terminals.  Four supertrunk circuits, each capable of carrying up to 96

     channels (for a total of up to 384 channels), transmit video information from the

     video dialtone office to multiple host digital terminals located throughout Dover

     Township.  These host digital terminals, each of which serves up to 250 end-user

     subscribers, may be located in central offices or in underground controlled

     environmental vaults.  At the host digital terminals, the video information is

     integrated with digital voice telephony transmissions and sent out over a fiber optic

     distribution system to optical network units.  Host digital terminals will also handle

     Integrated Services Digital Network (ISDN) service.


    Optical Network Units.  Optical network units are installed at curb-side locations and

     typically serve four to eight residences.  An optical network unit can be mounted on

     either a free-standing pedestal, a telephone pole or strand, or underground.  At the

     optical network unit, the voice telephony and video signals are separated.  The voice

     telephony signals are transmitted over copper wire pairs, while the video signals are

     transmitted over coaxial cable.  The wire pairs and the coaxial cable are twisted

     together to form a single "drop" wire to a network interface device leading into

     subscribers' residences.


    Digital Video Terminal.  Within the end-user subscribers' homes, the coaxial cable

     drop is connected to inside wiring and terminates in a set-top box, referred to as a

     digital video terminal.  The terminal provides the signaling interface necessary to

     enable ordinary televisions  to display the programming.

     5.  Bell Atlantic intends to offer a regulated video dialtone platform consisting of

common carrier transmission of video programming.  This platform includes an on-screen

menu, known as a Level 1 Gateway, which enables end-user subscribers to select among

programming providers.  Each provider might offer one service or a second-level menu of its

offerings, known as a Level 2 Gateway.  Video information services, including Level 2

Gateways, may be provided by any video information provider, including Bell Atlantic

affiliates.  Level 2 Gateway providers may offer program menus sponsored by individual

programming providers, as well as such additional services as more sophisticated menus and

easy access to on-demand services.  FutureVision of America Corp. (FutureVision) has an

agreement with Bell Atlantic to provide programming over the Dover Township system using

60 of the 384 channels.  Bell Atlantic also plans to offer non-common carrier services,

including ancillary services such as digital video terminals (set-top converters), other video

customer premises equipment (CPE), and inside wiring.

     6.  On April 5, 1995, the Common Carrier Bureau granted Bell Atlantic a waiver of

the Part 69 rules to establish rate elements for its video dialtone market trial in Northern

Virginia.  The waiver petition at issue here is the first to be considered with respect to

commercial video dialtone service.

                       III.  BELL ATLANTIC PETITION

     7.  Bell Atlantic asks that the Commission grant, on an expedited basis, its request for

waivers of Sections 69.110, 69.112, 69.305(b), and 69.307(c) of the Commission's Rules to

establish video dialtone rate elements in Part 69.  The proposed rate structure for Bell

Atlantic's video dialtone system in Dover Township consists of four sets of recurring and

non-recurring charges to programmers for transmitting video programming and other

information services to end-user subscribers:  (1) video dialtone access link charges; (2)

broadcast service channel charges; (3) narrowcast service channel charges; and (4) messaging

port charges.  Bell Atlantic, in this generic waiver petition, also proposes several additional

rate elements, including pointcast service charges and end user access charges, that initially

would not apply to the Dover Township system.

     8.  First, Bell Atlantic proposes an optional video dialtone access link element that

would offer programmers one-way transmission service of up to ninety-six video channels,

from the programmer's point of presence to the Bell Atlantic video distribution office.  Bell

Atlantic proposes the following recurring charges for programmers that subscribe to this

service:  (1) a termination charge for the terminating equipment at the programmers' point of

presence and the transport facilities between that location and the serving wire center; (2) a

fixed charge to recover the costs of both the cross-connect equipment at the serving wire

center as well as terminating equipment at the video distribution office; and (3) a per-mile

charge for transport facilities connecting the serving wire center and the video distribution

office, if they are not at the same location.  Bell Atlantic proposes to establish different

recurring charges for each of these services for programmers that wish to subscribe on a

month-to-month basis and those that wish to subscribe for a five-year term.  A non-

recurring charge would apply to install each link or group of links.  

     9.  Programmers would also have the option of using alternative providers or

providing their own facilities to deliver their video information to Bell Atlantic.  In that case,

programmers could interconnect with Bell Atlantic's network either at its video distribution

office or at an intermediate serving wire center between their premises and the video

distribution office.  Programmers that wish to obtain such expanded interconnection at the

serving wire center would pay Bell Atlantic: (1) expanded interconnection charges for virtual

collocation of transport equipment at the serving wire center; (2) a fixed charge for

terminating equipment at the serving wire center and at the video distribution office; and

(3) a per-mile charge for the transport between the serving wire center and the video

distribution office.  Programmers that choose to bring their signals directly to the video

distribution office through competing facilities would be charged only the applicable

expanded interconnection charges.

     10.  Second, Bell Atlantic proposes broadcast service channel charges for the

transmission of video programming from the video distribution office to all end-user

subscribers in the service area.  The charges cover the cost of all the equipment used at the

video distribution office; the video administrative module, as well as 9.6 Mbps administrative

channels connecting the video administration module to the video distribution office, the host

digital terminals, and programmer locations; the four "supertrunks" transmitting video

information to each host digital terminal; and the facilities used to transmit video information

to each end-user subscriber's premises.  

     11.  Bell Atlantic proposes to charge programmers a flat monthly rate for each

broadcast channel they purchase, with the rate based on the number of potential end-user

subscribers reached by the system.  A non-recurring charge would be assessed for

establishing each broadcast service arrangement consisting of one to a maximum of ninety-six

broadcast channels.  Bell Atlantic proposes discounted per-channel rates for programmers

that purchase groups of 24 broadcast channels and/or commit to five-year terms.

     12.  Third, Bell Atlantic proposes a narrowcast service rate structure similar to its

broadcast service rate structure.  Instead of reaching all end-user subscribers in the Bell

Atlantic service area, however, narrowcast channels reach only subscribers in specific

geographic cells (i.e., served by selected host digital terminals) selected by the programmer. 

Narrowcast channel service charges would cover similar network facilities as broadcast

channel service charges, and the flat monthly charge would be based on the number of

potential end-user subscribers in the one or more cells selected by the programmer.  A non-

recurring charge would be assessed for establishing each narrowcast service arrangement

consisting of one to a maximum of ninety-six channels.  Bell Atlantic does not propose

volume or term discounts for narrowcast service channel charges.

     13.  Fourth, Bell Atlantic proposes a messaging port as an optional feature of

broadcast and narrowcast, which would allow the programmer to provide overlay text

messages on associated channels and permit end-user subscribers to initiate interactive text

sessions on designated service channels.  Bell Atlantic proposes a flat monthly recurring

charge for each messaging port and a non-recurring charge to establish the service. 

Programmers may purchase Bell Atlantic's digital data service or use competing providers

for transport from their premises to the video distribution office.

     14.  In addition to the elements applicable to the Dover Township offering, Bell

Atlantic proposes a number of other rate elements applicable to other video dialtone

architectures in other locations.  These rate elements include end-user access charges to be

paid by end-user subscribers; pointcast service charges for programmers providing point-to-

point video on demand to specific end-user subscribers; and signalling port charges for

optional features associated with pointcast service.  Bell Atlantic notes that it may offer

volume and term pricing plans for specific rate elements.

     15.  Bell Atlantic also seeks waivers of the Part 69 rules that would prevent it from

allocating the costs and revenues of video dialtone to the transport services identified in Part

69.

                                IV.  ISSUES

A.   Scope of the Waiver

     1.   Positions of the Parties

     16.  Cable operators, NARUC, MCI, and the Pennsylvania PUC oppose Bell

Atlantic's petition.  A number of opponents argue that expedited review of the Part 69

waiver petition is inappropriate, given the precedential nature of the petition and the risk of

cross-subsidies from telephone ratepayers.   They stress the need for careful review of this

issue and some advocate a general rulemaking proceeding addressing cost allocation issues

and the referral of relevant separations issues to a Federal-State Joint Board. 

Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones argue that the Commission should adopt generic guidelines for

Part 69 waiver requests in order to allow the tariff review process to focus on the question of

whether the proposed rate levels are sufficient to cover costs.  Similarly, Atlantic Cable

Coalition argues that the Commission should adopt a tariff review plan itemizing the

materials necessary to support video dialtone rates, and suggests specifications for such a

plan.  Bell Atlantic points out that the Commission has already refused to delay approval of

video dialtone rate structures until general cost allocation rules are adopted.

     17.  NCTA contends that the Commission is undermining the role attributed to the

Part 69 waiver process by allowing the Part 69 waiver and tariff review processes to proceed

concurrently, thereby permitting telephone companies to "leapfrog" the Part 69 waiver

process.  They assert that Part 69 waiver petitions should be reviewed and ruled upon

separately, before tariff filings are considered.  NCTA further argues that the Commission s

failure to establish clear rules regarding the information that must be included in Part 69 and

tariff filings permits telephone companies to "game" the system by including vague and

evasive information in their Part 69 and tariff filings and leaves interested parties with a

significantly reduced opportunity to participate meaningfully in the proceedings.  Bell

Atlantic responds that to the extent a waiver is required for video dialtone at all, the

Commission should conduct a consolidated waiver and tariff review proceeding.  Bell

Atlantic contends that there is no basis to delay approval of the pending waiver petition. 

Finally, several local telephone companies support Bell Atlantic's position that a promptly-

granted waiver of the Part 69 rules is in the public interest because it will enable consumers

to begin receiving the benefits of competing video services at the earliest possible date.  

AT&T supports an interim waiver pending permanent changes to the Part 61 and 69 rules.

     18.  Furthermore, MCI charges that Bell Atlantic has tarried in filing the petition. 

Bell Atlantic denies this, contending that it filed its waiver petition as soon as possible after a

waiver requirement was established in the Video Dialtone Reconsideration Order.  Finally,

NCTA and Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones also ask that the petition be limited solely to Dover

Township, New Jersey because they contend that Bell Atlantic intends to tariff additional rate

elements in the future.  

     2.   Discussion

     19.  Under Section 1.3 of the Commission's rules, we may exercise our discretion to

waive a rule when a party shows "good cause" to do so.  As interpreted by the courts, this

requires that a petitioner demonstrate both that "special circumstances" warrant a deviation

from the generally applicable rule and that such a deviation will better serve the public

interest than adherence to the general rule.  We find that Bell Atlantic satisfies both

elements of this requirement, but only with respect to its Dover system.

     20.  First, we find that Bell Atlantic's request identifies "special circumstances" for

purposes of granting a waiver for a video dialtone system in Dover Township, New Jersey. 

The deployment of video dialtone service was not anticipated when the Part 69 rules were

adopted, and the Commission concluded that a waiver of those rules would be necessary

before a LEC could establish a video dialtone rate structure.  We conclude that these

special circumstances exist in Dover Township and not elsewhere in Bell Atlantic's territory,

because the Dover Township video dialtone system is the only system for which the

Commission has granted Bell Atlantic Section 214 authority to deploy commercial video

dialtone service.  Bell Atlantic's request for a Part 69 waiver to establish rate elements for

video dialtone services that would be provided over systems for which it has not yet received

Section 214 construction authorization is premature.  Accordingly, in this order we focus

solely on the rate elements that Bell Atlantic proposes to employ initially for its video

dialtone system in Dover Township.  We do not address the matter of pointcast service at

this time, since it initially will not be available.  We deny without prejudice Bell Atlantic's

request for a broader Part 69 waiver.

     21.  We also find that this waiver serves the public interest because consumers will

benefit from the expeditious availability of video dialtone.  The deployment of commercial

video dialtone service in Dover Township will promote the development of advanced

communications services, and will provide additional competition and opportunities for

consumer choice through a diversity of video services.  The planned 384 channels will

increase dramatically the number of video channels available to subscribers in the proposed

service area of Dover Township.  Video dialtone creates new opportunities for programmers

and other service providers, stimulates investments in advanced infrastructure, and thereby

yields substantial economic benefits.  We also conclude that, given the substantial public

benefits expected from the provision of video dialtone service, the timing of our grant of Bell

Atlantic's waiver petition is reasonable.

     22.  We agree with commenters that careful review of Part 69 issues is necessary,

and we offer such review in this order.  Commenters offer no persuasive basis, however, for

us to conclude that adoption of generic guidelines for Part 69 waiver requests or an itemized

tariff review plan for video dialtone services would be in the public interest.  Therefore, we

are unwilling to delay the delivery of benefits of video dialtone service to the residents of

Dover Township while we consider the possibility that such mechanisms could be helpful. 

We reject commenters contentions that the current process enables telephone companies to

"game" the system so as to "leapfrog" the Part 69 waiver process.  In fact, this order

demonstrates that we will give careful attention to petitions for waiver of our Part 69 rules

by those seeking to offer video dialtone service in addition to the careful review of rate levels

provided in the tariff review process.

B.   Rate Elements

     1.   In General

          a.   Positions of the Parties

     23.  Several parties argue that Bell Atlantic's petition is unreasonably ambiguous, that

it fails to provide sufficient details as to what network functions each charge is designed to

cover, and that it might permit double-recovery of certain facilities.  Bell Atlantic responds

that claims relating to cost-justification and double recovery should be addressed in specific

tariff filings, rather than in the context of a Part 69 waiver petition. 

Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones argue that a programmer should be able to purchase and

combine services, including switching functions provided by Bell Atlantic and transport

provided by another carrier.  Bell Atlantic responds that it has already agreed to "unbundle"

its video dialtone service into separate rate elements -- the basic serving arrangement (BSA)

and optional basic service element  (BSE) building blocks described in the Commission's

Open Network Architecture (ONA) framework, but that the Commission does not require

local telephone companies to offer a BSE without the appropriate BSA.  Atlantic Cable

Coalition points out that the Commission expected rate structures to vary due to the variety

of possible video dialtone architectures, and thus, that it is improper for Bell Atlantic to

apply a single rate structure to its three different proposed video dialtone architectures. 

          b.   Discussion

     24.  In general, we find that Bell Atlantic's proposed rate structure for its Dover

Township video dialtone offering is reasonable.  While we agree with the parties that Bell

Atlantic's original petition failed to provide sufficient details regarding the network functions

each charge covers, Bell Atlantic subsequently provided sufficient information, through ex

parte filings and its amended petition, to alleviate the danger of double counting costs, and

establish an adequate basis for a grant of this waiver.  We further conclude that, as discussed

below, Bell Atlantic has unbundled its video dialtone rate elements sufficiently to permit a

programmer to obtain those functions offered by alternative providers that they prefer to

those functions provided by Bell Atlantic.  The Commission does not require LECs to offer

optional BSEs to customers that do not purchase a BSA.  In addition, we find that the

structures of the proposed rate elements are not unreasonably discriminatory per se, given

that all are based on the nature of their costs, and are consistent with our video dialtone

policies and other relevant Commission decisions.  We address each of the specific rate

elements in more detail below.

     2.   Video Dialtone Access Link

          a.   Positions of the Parties

     25. MCI asks for confirmation that unbundled access would be available with

unlimited resale opportunities, and Atlantic Cable Coalition asks that transmission between

the programmer's location and the serving wire center (generally located between the

programmer's premises and the video distribution office) be unbundled from transmission

between the serving wire center and the video distribution office. 

Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones support Bell Atlantic's proposal to enable programmers to buy

video dialtone access links from providers other than Bell Atlantic, but contend that Bell

Atlantic should be required to specify the charges that will apply to expanded interconnection

service provided in conjunction with video dialtone service.  These parties also argue that

the Commission should clarify whether and how its expanded interconnection rules, including

rules regarding pricing flexibility, apply in the context of video dialtone.  Atlantic Cable

Coalition also contends that Bell Atlantic has not justified the use of flat and mileage

charges, rather than per-minute charges for this service.   In response, Bell Atlantic states

that, for technical reasons, it is necessary to have a single point of interconnection for video

dialtone service at the video distribution office.  Bell Atlantic contends that the video dialtone

office, by engineering design, provides that single point of interconnection.  Bell Atlantic

points out that in its amended petition it modified its proposed video dialtone access link

recurring charges explicitly to facilitate connection with its video network at three different

points.    

     26.  NCTA and MCI question whether the video dialtone access link is sufficiently

different from the entrance facilities used to connect interexchange carriers with Bell

Atlantic's serving wire centers as to justify a different price.  They argue that if the two

facilities differ only by the type of terminating equipment in the serving wire center, then

both should be offered in an unbundled, non-discriminatory manner to all parties.  Bell

Atlantic replies that video dialtone access links are one-way video transmission facilities with

a fixed end-point at the video distribution office that are different from existing telephony

links.  It explains that the new video transport service uses only a single fiber to provide

transmission service, whereas DS1 service is normally provisioned using four fibers.  It

states that video dialtone access links do not provide the redundancy and alternate route

protection for the video transport service that is a part of DS1 or DS3 entrance facilities

service.  Therefore, Bell Atlantic contends that these major differences make any one-for-one

comparison of the video dialtone access link and DS1 or DS3 transport entrance facilities

service improper and misleading for they give rise to cost differences.

          b.   Discussion

     27.  We find that Bell Atlantic's proposed video dialtone access link rate structure, as

revised in its amended petition, is reasonable for the following reasons.  First, we conclude

that the rate structure for video dialtone access links reasonably reflects the manner in which

costs are incurred.  Bell Atlantic's proposed rate structure includes flat monthly charges for

dedicated transport facilities and related terminating equipment at the point where Bell

Atlantic first receives a programmer's transmissions and for any such facilities between that

point and Bell Atlantic's video distribution office.  Transport facilities between the serving

wire center and the video distribution office are computed on a per-mile basis.  We conclude

that a rate structure that establishes  flat monthly charges plus per-mile charges for the

dedicated non-traffic sensitive transport facilities and flat monthly charges for the dedicated

non-traffic sensitive equipment reasonably reflects the manner in which costs are incurred. 

Contrary to Atlantic Cable Coalition's argument, per-minute charges are an economically

inefficient way to recover non-traffic sensitive costs of facilities dedicated to a single

customer.

     28.  We also conclude that Bell Atlantic's unbundled rate structure for the video

dialtone access link is consistent with our expanded interconnection policies, and will

facilitate the development of competition in the provision of interstate access services,

including video dialtone access link transmission.  Bell Atlantic has stated that its standard

expanded interconnection rates will be subject to the tariff review process.  Thus,

programmers will have the choice of selecting either Bell Atlantic or a competing provider

(including themselves) for transmission from their premises to the Bell Atlantic video

distribution office or to an intermediate Bell Atlantic serving wire center.  The preservation

of such choices furthers our policies on local access competition and expanded inter-

connection.  If MCI objects to any constraints on resale that Bell Atlantic includes in its

tariffs, MCI should raise those objections in the tariff review process.

     29.  We find that Bell Atlantic's proposed video dialtone access link is substantially

different from existing offerings that interexchange carriers typically use for transmissions

between their points of presence and Bell Atlantic's serving wire centers, such as high

capacity special access channel terminations and switched transport entrance facilities. 

According to Bell Atlantic's uncontested statements, video dialtone access links are one-way,

not two-way, and the "supertrunk" circuits are specially designed to carry video

transmissions to be connected at the Bell Atlantic video distribution office.  These

supertrunks are not engineered to meet the same transmission standard that typical high

capacity special access and switched transport trunks are required to meet.  Thus, Bell

Atlantic's proposal to create a new video dialtone access link, rather than applying existing

charges, is not unreasonably discriminatory.  We discuss the volume and term discounts that

Bell Atlantic proposes for the video dialtone access link below.

     3.   Broadcast and Narrowcast Channel Service Charges

          a.   Positions of the Parties

     30.  NCTA argues that Bell Atlantic must clarify whether the broadcast and

narrowcast channel service charges will be based solely on the number of actual subscribers,

the number of potential subscribers, or a combination of the two; explain why that method is

cost-based; and justify any difference between the broadcast and narrowcast rate structures. 

Bell Atlantic responds that in its amended waiver request the rate elements for broadcast and

narrowcast service channels are no longer based on actual end-user subscribers.  Bell

Atlantic proposes charges for broadcast channels based on the number of potential

subscribers served by the system and charges for narrowcast channels based on the number

of potential subscribers in the areas where the customer's programming is available to

subscribers.  According to Bell Atlantic, its Dover Township video dialtone architecture is

capable of transmitting narrowcast channels to reach only the host digital terminals in the

geographical areas specified by a programmer.  Moreover, Bell Atlantic claims that it can

use the same channel position (both the channel number perceived by an end-user and the

channel configuration on a supertrunk from the video distribution office) simultaneously for

different programmers purchasing narrowcast service to different geographic portions of the

system.

     31.  Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones assert that Bell Atlantic's amended proposal to

calculate channel charges based solely on the number of potential subscribers unfairly forces

programmers to pay for customers they do not serve.  They argue that the flat rate structure

mimics cable service and "virtually ensures" that smaller programmers will be unable to

purchase channels under Bell Atlantic's tariff because they will not have a large enough

subscriber base over which to spread their transport costs.  Atlantic Cable Coalition argues

that Bell Atlantic's amended petition proposes a discriminatory high channel rate on small,

independent programmers that may use only individual channels to offer unique "niche" or

alternative programming by removing the per actual end-user subscriber portion of the rate

calculation for broadcast and narrowcast service charge rates.  Atlantic Cable Coalition

asserts that the new rate structure makes Future Vision a de facto "anchor programmer," the

Commission prohibited in the Video Dialtone Reconsideration Order.  Atlantic Cable

Coalition and Adelphia/Cox/Comcast/Jones cite to public statements attributed to a

FutureVision executive, who opined that Bell Atlantic's tariff for Dover makes it

"economically irrational" for small programmers to provide service independently. 

Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones contend that the proposed rate structure forces smaller

programmers to deal with the unregulated programming arm of Bell Atlantic for carriage

which is completely inconsistent with the "bedrock common carrier nature" of video dialtone

and is unreasonably discriminatory.

     32.   Bell Atlantic argues that it removed the rate elements for broadcast and

narrowcast channel services that were charged on a per end-user subscriber basis "to simplify

consideration of the present petition."  Bell Atlantic denies that the proposed rate structure

discriminates against smaller programmers.  It notes that the same tariffed price will be

charged to all programmers, regardless of size.  Bell Atlantic responds that the "anchor

programmer" concept relates to situations where there is more limited channel capacity, a

situation that does not exist in Dover, and notes that the Commission has already rejected the

claim with respect to Dover.  In addition, Bell Atlantic points out that the Commission has

already approved an initial allocation of 60 channels to FutureVision.   Finally, Bell

Atlantic responds that it is "ludicrous" to use the promotional statements of a FutureVision

executive as a basis for concluding that other programmers will be unable to compete with

FutureVision.  Bell Atlantic contends that it would not be precluded from adding a per end-

user subscriber charge in future filings.

     33.  NCTA, Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones, and MCI argue that Bell Atlantic's

proposed rate structure fails to address the recovery of switching costs, although its proposed

video dialtone services appear to use switching functionalities, facilities typically used with

switching, and remote equipment that must be treated as switching equipment.  Bell

Atlantic responds that the video dialtone services it has proposed to date are unlike other

switched access services in that they do not include a traditional switching component, as the

term is normally understood.  It states that, while video dialtone will include a routing

function similar to that provided by certain special access services (analogous to packet-

switched multi-megabit data service or frame relay service), it is different than a traditional

switching function.  Therefore, Bell Atlantic argues that it is reasonable to recover the costs

of the routing function as part of either broadcast or narrowcast channel service charges.

     34.  Atlantic Cable Coalition argues that Bell Atlantic has failed to justify flat-rate

charges for broadcast and narrowcast services while asking for a usage-sensitive rate for

pointcast service.  Bell Atlantic responds that the different rate structures are justified

because broadcast and narrowcast services require facilities that are dedicated to individual

programmers, while some pointcast service facilities are shared among multiple programmers

on a usage basis. 

     35.  MCI states that in its original Section 214 applications, Bell Atlantic implied that

the facilities between the video dialtone host terminal and platform were common facilities

used jointly for traditional telephone operations, but that it now proposes a video dialtone-

specific rate structure for these facilities completely different from that used for telephone

access service.  Noting that the Commission's policies require that joint and common

facilities be made available to all users of the network at unbundled and non-discriminatory

rates, MCI argues that if the facilities are distinct from telephone network facilities, then Bell

Atlantic may be cross-subsidizing its video dialtone network by classifying discrete video

dialtone facilities as joint and common.

          b.   Discussion

     36.  We conclude that Bell Atlantic's proposal to impose flat monthly broadcast

channel service charges, based on the number of potential end-user subscribers on the entire

system, is reasonable.  Bell Atlantic's proposed rate structure appears to reflect the costs it

incurs to provide broadcast channel service over the Dover Township video dialtone system

to all programmers.  The costs Bell Atlantic proposes to recover through the broadcast

channel charge -- the costs of the equipment used at the video distribution office, the video

administrative module and related facilities, the supertrunks transmitting video information to

each host digital terminal, the host digital terminals, and the facilities used to transmit video

information to each end-user subscriber's premises -- do not appear to vary in proportion to

the number of users subscribing to a particular programmer's offerings.  The costs appear to

be the same whether a programmer has zero or thousands of actual  subscribers.  The costs

associated with their recurring charges would increase only if the entire system were

expanded to reach more potential subscribers.  Therefore, we conclude that a broadcast

channel service charge that varies in proportion to the number of potential subscribers, but

not in proportion to the number of actual subscribers to a particular programmer's offering,

is reasonable and is consistent with our goal of recovering costs from the cost-causative

customer.

     37.  We reject the cable operators' arguments that Bell Atlantic's proposed rate

structure for broadcast channel service charges unreasonably discriminates against

programmers whose offerings are not designed to attract a large number of subscribers. 

Petitioners assert that such "niche" programmers will be forced to recover the same charges

assessed by Bell Atlantic from a smaller subscriber base than programmers that attract a

broad customer base.  Bell Atlantic's rate structure reflects that the costs of making video

dialtone service available to end-users are largely fixed and are incurred even if an end-user

does not subscribe to Bell Atlantic's service.  It follows that programmers with relatively few

end-user subscribers would pay a higher charge per subscriber that they serve than high-

volume programmers, but this result is not unreasonable.  Whenever two firms in the same

industry purchase the same fixed asset, the firm that can spread its costs over a greater total

output will face a lower effective cost per unit than the other.  For example, if two retailers

pay the same rent for identical commercial space, the retailer with a higher sales volume

pays a lower rent per dollar of sales than the retailer with a lower sales volume.

     38.  Finally, we reject the Atlantic Cable Coalition's contention that a cost-based rate

structure based on the number of potential subscribers converts certain large programmers

into de facto "anchor programmers" and is inconsistent with the requirement that LECs offer

sufficient capacity to accommodate multiple programmers.  Multiple programmers can use

Bell Atlantic's video dialtone platform.  Each programmer must pay a rate reflecting the cost

of serving it, and Bell Atlantic has shown that the cost of its broadcast service offering does

not vary according to the number of actual subscribers.  Bell Atlantic does not propose to

offer a programmer with a large number of subscribers any special discount below the cost-

based rate.

     39.  In addition, although Bell Atlantic's provision of broadcast channels involves

some switching-related routing facilities, such as packet switching equipment, we conclude

that the absence of a rate element specifically designated to recover switching costs is not

unreasonable.  A flat monthly rate per channel, rather than a per-minute charge like that for

local switching, appears to be reasonable, because the costs Bell Atlantic incurs to provide

broadcast channels do not appear to vary in proportion to the amount of traffic passing over

the channel.  The tariff review process will address whether Bell Atlantic's proposed rate

levels reasonably recover the costs incurred to provide video dialtone services.

     40.  We also conclude, contrary to MCI's argument, that Bell Atlantic's video

dialtone broadcast channel service charge may reasonably recover the cost of some common

facilities that are jointly used to provide video dialtone and telephony services.  Telephone

companies, as well as producers of other products and services, frequently provide different

services using facilities with joint and common costs.  It is not necessarily unreasonable for

these different services to be offered under differing rate structures.  Of course, as we

concluded in the Video Dialtone Reconsideration Order, a reasonable proportion of these

joint and common costs must be allocated to video dialtone and recovered through video

dialtone rates.  We will consider whether Bell Atlantic's proposed rates meet this standard

in the tariff review process.

     41.  We also find that Bell Atlantic's proposed narrowcast channel service rate

structure is reasonable.  Like broadcast channels, the cost of providing narrowcast channels

appears to vary in proportion to the number of potential subscribers, not in proportion to the

number of actual subscribers to a programmer's offering or in proportion to the minutes of

traffic.  Accordingly, a flat monthly charge based on the number of potential subscribers is

reasonable.  In addition, since a single channel position can be used at the same time by

multiple customers to reach potential subscribers served by different host digital terminals, it

is reasonable to permit Bell Atlantic to base its rate only on those potential subscribers in the

areas selected for service by the narrowcast programmer.  Furthermore, given the nature of

narrowcast service -- where channels may frequently be left vacant over much of the network

while a programmer transmits to customers in only one portion of the system -- Bell Atlantic

may be able to justify a rate for narrowcasting that is higher than its rate for broadcasting

channel service.

     4.   Other Rate Elements

          a.   Positions of the Parties

     42.  Atlantic Cable Coalition argues that Bell Atlantic has not justified the use of flat

rates for messaging and signalling port charges.  Bell Atlantic replies that the Commission's

video dialtone rules do not limit the type of charges that may be imposed to recover video

dialtone network costs, and argues that the level of the charge and cost support therefor

should be addressed in the context of individual tariff proceedings. 

Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones further contend that not assessing an end-user charge for any

services  offered over the Dover system is inconsistent with the Commission's access charge

rules, which recover the costs of common line facilities based on charges to subscribers as

well as to interexchange carriers. The Pennsylvania PUC asserts that Bell Atlantic's

proposed end-user common line charge (for architectures other than the fiber-to-the-curb

system of Dover) does not meet the Part 69 requirements and that this charge would recover

traffic sensitive costs on a non-traffic sensitive basis.

     43.  Cablevision, MCI, NCTA, and the Pennsylvania PUC argue that it is unclear

what costs the end-user access charge covers and that there is a risk of double recovery,

particularly given that broadcast and narrowcast service channel service charges paid by

programmers are to recover the cost of transporting signals from Bell Atlantic's video

distribution office to the end-user.  Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones, Atlantic Cable Coalition,

and MCI question whether loop costs are properly allocated to and recovered by the end-user

access charge or other video dialtone charges, and that, if they are, that rates for local and

access telephone users should be adjusted accordingly.  

     44.  Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones contend that the rate structure Bell Atlantic

proposes for Dover forces programmers to bear all the costs of the video dialtone network,

thus increasing the rates a programmer must charge its subscribers in order to recover its

transport costs.  According to them, this result favors large packagers and programmers over

more specialized and new programmers.  NCTA and the Atlantic Cable Coalition argue that

the end-user access charge unnecessarily and improperly interposes Bell Atlantic between

video dialtone programmers and their subscribers, and risks involving Bell Atlantic, directly

or indirectly, with the pricing, packaging, or selection of programming, in violation of the

Video Dialtone Order. Similarly, Cablevision contends that Bell Atlantic could manipulate a

separate end-user access charge to suppress subscriptions to programmers' services.  NCTA

and MCI argue that a per-minute end-user access charge would be more appropriate than a

flat-rate charge.  They question why Bell Atlantic has proposed to assess a non-traffic-

sensitive charge for traffic-sensitive loop costs.  Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones argue that

end-user access charges should cover no more than access to a basic (Level 1) gateway, and

that anything more than such access must be covered by a separate charge.  AT&T requests

that the Commission clarify that Bell Atlantic must make the end-user access elements

available for resale by programmers, carriers, and other parties.  AT&T contends that such

resale would facilitate direct relationships between programmers and end-users, and thus

promote competition and spur the introduction of innovative services.  AT&T further asserts

that a resale requirement would be consistent with earlier Commission orders.

          b.   Discussion

     45.  We conclude that Bell Atlantic's proposed messaging port charge is reasonable. 

The facilities used to enable programmers to provide overlay text messages on associated

channels and to permit end-user subscribers to initiate interactive text sessions on designated

service channels appear to represent solely non-traffic-sensitive costs.  Therefore, we

conclude that it is reasonable for Bell Atlantic to recover those costs through flat monthly

charges.

     46.  We also find that our rules do not require Bell Atlantic to include a charge to

end-users in its rate structure for Dover.  Our Part 69 rules, which require carriers to assess

end-user charges for local lines that may be used for local exchange service transmissions,

do not impose that requirement on lines used for video dialtone service.  Given that the

architectures for providing video dialtone service are still evolving, we are not inclined at

this time to require Bell Atlantic to impose an end-user charge.  Rather, we find that Bell

Atlantic has provided a reasonable basis for setting its rates to recover the full cost of its

network from its programmer customers.  As stated above, we decline to address the rate

elements, such as the end-user access charge, that Bell Atlantic will not apply initially in the

Dover Township video dialtone system.

C.   Volume and Term Discounts

     1.   Positions of the Parties

     47.  Several cable operator parties argue that Bell Atlantic should not be allowed to

offer video dialtone rate elements at volume and term discounts until and unless the

Commission determines that such discounts are cost-based and in the public interest, because

such discounts could discriminate impermissibly in favor some programmers and against

others.  According to these parties, this risk is particularly acute given that a single

programmer could use a substantial portion of network capacity.  They contend that this

programmer could be a Bell Atlantic affiliate (or, in the case of Dover, a programmer in

which Bell Atlantic holds options to acquire an ownership interest). 

Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones and Atlantic Cable Coalition assert that the month-to-month

cost for small programmers is almost ten times that for a large packager at five year rates,

on a per channel per actual subscriber basis.  They maintain that large packagers are favored

over individual programmers by proposed term and volume discounts, which give a 25%

discount to packagers that take blocks of 24 channels for a five year term.  This, they

contend, combined with a structure where costs are allocated on a per potential subscriber

basis, assures that smaller, niche programmers will be unable to use video dialtone

channels.  The Pennsylvania PUC states that more information is necessary to determine the

reasonableness of Bell Atlantic's proposal.

     48.  Bell Atlantic responds that the Commission has stated that the propriety of

volume and term discounts should be addressed in response to individual tariff filings rather

than in the context of Part 69 waiver petitions.  

     2.   Discussion

     49.  Bell Atlantic proposes to offer video dialtone access link and broadcast channel

service charges with volume and term discounts.  It also notes that it may propose to offer

such discounts for other video dialtone services in the future.  We grant Bell Atlantic a

waiver of the Commission's rules to permit it to offer volume and term discounts on the

video dialtone services it provides in Dover Township, as discussed below.

     50.  Bell Atlantic needs a waiver to offer the volume and term discounts it proposes. 

The Commission's access charge rules generally permit LECs to offer volume and term

discounts on special access services, but not switched access services.  In the Video Dialtone

Reconsideration Order, the Commission concluded that, while video dialtone may share some

characteristics with both switched and special access, video dialtone will be treated as a

switched access service for regulatory purposes.

     51.  We conclude that a waiver to permit Bell Atlantic to offer volume and term

discounts would be in the public interest to the extent that Bell Atlantic can show that such

discounts are reasonable.  In the Expanded Interconnection Order, we permitted such volume

and term discounts for switched transport offerings in a study area (i.e., state) after a

specified number of expanded interconnection circuits have been activated in that study

area.  This threshold showing of sufficient demand for a LEC's expanded interconnection

offering is intended, in part, as evidence that the LEC's offering "presents a viable

competitive opportunity."  When Bell Atlantic's Dover Township video dialtone platform is

operational, it will own facilities for transmitting programming to subscribers in competition

with the incumbent cable operators.  Given such competing conduits, we find that it is in the

public interest to permit Bell Atlantic's video dialtone rates to include lower rates to

customers that subscribe to a  larger number of channels or commit to longer terms of service.

     52.  We take note of the commenters' concerns, however, that discounts could be

used to discriminate unreasonably among programmers.  We recognize that there is a risk

that Bell Atlantic could use volume and term discounts to give unreasonably preferential rates

to its affiliates or to other programmers in which it has an interest.  The Commission

previously has recognized that local telephone companies may have some incentives to offer

video dialtone services at lower than reasonable prices, and that these incentives may be

heightened when they deal with a programmer in which they have a financial interest.

     53.  Accordingly, in the tariff process, we will require that Bell Atlantic submit the

cost data contemplated by the Video Dialtone Reconsideration Order, such as the reasonably

identifiable incremental costs of video dialtone sales, advertising, customer services, and

legal expenses, which will help ensure that volume and term discounts are not unreasonably

discriminatory.  Bell Atlantic will be required to present a compelling justification, such as a

greater certainty of particular revenue streams, if it proposes to allocate lower proportions of

shared plant costs or overhead loadings to discounted video dialtone offerings.  Moreover,

Bell Atlantic will have a heavy burden of proof to justify a discounted rate that is, in

practicality, limited in availability to a single party, such as a discount that is set at such a

large number of channels that it is virtually certain that only one party will be eligible for it.

D.   Cost Allocation

     1.   Positions of the Parties

     54.  MCI and some cable operators argue that the Video Dialtone Reconsideration

Order and the Dover Order  require that video dialtone costs and revenues be segregated

from those of other access services.  Absent such segregation, they contend that Bell Atlantic

would have the flexibility to shift costs from video dialtone elements to less competitive

transport services.  Some of these parties also argue that some of the facilities at issue

appear to be part of the local loop.  NCTA asserts that including video dialtone charges in

the common line basket would limit more effectively Bell Atlantic's ability to raise the rates

of other services.  The D.C. Office of the People's Counsel, on the other hand, raises

concerns that some video dialtone costs will be assigned to common line, while all of its

revenues are assigned to transport.  MCI also contends that it would be discriminatory to

use two different rate structures for the same facilities.  AT&T states that video dialtone

should eventually be placed in its own price cap basket, but it does not object to placement in

the transport category on an interim basis.

     55.  Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones argue that Bell Atlantic's proposal to include video

dialtone costs and revenues in existing transport elements must be rejected because it

undermines the Commission's proposal to create a separate price cap basket for video

dialtone services.  Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones note that the Commission's accounting

rules contain no mechanism comparable to the Part 64 cost allocation rules for separating

regulated video dialtone costs from regulated telephone costs.  They argue that a separate

access charge category will assist the Commission in monitoring the costs and revenues

associated with video dialtone and "ease" the introduction of a separate price cap basket until

the accounting rules are amended.  Adelphia/Comcast/Cox/Jones further argue that the

waiver should be denied due to Bell Atlantic's failure to propose a separate access charge

category for video dialtone, despite the Commission's determination that such a category

would be desirable to help prevent cross-subsidization.  Atlantic Cable Coalition also

charges that Bell Atlantic is attempting to commingle video dialtone revenues with all other

revenues.

     56.  Bell Atlantic responds that the Commission has held that video dialtone must be

included in switched access, and that the common line category is for use only in connection

with local exchange telephone services.  It explains that other Commission proceedings will

determine whether additional access charge categories or price cap baskets will be created. 

Bell Atlantic states that, pursuant to the Dover Order and the Video Dialtone Reconsideration

Order, it will account separately for the costs and revenues for video dialtone, and that as a

new service, video dialtone will be kept out of price caps for the first year.

     57.  MCI argues that without waivers of certain cost allocation rules, costs will be

under-allocated to video dialtone and over-allocated to access services, which could forestall

Bell Atlantic's sharing obligations under the price cap rules.  AT&T contends that the

Commission should adjust the LEC price cap sharing and low-end adjustment mechanisms to

remove video dialtone costs from these calculations to prevent use of these mechanisms to

cross-subsidize video dialtone service indirectly.

     58.  MCI approves of Bell Atlantic's request for a waiver of certain Part 69 cost

allocation rules to enable it to allocate some portion of its joint and common costs to video

dialtone rate elements.  MCI argues, however, that to avoid under-allocating costs to the

video dialtone elements, Bell Atlantic should have sought waivers of other cost allocation and

separations (Part 36) rules.  MCI argues generally that Bell Atlantic appears to be assigning

only direct video dialtone-specific costs to its new rate elements and has proposed no method

for identifying or assigning a reasonable allocation of the common or shared costs of the

network to video dialtone services.  According to MCI, without waivers to identify the costs

of the fiber needed to deploy video dialtone (but not necessary for local or access telephone

services) and allocate them properly, traditional telephone service users will cross-subsidize

deployment of a technology they do not need.

     59.  MCI further contends that Bell Atlantic should have sought waivers of certain

Part 36 and Part 69 cost allocation rules.  For instance, MCI argues that a waiver of Section

69.306(e) is needed to prevent wideband exchange line circuit equipment and exchange trunk

circuit equipment (Part 36 Categories 4.11 and 4.12), used specifically for video dialtone,

from being allocated to access services.  Absent such a waiver, according to MCI, this rule

apportions these types of circuit equipment in the same proportions as the associated cable

and wire facilities, and would under-assign video dialtone costs to video dialtone services and

over-assign them to access services.  The D.C. Office of the People's Counsel also notes

that general support facilities are used for a wide variety of services, states that it is unclear

how Bell Atlantic intends to allocate general support facilities costs, and seeks a clarification

of Bell Atlantic's requested waiver of Section 69.307(c) regarding the assignment of general

support facilities.  Finally, NARUC contends that the Commission must refer video

dialtone-related separation issues to the Federal-State Joint Board immediately.  Bell

Atlantic responds by arguing that the specific rule waivers of Parts 36 and 69 it proposed are

sufficient, and that the rule waivers suggested by MCI are either unnecessary or inconsistent

with the Commission's Video Dialtone Reconsideration Order.

     2.   Discussion

     60.  In the Video Dialtone Reconsideration Order, the Commission tentatively

concluded that a separate price cap basket for video dialtone services would help prevent

LECs from improperly cross-subsidizing video dialtone services by shifting video dialtone

costs to allow them to be recovered through higher prices for less competitive services.  The

Commission noted, however, that it was not necessary to establish such a basket yet, given

that July 1, 1996 is the earliest date on which a video dialtone service could be included in a

price cap index.  Instead, the Commission adopted a Further Notice in the Price Cap

Performance Review proceeding to address specifically the issue of new price cap basket for

video dialtone service.  As an interim measure, it has required LECs to segregate all of

their video dialtone expenses and revenues.  That is, it has required the LECs to establish

two sets of subsidiary accounting records: one to capture the revenues, investments and

expenses wholly dedicated to video dialtone (dedicated costs and revenues); the other to

capture the revenues, investments and expenses that are shared between video dialtone and

other services (common costs and revenues).  The Commission imposed these financial

segregation requirements on Bell Atlantic in granting its application to provide video dialtone

service in Dover.

     61.  In light of these determinations by the Commission, we see no need to determine

whether Bell Atlantic should be given a waiver of our rules governing the allocation of its

video dialtone costs.  Thus, we deny Bell Atlantic's request for a waiver of existing cost

allocation rules to allocate its video dialtone costs to the transport category.  We also decline

to require allocation to other elements, as suggested by MCI and cable operators.  We will

consider whether Bell Atlantic has proposed to recover a reasonable portion of its common

costs through video dialtone rates in the tariff process.

     62.  With respect to the application of our separations rules to video dialtone, we

refer again to the  Reconsideration Order.  The Commission held there that while the

evolution of the marketplace will require a revision of the current separations rules, it was

too soon to begin proceedings to propose specific rule changes in this area.  It held that

scarce federal and state regulatory resources should not be expended to craft separations rules

tailored to video dialtone alone.  Instead, it held that, "[f]or the time being, LECs will

allocate regulated video dialtone investment and expenses between the state and federal

jurisdictions in accordance with existing rules."  The Commission, however, announced its

intention to conduct a Notice of Inquiry to address the broader issue of how newly deployed

broadband networks should be treated under our jurisdictional separations rules.  Against

this background, we reject NARUC's contention that we must immediately refer this matter

to a Federal-State Joint Board.  We also decline to address the waiver proposals of Bell

Atlantic, MCI, and other commenters regarding adjustments to the existing separations rules.

                              V.  CONCLUSION

     63.  We find the requisite special circumstances necessary to grant a waiver with

respect to Dover Township.  Furthermore, we find that Bell Atlantic's proposed rate

structure for its Dover Township video dialtone offering is reasonable.  We conclude that

Bell Atlantic has unbundled its video dialtone rate elements sufficiently and that the structure

of the proposed rate elements is not unreasonably discriminatory per se and is consistent with

our video dialtone policies and other relevant Commission decisions.  Accordingly, we

conclude that Bell Atlantic has shown good cause for a waiver of the Commission's Part 69

rules with respect to its planned commercial video dialtone offering in Dover Township, New

Jersey, and thus we grant a waiver of those rules.

                           VI.  ORDERING CLAUSE

     64.  Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to Section 4(i) of the

Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. 
 154(i), and Sections 0.91 and 0.291

of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. 

 0.91 and 0.291, the petition for waiver filed by

the Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies IS GRANTED to the extent provided herein, and

otherwise IS DENIED.

                         FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

                         Kathleen M.H. Wallman

                         Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
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