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as part of the Agency’s public
participation process for making
reregistration eligibility and tolerance
reassessment decisions for the
organophosphate and other pesticides
consistent with FFDCA, as amended by
FQPA. The Agency’s human health and
ecological fate and effects risk
assessments and other related
documents for sodium acifluorfen are
available in the individual pesticide
docket. As additional comments,
reviews, and risk assessment
modifications become available, these
will also be docketed for sodium
acifluorfen.

The Agency cautions that the sodium
acifluorfen risk assessments are
preliminary and that further refinements
may be appropriate. These documents
reflect only the work and analysis
conducted as of the time they were
produced and it is appropriate that, as
new information becomes available and/
or additional analyses are performed,
the conclusions they contain may
change.

EPA is providing an opportunity,
through this notice, for interested
parties to provide written comments
and input to the Agency on the risk
assessments for the pesticide specified
in this notice. Such comments and
input could address, for example, the
availability of additional data to further
refine the risk assessments, such as
percent crop treated information or
submission of residue data from food
processing studies, or could address the
Agency'’s risk assessment methodologies
and assumptions as applied to this
specific chemicals. Comments should be
limited to issues raised within the risk
assessments and associated documents.
EPA will provide other opportunities for
public comment on other science issues
associated with the pesticide tolerance
reassessment program. Failure to
comment on any such issues as part of
this opportunity will in no way
prejudice or limit a commenter’s
opportunity to participate fully in later
notice and comment processes. All
comments should be submitted by
September 24, 2001 using the methods
in Unit L. of the SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION. Comments will become
part of the Agency record for sodium
acifluorfen.

List of Subjects

Environmental protection, Chemicals,
Pesticides and pests.

Dated: June 14, 2001
Jack E. Housenger,

Acting Director, Special Review and
Reregistration Division, Office of Pesticide
Programs.

[FR Doc. 01-18655 Filed 7—25—-01; 8:45 a.m.]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-S

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

[CC Docket No. 01-100; FCC 01-208]

Application by Verizon New York Inc.,
Verizon Long Distance, Verizon
Enterprise Solutions, Verizon Global
Networks Inc., and Verizon Select
Services Inc., Pursuant to Section 271
of the Telecommunications Act of
1996, For Authorization To Provide In-
Region, InterLATA Services in
Connecticut

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: In this document the Federal
Communications Commission grants the
section 271 application of Verizon New
York Inc., et al. (Verizon) for authority
to enter the interLATA
telecommunications market in the state
of Connecticut. The Commission grants
Verizon’s application based on our
conclusion that Verizon has satisfied all
of the statutory requirements for entry,
and opened its local exchange markets
to full competition.

DATES: Effective July 26, 2001.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Claudia Pabo or Alexis Johns, Attorney-
Advisors, Policy and Program Planning
Division, Common Carrier Bureau, (202)
418-1580.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s
Memorandum Opinion and Order in CC
Docket No. 01-100 released July 20,
2001. The complete text of this
document is available for inspection
and copying during normal business
hours in the FCC Reference Information
Center, Courtyard Level, 445 12th
Street, SW., Washington, DC, and also
may be purchased from the
Commission’s copy contractor,
International Transcription Services
(ITS, Inc.), CY-B400, 445 12th Street,
SW., Washington, DC. It is also available
on the Commission’s website at http://
www.fcc.gov/ccb/ppb/2001ord.html.

Synopsis of the Order

1. On April 23, 2001, Verizon filed an
application, pursuant to section 271 of
the Communications Act of 1996, with
the Commission to provide in-region,

interLATA service in the state of
Connecticut.

2. The State Commission’s
Evaluation. The Connecticut
Department of Public Utility Control
(Connecticut Department) advised the
Commission, following months of
extensive review, that Verizon met the
checklist requirements of section 271(c)
and has taken the statutorily required
steps to open its local markets to
competition. Consequently, the
Connecticut Department recommended
that the Commission approve Verizon’s
in-region, interLATA entry in its May
14, 2001 evaluation of the application.

3. The Department of Justice’s
Evaluation. The Department of Justice
(DOYJ) filed its evaluation of Verizon’s
Connecticut application on May 25,
2001. It does not oppose Verizon’s 271
application for Connecticut in light of
the unique circumstances involved. The
DOQJ cites the limited extent of
Connecticut’s service area and the fact
that it serves competitive LECs in
Connecticut through New York-based
systems and operations, which the
Commission reviewed in the successful
New York 271 application.

Primary Issues in Dispute

4. Checklist Item 4—Unbundled Local
Loops. Verizon has adequately
demonstrated that it provides
unbundled local loops as required by
section 271 and our rules. More
specifically, Verizon provides
nondiscriminatory access to stand alone
xDSL-capable loops and digital loops
and has demonstrated that it has a line-
sharing provisioning process that
affords competitors nondiscriminatory
access to these facilities. Since Verizon’s
order volumes for unbundled loops in
Connecticut are extremely low, it relies
mainly on New York performance data
to support its application in
Connecticut, therefore the Commission’s
analysis is based primarily on that data.

5. DSL Stand-Alone Loops. Verizon
demonstrates that it is providing stand-
alone DSL-capable loops in accordance
with the requirements of checklist item
4. The Commission’s review of the New
York performance data for Verizon’s
stand-alone loops demonstrates that it
installs such loops Connecticut in the
same time and manner that it installs
such loops for its own retail operations.
New York maintenance and repair
performance data for DSL loops also
show comparable performance for
competitors and Verizon retail
customers. Also, as of April 2001,
Verizon had provisioned only 22 digital
loops to competitive LECs in
Connecticut. The Commission therefore
looks at New York data, which indicates
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that Verizon meets the requirements of
checklist item 4.

6. Other Unbundled Loops. As with
stand-alone xDSL loops, the data
demonstrate that Verizon’s performance
for digital loop ordering is at parity.
Verizon’s performance for other
maintenance and repair functions for
digital loops is comparable for Verizon
retail customers and competitive LECs.
Also, the Commission finds that Verizon
demonstrates nondiscriminatory access
to the high-frequency portion of the
loop. It offers line sharing in
Connecticut under its interconnection
agreements and the terms of its tariff, in
accordance with the requirements of the
Line Sharing Order (64 FR 29598) and
Line Sharing Reconsideration Order (66
FR 9035). Moreover, given the lack of
orders for high capacity loops in
Connecticut and the small percentage of
such orders in New York, the
Commission finds that Verizon’s
performance for high capacity loops
complies with checklist item 4.

7. Checklist Item 14—Resale. The
Commission concludes that Verizon
demonstrates that it satisfies the
requirements of this checklist item in
Connecticut. The Commission waives
its section 271 procedural “freeze
frame” requirements to the extent
necessary to allow us to consider
Verizon’s expanded resale offering of
DSL services through its advanced
services affiliate, Verizon Advanced
Data, Inc. (VADI). In an ex parte letter
dated July 6, 2001, Verizon stated that
VADI would expand its DSL resale
offering in Connecticut, allowing a
competitive LEC to resell DSL service
over a line on which the competitive
carrier resells Verizon’s voice service.
Verizon’s July 6 ex parte letter also
contains illustrative tariff pages for its
expanded resale offering of DSL. VADI
implemented these changes through
revisions to its F.C.C. Tariff No. 1,
which became effective on July 20,
2001. Verizon and VADI, which are
subject to the same resale obligations,
currently provide local exchange and
DSL services to retail customers over the
same line. Therefore, the Commission
finds that, because Verzon and VADI
offer these services on a retail basis,
these services are eligible for a
wholesale discount under section
521(c)(4). Accordingly the Commission
concludes that Verizon must make
available to resellers, at a wholesale
discount, the same package of voice and
DSL services that it provides to its own
retail end-user customers.

8. Non-pricing Issues. The
Commission concludes that Verizon
demonstrates that it makes
telecommunications services available

for resale in Connecticut in accordance
with section 251(c)(4) and 252(d)(3),
thus satisfying the requirements of
checklist item 14. Verizon states that it
commits in its interconnection
agreements and tariffs to making its
retail services available to competing
carriers at wholesale rates.

9. Pricing. The Commission relies on
the resale discount and rates in the
currently effective tariff in concluding
that Verizon is in compliance with the
pricing requirements of checklist item
14. Verizon stated in this proceeding
that it will modify wholesale and resale
rates in Connecticut
‘“‘contemporaneously” with the
modification of these rates in New York.
This is part of Verizon’s overall
commitment to continue to mirror New
York wholesale rates, as required by the
Connecticut Department.The
Commission concludes that Verizon

Other Checklist Items

10. Checklist Item 1—Interconnection
and Collocation. Based on the evidence
in the record, the Commission
concludes that Verizon demonstrates
that it provides interconnection in
accordance with the requirements of
section 251(c)(2) and as specified in
section 271 and applied in the
Commission’s prior orders. Pursuant to
this checklist item, Verizon must allow
other carriers to interconnect their
networks to its network for the mutual
exchange of traffic, using any available
method of interconnection at any
available point in Verizon’s network.
The Commission finds that Verizon
makes interconnection available at any
technically feasible point, including the
option interconnect at only one
technically feasible point within a
LATA.

11. Verizon demonstrates that its
collocation offerings in Connecticut
satisfy the requirements of sections 251
and 271 of the Act. Verizon provides
physical and virtual collocation through
state-approved tariffs. Verizon’s
Connecticut physical and virtual
collocation tariffs are virtually identical
to the New York physical and virtual
collocation tariffs, which we found to
satisfy checklist item 1 in our Bell
Atlantic New York Order. Verizon
demonstrates that it offers
interconnection in Connecticut to other
telecommunications carriers at just,
reasonable, and nondiscriminatory
rates, in compliance with checklist item

1.

12. Checklist Item 2—Unbundled
Network Elements. The Commission
finds that charges for UNEs made
available in Connecticut to other
telecommunications carriers are just,

reasonable, and nondiscriminatory in
compliance with checklist item 2.
Verizon uses its New York systems and
processes to serve its Connecticut
subscribers and the Connecticut
Department has ordered Verizon to
continue to make available to
competitive LECs in Connecticut all
UNE combinations Verizon offers in
New York. Based on the present record,
the Commission finds that Verizon
demonstrates that it provides
nondiscriminatory access to its OSS.

13. Checklist Item 5—Unbundled
Local Transport. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v)
of the competitive checklist requires a
BOC to provide “local transport from
the trunk side of a wireline local
exchange carrier switch unbundled from
switching or other services.” The
Commission concludes, based upon the
evidence in the record, that Verizon
demonstrates that it provides both
shared and dedicated transport in
compliance with the requirements of
checklist item 5.

14. Checklist Item 13—Reciprocal
Compensation. Based on the evidence
in the record, the Commission
concludes that Verizon demonstrates
that it has entered into reciprocal
compensation arrangements in
accordance with the requirements of
section 252(d)(2) and is making all
required payments in a timely fashion.
Verizon thus satisfies the requirements
of checklist item 13.

15. Remaining Checklist Items (3, 6-
12.). An applicant under section 271
must demonstrate that it complies with
checklist item 3 (access to poles, ducts,
and conduits), checklist item 6
(unbundled local switching), item 7
(911/E911 access and directory
assistance/operator services), item 8
(white page directory listings), item 9
(numbering administration), item 10
(databases and associated signaling),
item 11 (number portability), and item
12 (local dialing parity). Based on the
evidence in the record, and in
accordance with Commission rules and
orders concerning compliance with
section 271 of the Act, the Commission
concludes that Verizon demonstrates
that it is in compliance with checklist
items 3, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11 and 12 in
Connecticut. The Connecticut
Department also concludes that Verizon
complies with the requirements of each
of these checklist items.

16. Compliance with Section
271(c)(1)(A). The Commission
concludes that Verizon demonstrates
that it satisfies the requirements of
section 271(c)(1)(A) based on the
interconnection agreements it has
implemented with competing carriers in
Connecticut. The record demonstrates
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that competing LECs serve a sufficient
number of business and residential
customers using predominantly their
own facilities in its very limited service
area in Connecticut. The Connecticut
Department likewise concluded that
Verizon satisfies the requirements of
section 271(c)(1)(A).

17. Section 272 Compliance. Verizon
has demonstrated that it complies with
the requirements of section 272.
Significantly, Verizon provides
evidence that it maintains the same
structural separation and
nondiscrimination safeguards in
Connecticut as it does in New York and
Massachusetts, states in which Verizon
has already received section 271
authority.

18. Public Interest Analysis. The
Commission concludes that approval of
this application is consistent with the
public interest. It views the public
interest requirement as an opportunity
to review the circumstances presented
by the applications to ensure that no
other relevant factors exist that would
frustrate the congressional intent that
markets be open, as required by the
competitive checklist, and that entry
will therefore serve the public interest
as Congress expected. While no one
factor is dispositive in this analysis, the
Commission’s overriding goal is to
ensure that nothing undermines its
conclusion that markets are open to
competition.

19. Among other factors, the
Commission may review the local and
long distance markets to ensure that
there are not unusual circumstances that
would make entry contrary to the public
interest under the particular
circumstances of this Application. The
Commission finds that, consistent with
its extensive review of the competitive
checklist, barriers to competitive entry
in the local market have been removed
and the local exchange market today is
open to competition. The Commission
also finds that the record confirms our
view that a BOC’s entry into the long
distance market will benefit consumers
and competition if the relevant local
exchange market is open to competition
consistent with the competitive
checklist.

20. The Commission also finds that
the performance monitoring and
enforcement mechanisms developed in
Connecticut, in combination with other
factors, provide meaningful assurance
that Verizon will continue to satisfy the
requirements of section 271 after
entering the long distance market.

21. Section 271(d)(6) Enforcement
Authority. Working with the
Connecticut Department, the
Commission intends to monitor closely

post-entry compliance and to enforce
the provisions of section 271 using the
various enforcement tools Congress
provided us in the Communications
Act.

Federal Communications Commission.
William F. Caton,

Deputy Secretary.

[FR Doc. 01-18696 Filed 7—25—-01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-P

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

Notice of Agreement(s) Filed

The Commission hereby gives notice
of the filing of the following
agreement(s) under the Shipping Act of
1984. Interested parties can review or
obtain copies of agreements at the
Washington, DC offices of the
Commission, 800 North Capitol Street,
NW., Room 940. Interested parties may
submit comments on an agreement to
the Secretary, Federal Maritime
Commission, Washington, DC 20573,
within 10 days of the date this notice
appears in the Federal Register.

Agreement No.: 011708-001.

Title: Zim/COSCON Slot Charter
Agreement.

FParties: COSCO Container Lines Co.,
Ltd., Zim Israel Navigation Company,
Ltd.

Synopsis: The proposed modification
would reduce COSCON’s Eastbound
and Westbound slot commitment on
Zim vessels from 150 TEUs per week to
100 TEUs and Zim’s slot commitment
on COSCON vessels would be reduced
from 100 TEUs per week to 30 TEUs
westbound and from 75 TEUs per week
to 30 TEUs Eastbound in the trade
between the U.S. Atlantic and port on
the Mediterranean. The modification
would also allow the parties to adjust
any slot charter commitments within
fifty percent without further
amendment.

Agreement No.: 011745-001.

Title: Evergreen/Lloyd Triestino
Alliance Agreement.

Parties: Evergreen Marine Corp.
(Taiwan) Ltd., Lloyd Triestino Di
Navegazione S.P.A.

Synopsis: The proposed amendment
adds an additional string to the alliance
agreement with five vessels added by
Lloyd Triestino and authorizes the

parties to charter space from each other.

Agreement No.: 011771.

Title: Seafreight/Crowley Space
Charter Agreement.

Parties: Seafreight Line, Ltd, Crowley
Liner Service, Inc.

Synopsis: The proposed agreement
permits Crowley to space charter on

Seafreight vessels in the trade between
Jacksonville/Port Everglades (Florida)
and Kingston, Jamaica. The parties have
requested expedited review.

Agreement No.: 201030—-001.

Title: New Orleans/SSA Gulf/P&O
Ports Terminal Lease Agreement.

Parties: The Board of Commissioners
of the Port of New Orleans.

P&O Ports Gulfport, Inc.
SSA Gulf Terminals, Inc.

Synopsis: The proposed amendment
reduces the area covered by the lease
and changes the terms of payment. The
amendment also takes into account
name changes of two of the parties. The
basic term of the agreement continues to
run until July 23, 2002.

Dated: July 20, 2001.

By Order of the Federal Maritime
Commission.

Bryant L. VanBrakle,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 01-18597 Filed 7-25—-01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6730-01-P

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

Ocean Transportation Intermediary
License Revocations

The Federal Maritime Commission
hereby gives notice that the following
Ocean Transportation Intermediary
licenses have been revoked pursuant to
section 19 of the Shipping Act of 1984
(46 U.S.C. app. 1718) and the
regulations of the Commission
pertaining to the licensing of Ocean
Transportation Intermediaries, effective
on the corresponding dates shown
below:

License Number: 14685N

Name: Air-Sea Transport (Seattle) Ltd.

Address:: 6947 Coal Creek Parkway
SE, Suite 206, New Castle, WA 98059.

Date Revoked: May 25, 2001.

Reason: Failed to maintain a valid

bond.

License Number: 13140N

Name: American Caribbean Express
Shipping Co., Inc. dba A.C.E. Shipping.

Address: Brooklyn Navy Yard,
Building 3, 11th FL, Brooklyn, NY
11205.

Date Revoked: June 14, 2001.

Reason: Failed to maintain valid
bond.

License Number: 4595F

Name: Claudia C. Mayorga dba
Majestic Freight Forwarders Service.

Address: 16310 Los Alimos Street,
Granada Hills, CA 91344.

Date Revoked: June 14, 2001.

Reason: Failed to maintain a valid
bond.

License Number: 13944N
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