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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Joint petition by TDS Telecom d/b/a 
TDS TelecodQuincy Telephone; ALLTEL 
Florida, Inc.; Northeast Florida Telephone 
Company d/b/a NEFCOM; GTC, Inc. d/b/a GT 
Com; Smart City Telecommunications, LLC 
d/b/a Smart City Telecom; ITS 
Telecommunications Systems, Inc.; and 
Frontier Communications of the South, LLC 
["Joint Petitioners"] objecting to and 
requesting suspension and cancellation of 
proposed transit traffic service tariff filed by 
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. 

1 DOCKET NO. 0501 19-TP 

Tariff No. FL2004-284 filed by BellSouth 
Telecommunications, Inc., by AT&T 
Communications of the Southem States, LLC. 

I In re: Petition and complaint for suspension 
and cancellation of Transit Traffic Service 

FILED: JUNE 9,2006 

3.050 25-TP 

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTHERN STATES, LLC'S 
POST-HEARING STATEMENT AND BRIEF 

AT&T of the Southem States, LLC (''AT"''), pursuant to Order No. PSC-06-0244- 

PHO-TP, submits the following Post-hearing Statement and Brief. 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this proceeding is to address the propriety of the BellSouth 

Telecommunications, Inc. ("BellSouth") General Subscriber Services Tariff A1 6.1, Transit 

Traffic Service (the "Transit Tariff"). Transit traffic is local and ISP-bound telecommunications 

traffic that originates over the network of one carrier, transits over the network of an 

intermediary switching carrier, then terminates on the network of a third carrier. [Tr. 59, 

McCallen Direct Testimony, p. 7.1 The Transit Tariff establishes the rates, terms and conditions 

that apply when carriers receive transit service from BellSouth but have not entered into an 



agreement with BellSouth for the provision of such services. [Tr. 62, McCallen Direct 

Testimony, p.6.1 When a carrier enters into an agreement’ with BellSouth governing the 

provision of transit services, the Transit Tariff does not apply, [Tr. 62-63, McCallen Direct 

Testimony, pp. 6-7; Tr. 81-82, McCallen Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 2-3; Tr. 271, Guepe Direct 

Testimony, p.4.1 

BASIC POSITION 

Undisputed evidence in this proceeding demonstrates that the provision of transit services 

involves carrier-specific economic and network design issues. Thus, the rates, terms and conditions 

governing a specific carrier’s use of BellSouth’s transit network are most appropriately established in 

that carrier’s interconnection agreement (“ICA”) with BellSouth. The record is equally clear that the 

originating carrier of transit traffic is responsible for payment of any applicable transit charges. 

Accordingly, the Commission should encourage carriers to negotiate agreements governing transit 

services, and include in such agreements the concept that the originating carrier must pay for 

transit services received. Finally, the record shows that BellSouth’s Transit Tariff applies only in 

the event that a carrier does not have an agreement with BellSouth for the provision of transit 

service. Thus, the Transit Tariff is an appropriate alternative mechanism to address transit 

services, but only in the event a carrier does not have an agreement with BellSouth to obtain 

transit service. The Transit Tariff has no impact on AT&T because AT&T’s ICA with BellSouth 

specifically governs AT&T‘s use of BellSouth’s transit service. 

In AT&T’s view, such an agreement need not be an interconnection agreement (“ICA”) subject to Sections I 

25 1 and 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 
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ISSUES, POSITIONS AND DISCUSSION 
. ., _I/ 

ISSUE 1: ' 

transit service provided by BellSouth? 

AT&T's Position: **BellSouth's Transit Tariff is an appropriate alternative mechanism to 

address transit services, but only in the event a carrier does not have an agreement with 

BellSouth to obtain transit service. The rates, terms and conditions that apply to AT&T's use of 

BellSouth's transit network are governed exclusively by AT&T's ICA with BellSouth.** 

Discussion: The overwhelming evidence adduced in this proceeding demonstrates that the 

provision of transit services involves carrier-specific economic and network design issues. [Tr. 

702, Wood Rebuttal Testimony, p. 7; Tr. 586, Sterling Direct Testimony, p. 7; Tr. 337, Watkins 

Direct Testimony, p. 17; Tr. 277, Guepe Direct Testimony, p. 10; Tr. 287-288.1 Thus, the rates, 

terms and conditions goveming a carrier's use of BellSouth's transit service are most 

appropriately addressed and established in that carrier's individually negotiated ICA with 

BellSouth. 

Is BellSouth's Transit Service Tariff an appropriate mechanism to address 

Addressing transit traffic service through an individual agreement allows a carrier to 

tailor that service to its own network design and economic requirements. [Tr. 277, Guepe Direct 

Testimony, p. 10.1 Moreover, encouraging carriers to enter into specific agreements goveming 

the provision of transit service advances the Commission's long-standing policy to encourage 

parties to enter into negotiated agreements to bring about the benefits of a restructured 

telecommunications industry. See In re: Request for approval of resale agreement negotiated 

by BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. and Telephone Company of Central Florida, Inc. 

pursuant to Sections 251 and 252 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of I996,96 F.P.S.C. 

10:116, Order No. PSC-96-1251-FOF-TP (October 8, 1996). 
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There is no dispute that BellSouth's Transit Tariff operates as a default mechanism and 

would only apply in those instances where a carrier has not entered into an agreement with 

BellSouth, yet continues to route transit traffic across BellSouth's network. [Tr. 8 1-82, McCallen 

Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 2-3; Tr. 18-19.] AT&T currently obtains transit traffic service from 

BellSouth through its ICA with that company. Thus the Transit Tariff in no way applies to 

AT&T. [Tr. 96, lines 3-7; Tr. 271, Guepe Direct Testimony, p. 4.1 

ISSUE 2: If an originating carrier utilizes the services of BellSouth as a tandem 

provider to switch and transport traffic to a third party not affiliated with BellSouth, what 

are the responsibilities of the originating carrier? 

AT&T's Position: **The originating carrier should be encouraged to negotiate an agreement 

with BellSouth for the transit services, and should be responsible for paying any applicable 

transit charges.* * 

Discussion: As discussed in Issue 1, the Commission's policy first should be to encourage the 

originating carrier to negotiate an agreement with BellSouth that covers transit services. [Tr. 277, 

Guepe Direct Testimony, p. 10.1 Embodied in that agreement should be the requirement that the 

originating carrier is responsible for paying any applicable transit charges. The policy of 

requiring the originating carrier to pay transit charges is grounded in state and federal law, and 

entirely consistent with enduring intercarrier compensation standards in the telecommunications 

industry. [Tr. 66, McCallen Direct Testimony, p. 10.1 [Tr. 273, Guepe Direct Testimony, p.6.1 

Federal and state law directly support the requirement that the originating party must pay 

for any applicable transit charges. For example, 47 C.F.R. 5 51.703(b) which provides: 
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[A] LEC may not assess charges on any other telecommunications carrier for 
telecommunications traffic that originates on the LEC's network. 

[Tr. 586, Sterling Direct Testimony, pp. 6-7.1 Moreover, at least two Federal Circuit Courts of 

Appeal have recently ruled that the originating carrier is responsible for transit costs. See Atlas 

Telephone Company v. Oklahoma Corporation Commission, 400 F.3rd 1256 (10th Cir. 2005) 

andMountain Communications, Inc. v. F.C.C., 355 F.3rd 644 (D.C. Cir. 2004). 

The Florida Commission has also embraced the policy of requiring the originating carrier 

to pay another carrier to perform transit functions. See In re: Implementation ofLEC Toll Bill 

and Keep, 86 F.P.S.C. 216, Order No. 16228 (June 10, 1986). Similarly, the public utility 

commissions in Tennessee and Georgia have both concluded that the originating carrier is 

responsible for transit charges. [Tr. 229-230, Blake Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 9-10; Tr. 272-273, 

Guepe Direct Testimony, pp. 5-6.1 

Requiring the carrier that originates transit traffic to pay the transit service charge is not a 

novel idea. The concept that ''the originating party pays" is in virtually all intercarrier 

compensation models. [Tr. 703, Wood Rebuttal Testimony, p.8.1 Moreover, imposing the 

payment obligation on the originating carrier in a transit traffic scenario is fair because the 

originating carrier ultimately decides whether its traffic will transit BellSouth's network. [Tr. 

585,  Sterling Direct Testimony, p.6.1 Thus, requiring the originating carrier - as the cost causer 

- to compensate an intermediary carrier that performs transit fbnctions is entirely consistent with 

standard industry practice that assigns compensation responsibility based on principles of cost 

causation. 

Finally, the testimony in this proceeding is virtually unanimous that the originating 

carrier should compensate BellSouth for the provision of transit service. [Tr. 70, McCallen 

Direct Testimony, p. 14; Tr. 82-84, McCallen Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 3-5; Tr. 105, lines 7-12; 
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Tr. 273-274, Guepe Direct Testimony pp. 6-7; Tr. 281-283, Guepe Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 2-4; 

Tr. 286, lines 3-23; Tr. 454, Gates Direct Testimony, p. 24; Tr. 5 18-522, Gates Rebuttal 

Testimony, pp. 38-40; Tr. 576, lines 2-13; Tr. 585-586, Sterling Direct Testimony, pp. 6-7; Tr. 

590, lines 5-23; Tr. 591, lines 20-24; Tr. 601-603; Tr. 629-631, Pruitt Direct Testimony, pp. 19- 

21; Tr. 662, Pruitt Rebuttal Testimony; Tr. 677, lines 14-20; Tr. 703; Tr. 728-732, Wood 

Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 33-37.] 

The lone dissent comes from the small LECs, whose witness provides no valid reason for 

the Commission to deviate from its long-standing "originating carrier pays" policy. Instead, 

that witness repeatedly makes unsupported claims that CLECs and CMRS providers, as the 

terminating carriers of transit traffic, are direct beneficiaries of transit connections and, thus, 

should be required to compensate BellSouth for providing transit functions. [ Tr. 358-359, 

Watkins Direct Testimony, pp. 38-39.] Such claims have no basis in law or policy. Nor are they 

supported by principles of equity. In fact, that witness ignores the undisputed evidence that the 

Small LECs and their customers benefit equally when they terminate transit traffic originated by 

CLEC or CMRS providers. [Tr. 282-283, Guepe Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 3-4; Tr. 730-732, 

Wood Rebuttal Testimony, p.35-37; Tr. 749-750.1 The Small LECs have identified not one 

compelling reason for the Commission to disrupt long-standing inter-carrier compensation 

regimes that require the originating camer of transit traffic to pay applicable transit charges to 

the carrier providing the transit services. 

ISSUE 3: 

BellSouth for the provision of the transit transport and switching services? 

Which carrier should be responsible for providing compensation to 
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AT&T's Position: **AS explained in detail under Issue 2, the overwhelming evidence in this 

proceeding shows that the originating carrier should be responsible to pay the transit charges.** 

ISSUE 4: 

typically routed from an originating party to a terminating third party? 

AT&T's Position: **AT&T has no position on t h s  issue. As the network provider of transit 

traffic services, BellSouth is in the best position to describe how transit traffic is typically routed 

What is BellSouth's network arrangement for transit traffic and how is it 

over its system.** 

ISSUE 5: 

relationship between an originating carrier and the terminating carrier, where BellSouth is 

providing transit service and the originating carrier is not interconnected with, and has no 

interconnection agreement with, the terminating carrier? If so, what are the appropriate 

terms and conditions that should be established? 

AT&T's Position: **No.** 

Discussion: The terms and conditions of direct and indirect interconnection involve 

fundamental economic and network design decisions that are carrier specific. [Tr. 277, Guepe 

Direct Testimony, p. 10.1 Thus, it is best left to the carriers to determine the most efficient 

network options available for routing calls and to negotiate the associated terms and conditions. 

[Tr. 586, Sterling Direct Testimony, p.7.1 

Shou 1 the FPSC establish the terms and conditions that govern the 

ISSUE 6: 

originating carrier should be required to forego use of BellSouth's transit service and 

Should the FPSC determine whether and at what traffic threshold level an 
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obtain direct interconnection with a terminating carrier? If so, at  what traffic level should 

an  originating carrier be required to obtain direct interconnection with a terminating 

carrier? 

AT&T's Position: **No.** 

Discussion: Whether a carrier elects to shift from an indirect connection and establish direct 

trunking links with another carrier involves carrier specific engineering and economic decisions. 

[Tr. 278, Guepe Direct Testimony, p. 1 1 .] Indeed, the traffic volume threshold for determining 

when to pursue direct connection may vary from carrier to carrier. Thus, carriers should be 

given the opportunity to make their own network engineering and economic decisions as to 

whether traffic volumes warrant direct connections. [Tr. 586, Sterling Direct Testimony, p. 7.1 

ISSUE 7: 

AT&T's Position: **The delivery of transit traffic to the small LECs is a network engineering 

decision that is best left to the parties to negotiate. Traffic should be delivered in the most 

economically and technically feasible manner that the carriers decide and agree upon. ** 

How should transit traffic be delivered to the small LEC's networks? 

ISSUE 8: 

relationship between BellSouth and a terminating carrier, where BellSouth is providing 

transit service and the originating carrier is not interconnected with, and has no 

interconnection agreement with, the terminating carrier? If so, what are the appropriate 

terms and conditions that should be established? 

AT&T's Position: **No. ** 

Should the FPSC establish the terms and conditions that govern the 
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Discussion: The Commission should not dictate the terms and conditions affecting the 

interconnection obligations for direct and indirect connections among and between carriers. 

Dictating such terms and conditions would run counter to the fundamental policies of the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996, which are specifically designed to encourage negotiation of 

direct and indirect interconnection arrangements. [Tr. 586, Sterling Direct Testimony, p.7.1 

ISSUE 9: 

the transit service provider and the small LECs that originate and terminate transit 

traffic? If so, what are the terms and conditions? 

AT&T's Position: **No.** 

Discussion: As discussed above, the terms and conditions of transit traffic should be 

established pursuant to negotiated agreements among and between the respective carriers. [Tr. 

278, Guepe Direct Testimony, p.7.1 

Should the FPSC establish the terms and conditions of transit traffic between 

ISSUE 10: 

AT&T's Position: **Transit Service has no effect on ISP bound traffic.** 

Discussion: The unchallenged evidence in this proceeding shows the routing of ISP bound 

What effect does transit service have on ISP bound traffic? 

traffic over an intermediary carrier's network has no effect on the ISP bound traffic. Moreover, it 

does nothing to alter the reciprocal compensation requirements imposed by the FCC. [Tr. 65, 

McCallen Direct Testimony, p.9; Tr. 88-89, McCallen Direct Testimony, pp. 9-10; Tr. 278, 

Guepe Direct Testimony, p. 1 1 .] 

ISSUE 11: How should charges for BellSouth's transit service be determined? 
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(a) What is the appropriate rate for transit service? 

(b) What type of traffic do the rates identified in (a) apply? 

AT&T’s Position: **The rates, terms and conditions for the provision of transit service should 

be those negotiated by the. specific carrier and BellSouth and set forth in an agreement between 

the carrier and BellSouth.** 

Discussion: As discussed in detail in Issue 1 , the rates, terms and conditions governing a camer’s 

use of BellSouth’s transit service are most appropriately addressed and established in that 

carrier’s individually negotiated agreement with BellSouth. Likewise, the type of traffic to 

which transit rates should apply is best determined through negotiation between the respective 

carriers. [Tr. 277, Guepe Direct Testimony, p. 10 ; Tr. 287-288 ; Tr. 337, Watkins Direct 

Testimony, p. 17; Tr. 586, Sterling Direct Testimony, p. 7 ; Tr. 702, Wood Rebuttal Testimony, 

p. 7.1 Absent an agreement between the carrier and BellSouth, the charges for transit service 

should be established by the Transit Tariff. However, in no way should the Transit Tariff 

supersede an existing ICA between the parties that governs the rates, terms and conditions for 

transit service. [Tr. 277, Guepe Direct Testimony, p. 10 ; Tr. 287-288.1 

ISSUE 12: Consistent with Order Nos. PSC-05-0517-PAA-TP and PSC-05-0623-CO-TP, 

have the parties to this docket (“parties”) paid BellSouth for transit service provided on or  

after February 11,2005? If not, what amounts if any are owed to BellSouth for transit 

service provided since February 11,2005? 
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AT&T’s Position: **AT&T has no knowledge of any other parties’ transit traffic relationship 

or financial obligations to BellSouth. AT&T’s ICA with BellSouth provides the rates terms and 

conditions for the provision of transit traffic service to AT&T, and as a result, the Transit Tariff 

is not applicable to AT&T. ** 

ISSUE 13: Have parties paid BellSouth for transit service provided before February 11, 

2005? If not, should the parties pay BellSouth for transit service provided before February 

11,2005, and if so, what amounts, if any, are owed to BellSouth for transit service provided 

before February 11,2005? 

AT&T’s Position: **AT&T has no knowledge of any other parties’ transit traffic relationship 

or financial obligations to BellSouth. AT&T’s ICA with BellSouth provides the rates terms and 

conditions for the provision of transit traffic service to AT&T. Consequently, the Transit Tariff 

is not applicable to AT&T. ** 

ISSUE 14: 

the small LECs to recover the costs incurred or associated with BellSouth’s provision of 

transit service? 

AT&T’s Position: **No position.** 

What action, if any, should the Commission undertake at this time to allow 

ISSUE 15: Should BellSouth issue an invoice for transit services and if so, in what detail 

and to whom? 
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AT&T's Position: **The structure and format of the BellSouth's invoice for transit services 

should be established pursuant to negotiation between the carrier and BellSouth. 

with BellSouth governs the billing and payment for transit traffic.** 

ISSUE 16: 

records to accurately bill the originating carrier for call termination? If so, what 

information should be provided by BellSouth? 

AT&T's Position: ** No position.** 

AT&T's ICA 

Should BellSouth provide to the terminating carrier sufficiently detailed call 

ISSUE 17: 

AT&T's Position: ** Billing disputes involving transit services provided by BellSouth should 

be resolved in accordance with dispute resolution procedures set forth in the carrier's ICA with 

BellSouth. Absent such an agreement, a transit traffic billing dispute involving Florida carriers 

should be resolved by the Commission based on the facts related to the particular situation,** 

How should billing disputes concerning transit service be addressed? 

CONCLUSION 

The evidence in this proceeding leaves no doubt that the rates, terms and conditions 

governing a carrier's use of BellSouth's transit network are most appropriately established in the 

carrier's ICA with BellSouth. Overwhelming evidence also shows that the originating carrier of 

transit traffic is responsible for paying BellSouth for any applicable transit charges. Therefore, the 

Commission's policy should be to encourage carriers to negotiate ICAs governing transit services, 

and include in such agreements the concept that the originating carrier should pay for the transit 

services received. Finally, the evidence is undisputed that BellSouth's Transit Tariff applies only 

in the event that a carrier does not have an agreement with BellSouth for the provision of transit 
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service. Thus, the Transit Tariff is an appropriate altemative mechanism to address transit 

services, but only in the event a carrier does not have an agreement with BellSouth to obtain 

transit service. The rates, terms and conditions that apply to AT&T's use of BellSouth's transit 

network are governed exclusively by AT&T's ICA with BellSouth. Accordingly, the Transit 

Tariff has no impact or effect on AT&T. 
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Respectfully submitted this gth day o 

Suite 700 
Tallahassee, FL 3230 1 
(8 5 0) 425-63 60 (Telephone) 
(850) 425-6361 (Facsimile) 

Attorney for AT&T Communications of the 
Southern States, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HERBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served via 

first-class United States mail this gth day of June, 2006, to the following: 

ALLTEL 
Stephen B. RoweWBettye Willis 
One Allied Drive, B5F11 
Little Rock, AR 72202 
Phone: (501) 905-8460 
FAX: (501) 905-4443 

Bells out h Telecommunications, Inc. 
Nancy B. Whitem. D. LackeyM. Mays 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1556 
Phone: 850-577-5 555 

Email: nancysims@bellsouth.com 
FAX: 222-8640 

Competitive Carriers of the South, Inc. 

Vicki Gordon K a u h a n  
c/o Moyle Law Firm 
1 18 North Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: 850-681-3828 

Email: vkaufinan@moylelaw.com 

W O Y W  

FAX: 681-8788 

ALLTEL Florida, Inc. 
Mr. James White 
6867 Southpoint Drive, N., Suite 103 
Jacksonville, FL 322 16-8005 
Phone: (904) 470-4769 

Email: j ames.white@alltel.com 
FAX: (904) 296-6892 

Ausley Law Firm 
J. Jeffry Wahlen 
P.O. Box 391 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
Phone: 850-425-5471 

Email: jwahlen@ausley.com 
FAX: 222-7560 

Blooston Law Firm 
Benjamin H. Dickens, Esq. 
2120 L Street, NW 
Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20037 
Phone: 202-828-55 10 
FAX: 202-828-5568 

Holly Henderson 
Southern Communicat,ans Sen Inc. 

5555 Glenridge Connector, Suite 500 
Atlanta, Georgia 30342 
(678) 443- 1670 (telephone) 
(678) 443-1552 (facsimile) 

d/b/a SouthernLINC Wireless 
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Florida Cable Telecommunications 
Association, Inc. (Gross) 
Michael A. Gross 
246 E. 6th Avenue 
Suite 100 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
Phone: 850-681-1990 

Email: mgross@fcta.com 
FAX: 681-9676 

Frontier Communications of the South, Inc. 
Ms. Angela McCall 
300 Bland Street 
Bluefield, WV 24701-3020 
Phone: (304) 325-1688 

Email: AmcCall@czn.com 
FAX: (304) 325-1483 

ITS Telecommunications Systems, Inc. 
Mr. Robert M. Post, Jr. 
P. 0. Box 277 
Indiantown, FL 34956-0277 
Phone: (772) 597-3 113 

Email: maryannh@itstelecom.net 
FAX: (772) 597-21 10 

MetroPCS CalifomiaRlorida, Inc. 
8144 Walnut Hill Lane, Suite 800 
Dallas, TX 75231 
Phone: 972-860-2663 

Email: dbishop@metropcs.com 
FAX: 972-860-2682 

NuVox Communications, Inc. 
Susan J. Berlin 
Two North Main Street 
Greenville, SC 29601 
Phone: 864-33 1-7323 

Email: sb erlin@nuvox. com 
FAX: 864-672-5 105 

Friend Law Firm 
Charles V. Gerkin, Jr. 
Three Ravinia Drive, Suite 1450 
Atlanta, GA 30346 
Phone: 770-399-9500 

Email: cgerkin@fh2. com 
FAX: 770-234-5965 

GT Com 
Mr. Robert M. Ellmer 
P. 0. Box 220 
Port St. Joe, FL 32457-0220 
Phone: (850) 229-7312 

Email: lwood@fairpoint.com 
FAX: (850) 229-5141 

Messer Law Firm 
Floyd R. Self 
P. 0. Box 1876 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876 
Phone: 850-222-0720 

Email: fself@lawfla.com 
FAX: 224-4359 

NEFCOM 
Ms. Deborah Nobles 
505 Plaza Circle, Suite 200 
Orange Park, FL 32073-9409 
Phone: (904) 688-0029 

Email: dnobles@townes.net 
FAX: (904) 688-0025 

Rutledge Law Firm 
Ken Hofhan/Martin McDonnell/M. Rule 
P.O. Box 551 
Tallahassee, FL 32302-0551 
Phone: 850-68 1-6788 
FAX: 681-6515 
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Smart City Telecom 
P. 0. Box 22555 
Lake Buena Vista, FL 32830-2555 
Phone: (407) 828-6730 

Email: lbhall@smartcity.com 
FAX: (407) 828-6734 

Sprint Nextel (GA) 
William R. Atkinson 
Mailstop GAATLD0602 
3065 Cumberland Circle SE 
Atlanta, GA 30339 
Phone: 404-649-4882 
FAX: 404-649-1652 

TDS TelecodQuincy Telephone 
Mr. Thomas M. McCabe 
P. 0. Box 189 
Quincy, FL 32353-01 89 
Phone: (850) 875-5207 

Email: Thomas.mccabe@tdstelecom.com 
FAX: 875-5225 

Verizon Wireless (DC) 
Elaine D. Critides 
1300 I Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 West 
Washington, DC 20005 
Phone: 202-589-3740 

Email: elaine.critides@verizonwireless.com 
FAX: 202-589-3750 

Sprint 
Susan S .  Masterton 
1313 Blair Stone Rd. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Phone: (850) 599-1560 

Email: susan.masterton@mail.sprint.com 
FAX: 878-0777 

T-Mobile USA, Inc. 
Michele K. Thomas 
60 Wells Avenue 
Newton, MA 02459 
Phone: 617-630-3126 
FAX: 617-630-3187 

Troutman Law Firm 
Charles F. Palmer 
600 Peachtree St., N.E. 
Suite 5200 
Atlanta, GA 30308-22 16 
Phone: 404-885-3402 

Email: charles.palmer@troutmansanders.com 
FAX: 404-962-6647 

Neutral Tandem-Florida, LLC 
Ronald W. Gavillet 
One South Wacker, Suite 200 
Chicago, IL 60606 
Phone: (3 12) 384-8000 

Email: rgavillet@neutraltandem.com 
FAX: (312) 346-3276 
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