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Dear Ms. Bayé:

Enclosed for filing on behalf of ITC*DeltaCom Communications, Inc. are an original and

fifteen copies of their Motion for Leave to File Supplemental Authority in the above-referenced
docket.

Please acknowledge receipt of these documents by stamping the extra copy of this letter
“filed” and returning the same to me.

Thank you for your assistance with this filing.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION ‘

In re: Request for arbitration concerning
complaint of ITC"DeltaCom Communications, Inc.
against BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

for breach of interconnection terms, and request
for immediate relief

Docket No. 991946-TP
Filed: August 9, 2000

L R M P S

ITC*"DELTACOM’S MOTION FOR LEAVE
TO FILE SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY

ITC”DeltaCom Communications, Inc. (“DeltaCom™), pursuant to Rule 28-106.204, Florida
Administrative Code, hereby requests leave to file supplemental authority in support of its Motion
for Summary Final Order. On July 12, 2000, the North Carolina Utilities Commission (“NCUC”)
issued its order in Docket No. P-55, SUB 1197, granting DeltaCom’s Motion for Judgement (the
North Carolina equivalent of a motion for summary final order or summary judgement). The
interconnection agreement at issue in the NCUC proceedings is the exact same interconnection
agreement at issue in this Florida PSC proceeding as the DeltaCom-BellSouth interconnection
agreement is a regional agreement. Undersigned counsel has attempted to contact counsel for
BellSouth, but has been unable to discuss this Motion. A copy of the NCUC Order is attached for
the Commission’s review.

Respectfully submitted this 9" day of August, 2000.

FLOYD R. %ELF, ESQ.

MESSER, CAPARELLO & SELF, P. A.
Post Office Box 1876

Tallahassee, FLL 32302-1876

(850) 222-0720

Attorneys for ITC”DeltaCom
DOCUMENT Ml MOTR - DATE
USe 0 aus-98
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—_—
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA
UTILITIES COMMISSION
RALEIGH
DOCKET NO, P-55, SUB 1197
BEFORE THE NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION
In the Matter of
ITC*DeltaCom Communications, Inc., }
Complainant, )
) ORDER CONCERNING
V. ) RECIPRQCAL
) COMPENSATION
BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc,, )
Respondent )

BY THE COMMISSION: On March 18, 2000, ITC*DeltaCom: Communications, Inc,
(DeitaCom), filed a Complaint to Enforce fntarconnectian Agresment against BellSouth
Talecommunications, Inc. (BelSouth).

In its Complaint, DeltaCon states that 1t had an interconnection Agreement with
BeliSouth which was approved, as amended, by the Commission by Orders dated
September 24, 1987, January 6, 1998, and September 30, 1998 (the "Agreement”). The
Agraement provides for the payment of reciprocal compensation for the termination of local
traffic on each other's networks, and defines local traffic as "any telephone cafl that
originates in one exchange or LATA and terminates in either the same exchange or LATA,
or a corresponding Extended Area Service (EAS') exchange.” (Attachment B, 1 49.)
DeltaCom alleges that BeliSouth had breached the Agreament by failing to compansate
DeitaCom for mutual traffic exchange. Spedifically, DeitaCom alleges that BellSouth
refused to compensate DelteCom for terminating telephone traffic placed within the same
local calling area from a BellSouth end user to an intemet Service Provider (ISP},

DeltaCom cited the Commission’s decisions in Docket Ne. P-65, Subs 1027, 1094
and 1096, and Docket No. P-582, Sub 6, in which the Commission ruled that a call to an
ISP is considered lo be tarminated when |t is deliverad to the ISP, and thus constitutes
“locat traffic® for purposes of reciprocal compensation under substantially similar
Interconnection Agreements entered into by BeliSouth, DeltaCom points out that the
provisions of its Agreement with BeliSouth were substantially similar 10 the counterpan
provisions in the interconnection agreements in those dockets and, as such, the decislons
in those dockets constitute binding precedent for BellSouth’s obligation to pay reciprocal
compensation for the termination of ISP fraffic. DeitaCom also notes that the substantial
mejority of other State ragulatory agencies which have considered this issue have agreed
with the Commission and have ruled that ISP traffic Is local traffic for purposes of

reciprocal compensation.



DeitaCom requested the Commission to grant expedited consideration 1o Its
Complaint, enter an Order declaring BeliSouth in braach of its Agreamem with DeftaCom
for tailure to pay raciprocal compensation, order BeiSouth to immediately pay DeltaCom
reciprocal compensation for tha termination of ISP traffic, order BeiSoufth to pay DeltaCom
reciprocai compensation for termination of fulure ISP traffic, award DaltaCom the costs of
this action, including its reasanable attomeys’ fees, as provided for in the Agreement, and
grant DeltaCom such other relief as Js just and proper.

BeliSauth filed its Answer to DeltaCom’s Complaint on April 3, 2000, In its Answer,
BeliSouth relisd heavily on the Federal Communications Commission's February 26, 1999,

Dedlaratory Ruling in the iocal compstition docket, CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 99-88 (the
*Declaratory Bullng", and reiterated its well-known contention that ISP traffic is inferstate
in naiure and therefore does not constitute "local traffic” under the parties’ Agreement for
purposes of reciprocal compensation, BeilSouth ailso contended that the partles never
reached the required maeting of the minds on whethar ISP traific would be subject to
reciprocal compensation, and thus DeiltaCom’s breach of contract claim must fall. Fipally,
BellSouth took the position that the Agreement’s reciprocal compensation provisions are
unambiguous and do not require reciprocal compensation for ISP traffic. (Ses BeliSouth's
Answer, "General Response.”)

On April 18, 2000, DeitaCom filed its Reply to Answer and Mation for Judgment, in
which it requested the Commission 10 enter judgment in its favor as a matter of law without
halding an evidentiary hearing, since (J) there are no lssues of fact which would require a
hearing in this matter, and (i) DeltaCom Is entitled 10 Judgment urder the Commission's
prior precedent and as a matter of law,

The Commission entered an Order ont May 1, 2000, setting DeltaCom’s Mation for
Judgmant for cral argument on May 30, 2000,

On May 18, 2000, BellSouth filed a Motion for Evidentiary Hearing. in its motion,
BellSouth argued that it is entitied to an evidentiary hearing under the Commisslon's Rules
and Regulations because this Is a formal compfaint proceeding and because it had
requested a hearing, BeliSotth aisa contended that there are issues of fact conceming
the parties’ intent which require an evidentiary hearing, and therefore DeitaCom is not
entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

DeltaCom filed a response in opposition to BeliSouth’s motion on May 24, 2000.
DeitaCom noted that BefiSouth is not entitied to an evidentiary hearing merely because
it has requested one, Moreover, there are no Issues of Yact which reguire such a hearing,
since the Agreement is unambiguous on its face and therefore the parties’ purported intent
is irelevant to the issue of whether BeliSouth is obligated to pay reciprocal compensation
to DeitaCom under tha Agreement.



By Order dated May 26, 2000, the Commission denied BeliSounth's Motion for
Evidentiary Hearing and ordered all discovery stayed pending the Commission’s ruling on
DeitaCom's Motion for Judgment.

This matter came on for oral argument before the Commission on May 30, 2000.
Al oral argument, DeltaCom noted that the Commission has cansistently ruled In previous
dockets that ISP traific is local traffic for purposes of reciprocal compensation under
substantially similar BellSouth Inlerconnection Agreements. DeltaCom also arguad that
the FCC's Deglamtaty Ruling does not affect the Commission’s prior rulings, since () the
FCC exprassly deferred 1o state regulatory agencies on this Issue In the Declaratory
Buling, and () the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbja has in any
event vacated the Declaratory Ruling. DeltaCam also argued that the Agreement is
unambiguous and tharefora fts plain language controls as a matter of law. As a result,
BellSouth's arguments conceming the parties’ purported intent are krelevant and an
evidentiary heasing is unnecessary, Finally, DeltaCom poimed cut that the Comrmission
relecied BellSouth's request for an evidentiary hearing and entered judgment against
BaliSouth as a matter of faw in Docket Na. P-55, Sub 1098, under similar circumstances,

Al oral argumemt, BeliSouth again requested that the Commission hold an
evidentlary hearing in this matter. BeliSouth argued that the FCC's
requiras the Commission to hold an evidentiary hearing in proceedings like this one to
determine the parties’ intent on & case-by-case basis. BellSouth also refterated its position
that the FCC has conclusively ruled that ISP traffic Is Intersiate in nature, and therefore
such traffic cannot constitute “local traffic” under the Agreement for purposes of reciprocal
compensation. Finally, BefiSouth again cortended that there are issues of tact concerning
the parties’ intert with respect to the Agresment which prohibit the Commission from
entering judgment as & matier of law in favor of DeitaCom. The Commission notes that
BellSouth arguad for the first time at oral argument that the Agreement is ambiguous with
respect to compensation for ISP traffic, sven though BeliSouth initially asserted in its
Answer that the Agreement is unambiguous.

WHEREUPON, the Commission now makes the following
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

1. Thatthe reciprocal compensation provision® contained in the interconnection
Agreement between BellSouth and DeltaCom are fully applicabla to telephone exchange
service calls that terminate to ISP customers when the originating caller and the cafled
number are associatad with the same local calling area.

2.  ThatBeliSouth shall bill and pay reciprocal compensation for all such calis.



3.  ThatBeliSouth shall immediately forward ta DeltaCorn all sums currently due
together with required late payment charges, plus interest, in accordance with the
Agreement.

4.  That BsllSouth shall forward to DejtaCom ali sums coming dus in the future
for such traffic In accordance with the Agreemant,

5. That DeltaCom is the prevailing party In this docket, and BellSouth shall
relmbursa DeltaCom for the costs and expenses, including reascnable attomeys' fees,
incurred by DeltaCom in connection with this docket.

DISCUSSION

This docket is the first instance that the Commission has had 1o rule on the Issue
of reciprocal compensation in an “old” agreement -- i.e,, one entered into prigr to the
FCC's Declaratory Ruling — since the FCC Declamatory Ruling was lssued In
February 1999, For the reasons sst out below, the Commission finds good cause to find
for DeitaCom on the pleadings and direct BeilSouth 1o pay reciprocal compensafion for
ISP-bound traffic. In its Complaint, DeltaCom stated that the outstanding balance due as
of June 30, 1899, was $1,491,022,01 (not including interest), which is continuing to

increase on & daily basis.

Thers are essentially two main issues, The first s whether BeliSouth is entitled to
an gvidentiary hearing. The second |s whether the FCC's Declaratory Ruling mandates
that the Commission change, or at least consider changing, its onginal view with respect
to "old" agreements that ISP-bound fraffic is local and entitied fo reciprocal compensation,

Evidentlary Hearing. In its essentials, this matter invclves the construction of
cenain language in the interconnection Agreement between DeltaCom and BellSouth
more specificaily, whether ISP-bound traffic falls under the definidon of *local traffic” and
is thus entitied o reciprocal compensation.

The Agreement and subsequent Fourth Amendment of August 27, 1887, under
Section VI(B), address the exchange and termination aof local trafflc and conditions for
mutual compensation between DeitaCom and BellSouth. Paragraph 3 of the Fourth
Amendment substituted Section VI(B) of the Agreement:

B. Compensalion .

With the exception of the local tratfic specifically identified in subsection (C)
hereafter, each party agrees to terminate local traffic originated and routed
1o it by the other party. Each Party wilt pay the other for terminating its local
fraffic on the other’s netwark the local interconnection rate ot $,009 per
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minute of use In all states. Each Party will report to the ather a Percent
Local Usage ("PLU™) and the application of the PLU will determine the
amount of local minutas to be billed to the other party. Until such time as
actual usage dala is avafiable, the parties agree to utilize a mutually
accaptable surrogate for the PLU factor. For purposes of developing the
PLU, each party shall consider every local call and every jong distance call.
Effective on the first of January, April, July and October of each year, the
parties shall update their PLU.

Section VI{A) of the Agreement provides as foliows:

A. Exchange of Traffic

The parties agres for the purpose of this Agreement only that local
IMerconneciion is defined as the delivery of local tratfic to be terminated on
each party’s local network so that customers of either party have the ability
to reach customers of the other party, without the use of any access code or
deiay in the processing of the call, lLocal traffic for these purpases shail
include any telephone call that originates and terminales in the same LATA
and is billed by the originating exchange outside of BellSouth's service area
with respect 10 which BaiiSouth has a local Interconnection arrangement with
an indepsndent LEC, with which DeltaCom Is not directly connected, The
parties turther agree that the exchange of traffic on BellSouth's Extended
Area Sarvice (EAS) shall be considered jocal tralfic and compensation for
the termination of such traffic shall be pursuant to the terms of this section,
EAS routes are those exchange within an exchange's Basle Local Calling
Area, as defined in Section A3 of BeliSouth's General Subsciiber Sarvices

Tariff,
Antachment B to the March 12, 1997 Agreement defines “local traffic” as follows:

49. ‘"Local Traffic" means any telephone cail that originates In one
exchange or LATA and lerminates in either the same exchange or LATA, or a
corresponding Extanded Area Service ("EAS”) exchange. The terms Exchangs,
and EAS exchanges are defined and specified in Section A3, of BeliSouth's
General Subscriber Service Taritl.

As DeftaCom has pointed oli, the provisions in Its Agreement with BellSouth are

substantially similar to the counterpart provisions In the interconnection agreements in a
long line of other dockets where the Commission has found ISP fraffic to be local. Sae,
Docket No, P-55, Subs 1027 and 1008. 1n none of those cases did the Commission feel



constrained to hold an evidertiary hearing, even when requested.! Generally, parol
svidence regarding intention or understanding only bacomes relevant when the language
is ambiguous. The Commission beiieves that the Agresment is not ambiguous with
respect to the partles’ obligations to pay reciprocal compensatiors for terminating ISP
traific. Therefore, the unambiguous piain language of the Agreernent controfs and the
parties’ purported intent Is Irrelevant as a matter of law. See, e.9., Hinide v. Bowers,
88 N.C. App. 387, 363 S.E.2d 206 (1088).

In any event, the Commission notes that, conspicuous by its absence, was any
antempt by BeliSouth 1o establish a mechanism to separate {SP traffic from local calls or
gtherwise provide for differantial treatment for such traffic —~ including its own traffic.

Dedlaratory Ruling. In its arguments and Brief, BeliSouth went to great lengths to
argue that the FCC's Degarmtory Ruling mandates the Cojnmission to, in effect, reverse
its prior rulings and to reject its afleged adherence to the now discredited “two-cali* theory
In lavor to the FCT's "one call® theory.

As a preliminary matter, the Commission would observe that the characterization
that the Commission has used a “two-call* theory is not entirely accurate, The Commission
has never sald in 2o many words that there were two calls. Rather, the Commission has
heid that “the call terminates when it is delivered to the called jocal exchange telephone
number of the end user ISF." . Seq February 28, 1888 Order In Docket No, P-56, Sub 1027
at 8. Thus, the Commission has identiflad a single cafi but has remained resolutely
agnostic concemning the nature of the communication traveling info cyberspace,

The Commission, of course, recoghizes that the FCC has rendered an opinion that
ISP-bound fraffic is essentially non-local interstate traffic. The Commission has been
careful to defer to this ruiing in any arbitration conceming “new” interconnection
agreements - |.e., agreements enfered into subseguent to the FCC's Daclaratory Ruling —~
by requiring an interim inter-carrier compensation mechanism subject fo trug-up based on
the FCC's ultimate decision regarding methodology. The Commission has continued 10
do this even in spite of the fact that the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals vacated and
remanded the FGC's Declaratory Ruling and so cast it into limbo, at least for the time
being. See. Bell Attantic Tel Co, v. ECC, No. 99-1094 (D.C. Cir March 24, 2000).

Bust this matter Involves an "cld” agreement and, despite BellSouth's arguments that
the Dedaratory Ruiing does not permit the Commission to apply its previous theories, this

' The only exception to net having evidantiary hearings was Dccket No. P-55, Sub 1094,
involving a complaint of MCimetro Transmissian Services, Inc,, against BeliSouth conceming thelr
interconnection agreament. However, the reciprocal compsensation issue 'Was just one issue among
many, and BaliSouth presented litts evidence on this issue. In any event, the result was identical

to that in the other cases.
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is exactly what the Dedlaratory Ruling does permit. In fact, one would be hard prassed 10
find & better example in recent regulatory law where a body such as the FCC has gone to
such great lengths fo reassure state commissions that pothing in its decisions was
designed to overturn or call iMo question previous decisions. Sge, #.0., Para. 1 ("parties
should be bound by their existing interconnection agreements, as Interpreted by state
commissions™): Para. 21 ("We find no reason to intertere with state commission findings
as to whather reciprocal compensation provisions. . .apply to 1ISP-bound traffic™); Para. 24
{"Nothing In this Declaratory Ruling, therefore, necessarily should be constriied to question
any determination a stats commission has made, or may maka in the future, that pariies
have agreed to treat ISP-bound traffic as local traffic under existing interconnection
agreements™). The FCC also pointed out that the ruie it intended to adopt would govemn

prospective compensation, See, e.g., Paras. 28 and 30,

Bel!South cited to Para. 27 of the Decdlargtory Ruling for the proposhion that the
Commission must reconsider iis decision on the local nature of ISP traffic under “old”
agreements, Pare. 27 does nothing of the sort. It specifically states that a state
commission might conciuds, in fight of the Daclaratory Ruling, “that it is not necessary 10
re-visit those determinations.” it also noted that the Declaratory Ruling “might cause some
stals commissions to re-sxamine their conclusion that reciprocal compensation Is dus to
the extent that those conclusions are based on a finding that this traffic tanminates at an
ISP server. . ." (emphasis added), but even this was not meant to preciude state
commissions from applying appropriate legal or equitable principles and requiring the
payment of reciprocal compansation for ISP traffic pursuant to “old™ agreements.

As cap be seen, the FCC's language is pemissive, not mandatory, The
Commission finds R inappropriate 1o revise its conclusions regarding reciprocal
compensation for ISP traffic pursuant to *old” agreements for four major reasons. First, the
interconnection Agresment provides for the payment of reciprocal compensation for local
traffic. The Agreement does not identily a separate class of seven-digit calls to ISPs as
elther interstate or exempt from reciprocal compensation: i.e., thete is no exception for
traffic that is transported and tenminated to an ISP. BellSouth could hava specifically
excluded ISP trafflc from the definttion of the term "local traffic’ as set forth in the
Agreemsnt, but did not do so, Second, the Cammission is confident in the soundness of
its original decisions: tha fact that the FCC has sought 10 supersede such reasoning on
a prospedive basis is of no particular significance when i comes to “aid” agreements.”
Third, to accept the full logic of BeliSouth's argument would be to say there can be no
compensation for ISP traific because none has been otherwise provided for. That would
be manifestly unjust because thers are costs which are incurred in terminating such traffic.

% The FGC Implicitly recagnized the responsibility of interpretations that the traffic was local
when It sald: ~. . .we nots that our polloy of treating |SP-bound traffic as local for purposes of
Interstate access charges would, If applied In the saparate corfaxt of reciprocal compenasation,
suggest that such campensation is due for that traffic.” Declaratory Buling, Para. 26.
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Even if one wers to instilite an Inferim mechanism, this would imply a post hog revision
of the rate and its design with all the attendamt difficulties. Fourth, the Commission has
aiready adopted a common-sense policy that is both legally acceptable and
administratively simple -- that is, ISP traffic is local traffic for the purposes of “old”
agreements, but for "new” agreements such traffie is to be compensated by an interim
Inter-carrier compensation mechanism to be trued-up once the FCC has ruled. The
Comnission notes in passing that these new reciprocal compensation rates are closer to
cost becauss they are composed of TELRIC-based unbundled network element rates and
tend fo be substantially lowar than the first-generation reciprocal compensatjon rates. This
by itself should remove a major imitant that has led local exchange companies especially
to protest earlier agreaments.

Furthermere, it should be noted that the weight of authority in other states is that
the Declaratory Ruling does not affect the appiication of reciprocal compensation
provisions to ISP calis under "old” agreements. Before the Daclaratory Buling, 27 state
commissions issued decisions concluding that reciprocal compensation appiies to ISP
calls. Since the Daclaratory Ruling, at Jeast 18 state commissions have concluded that the
dedision does not affect their previous findings.> Only three state commissions have ruled
otherwise -- Louisiana, New Jersey, and Massachusetts. Of particular interast is the
Alabama case Involving Telecom Group, Inc. and DeltaCom and BellSouth (Docket No.
26619, March 4, 1939) interpreting the same Agreement filed and approved by this
Commission. The Alabama Fublic Service Commission concluded that reciprocal
compensation applies to ISP vraffic because the definition of "local traffic® did not exciude
ISP traffic and the parties, the reguiatory bodies, and Industry have consistently treated
ISP traffic as Jocal. This decision was sustained by the U.S, District Court for the Middle
District of Alabama. Ses, BeilSouth Telecommunications. Inc, v. JTC DeltaCom
Communications, Inc.. £t al., U.S. District Court, Middie District aof Alabama, Civil Action
99-D-287-N (November 15, 1998). There Is nothing in the FCC's Dedlaratory Buling which
requires or causes the Commission to reconsider and depart from its previous decisions
requiring reciprocal compensation for ISP traffic under “old” interconnection agreements,
incduding the Agreement at Issue in this complaint proceeding.

Lastly, citing Section XXV.A. of the Agreement, DeltaCom is requesting reasonable
costs and aftomey’s fees. The relevant section reads: "The Party which does not prevail
shall pay all reasonable costs of the arbitration or other formal compiaint proceeding.
including reasonable altomey's leas and other legal expenses of the prevailing Party.”
This Section appears siraightforward and BeliSouth has not addressed the question

? Cammissions in the following states either have issued a dedision after the ISP order
determining - or reconfirming - that raciprocal compensation applles to calls te ISPs, or have
reconfirmed or denied petitions for reconsideration of similar dacisions issuad before tha ISP Order.
Alabama, Calitornia, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Indiana, Maryland, Minnesata,
\I;Ivebraska, Nevada, New Yerk, Chio, Oragon, Pennsyivania, Rhada island, Tennsssee, and

ashington.




despite ample opportunity to do so. Therefore, as the prevalling party, DaltaCom is
entitted to reasonable costs, Including reasonaple attornoy's fees.

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Commission finds good cause to require
BeliSouth to pay reciprocal compensation to DeltaCom for the ISP-bound traffic at issue
in this docket,

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED as follows:

1.  Thatthe reciprocal compensation provision contalned In tha interconnection

Agreement between DeitaCom and BellSouth [s fully applicable to teiephone exchange
sarvice calls that terminate to ISP customers when the originating caller and the called

number are associated with the same local calling area, andthat BeliSouth shall bilf and
pay teciprocal compensation for such calls.

2, That BellSouth shall immediately forward 1 DeltaCom alf sums cumrently due
for such reciprocal compensation together with required late payment charges, plus
interest, in accordance with their Interconnection Agreemeant.

3.  That BeliSouth shall forward to DeltaCom all sums coming due in the future
for such reciprocal compensation in accordance with the Agreement.

4. That, inasmuch as DeltaCom is tha prevailing party in this docket, BeliSouth
shall reimburse DeltaCom for the reasonable costs and expenses, including reasonable
attorney’s fees, incurred by DeltaCom in accordance with the parties’ Agreement.
DeltaCom shall forward to BellSouth an invoice for such costs and expenses, and
BellSouth shall have ten days from tha date of such invoice to pay DeitaCom the amount
reflected In such invoice or to file with the Commission specific objections 1o the invoice.

ISSUED BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION.
This the _12th __ day of July, 2000.

NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION
Geneva S. Thigpen, Chief Clerk
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that true and correct copies of ITC"DeltaCom Motion for Leave to
File Supplemental Authority in Docket No. 991946-TP have been served upon the following parties
by Hand Delivery (*) and/or U. S. Mail this 9th day of August, 2000.

Tim Vacarro, Esq.*

Division of Legal Services

Room 370, Gunter Building
Florida Public Service Commission
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850

Ms. Ann Marsh*

Division of Competitive Services
Room182C, Gunter Building
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FI. 32399-0850

Ms. Nancy H. Sims*

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL 32301

J. Andrew Bertron, Jr.
Huey Law Firm
P.0O.Box 1794
Tallahassee, FL 32302

Nanette Edwards
ITC*DeltaCom
4092 South Memorial Parkway






