AUSLEY & MCMULLEN

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW

227 SOUTH CALHOUN STREET
P.0. BOX 391 (ziP 32302)
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 3230

(850) 224-9115 FAX (850) 222-7560

February 2, 2004

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Ms. Blanca S. Bayo, Director
Division of the Commission ¢ ol
Clerk and Administrative Services ‘

!
Florida Public Service Commission r—= ro
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard ’— o
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870 —

Re: Docket No. 030852-TP S

Dear Ms. Bayo:

Enclosed for filing in the above docket are the original and fifteen (15) copies of
Sprint's Prehearing Statement. We are also submitting the Prehearing Statement on a
3.5" high-density diskette using Microsoft Word 98 format, Rich Text.

Please acknowledge receipt and filing of the above by stamping the duplicate
copy of this letter and returning the same to this writer.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re: Implementation of requirements arising

from Federal Communications Commission’s

triennial UNE Review: Location-Specific . DOCKET NO. 030852-TP
Review for DS1, DS3 and Dark Fiber Loops, FILED: February 2, 2004
and Route-Specific Review for DS1, DS3 and :

Dark Fiber Transport.

SPRINT'S PREHEARING STATEMENT

Sprint-Florida, Incorporated and Sprint Communications Company Limited
Partnership (collectively "Sprint" or the "Company"), pursuant to Order No. PSC-03-
1265-PCO-TP, submits the following Prehearing Statement:

A. WITNESS: Sprint will offer the rebuttal and surrebuttal testimony of Kent W.
Dickerson on all issues.

B. EXHIBITS: The rebuttal testimony of Kent W. Dickerson included three
exhibits, KWD-1, KWD-2 and KWD-3.

C. BASIC POSITION:

Under the self-provisioning trigger, the competitive wholesale facilities trigger
or the potential deployment trigger, BellSouth and Verizon have fai!éd to
provide route and location specific data sufficient to overturn the Federal
Communications Commission’s national findings that CLECs are impaired
when competing in the local market without unbundled access to Dedicated

Transport and high capacity loops.



D-G. ISSUES AND POSITIONS:

DS-1 Loops (§ 51.319(a)(4)(ii))

Issue 1: To what specific customer locations have two or more competing
providers, not affiliated with each other or the ILEC, including intermodal
providers of service comparable in quality to that of the ILEC, deployed their own
DS-1 facilities (including leased, purchased or UNE dark fiber with the carrier’s
own optronics attached to activate the fiber) and offer DS-1 loops over their own
facilities on a widely available basis to other carriers? For each such location, do
the wholesale providers have access to the entire customer location, including
each individual unit within the location?

Position:  BellSouth and Verizon have not provided location specific data sufficient to
overturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings that CLECs are
impaired when competing in the local market without unbundled access to DS-1 loops.
BellSouth and Verizon fail to provide verifiable evidence to satisfy the FCC’s trigger
requirements that actual DS-1 loop services are available from two or more competing
providers to all customers at the claimed trigger location. Therefore, the wholesale trigger
has not been satisfied for DS-1 loops

DS-3 Loops (§51.319(a)(5))

Issue 2: To what specific customer locations have two or more competing
providers, not affiliated with each other or the ILEC, including intermodal
providers of service comparable in quality to that of the ILEC, either (1) deployed
their own DS-3 facilities and actually serve customers via those facilities or (2)
deployed DS-3 facilities by attaching their own optronics to activate dark fiber
obtained under a long-term indefeasible right of use and actually serve
customers via those facilities at that location?

Position: BellSouth and Verizon have not provided location specific data sufficient to
overturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings that CLECs are
impaired when competing in the local market without unbundled access to DS-3 loops.

BellSouth and Verizon fail to provide verifiable evidence to satisfy the FCC’s trigger

requirements that actual DS-3 loop facilities have been deployed by two or more



competing providers Therefore, the self-provisioning trigger has not been satisfied for DS-
3 loops.

Issue 3: To what specific customer locations have two or more competing
providers, not affiliated with each other or the ILEC, including intermodal
providers of service comparable in quality to that of the ILEC, deployed their own
DS-3 facilities (including leased, purchased or UNE dark fiber with the carrier’s
own optronics attached to activate the fiber) and offer DS-3 loops over these
facilities on a widely available wholesale basis to other carriers? For each such .
location, do the wholesale providers have access to the entire customer location,
including each individual unit within the location?

Position:  BellSouth and Verizon have not provided location specific data sufficient to
dverturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings that CLECs are
impaired when competing in the local market without unbundled access to DS-3 loops.
Be_IISouth and Verizon fail to provide verifiable evidence to satisfy the FCC's trigger
requirements that actual DS-3 loops are available from two or more competing providers
to all customers at the claimed trigger location. Therefore, the wholesale trigger has not
been satisfied for DS-3 loops.

Issue 4: If neither the self-provisioning or the wholesale triggers for DS-3
loops is satisfied at a specific customer location, using the potential deployment
criteria specified in §51.319(a)(5)(ii), what evidence of non-impairment for a DS-3
loop at a specific customer location exists? Is this evidence sufficient to
conclude that there is no impairment at a specific customer location?

Position:  BellSouth’s potential deployment analysis is fundamentally flawed and
does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that there is not impairment at the
locations included in BellSouth’s analysis. BellSouth did not provide any supporting
documentation, workpapers, calculations or even the basic formulas used to show how
the locations allegedly qualify for potential deployment. Furthermore, BellSouth’s

calculations of potential deployment costs performed by their BellSouth Analysis of

Competitive Entry (BACE) model cannot be viewed and are not auditable. BellSouth’s



analysis is based on uniform cost and revenue assumptions and fails to meet the FCC's
requirement that a potential deployment analysis be completed on a location specific
basis. BellSouth overstates the potential revenue available from deployment and
makes unfounded and unrealistic generalizationé related to the cost of acquiring
customers at the locations. Therefore, the BellSouth potential deployment analysis— for
DS-3 loops should be rejected by the Commission. Verizon did not present a potential
deployment analysis so there are no Verizon customer locations which satisfy the
FCC'’s potential deployment criteria.

Dark Fiber Loops (§51.319(a)(6))

Issue 5: To what specific customer locations have two or more competing
providers deployed their own dark fiber facilities, including dark fiber owned by
the carrier or obtained under a long-term indefeasible right of use (but excluding
ILEC unbundiled dark fiber)?

Position:  BellSouth and Verizon have not provided location specific data regarding
deployment of dark fiber facilities sufficient to overturn the Federal Communications
Commission’s national findings that CLECs are impaired when competing in the local
market for any customer location. BellSouth and Verizon fail to provide verifiable evidence
to satisfy the FCC’s trigger requirements that actual dark fiber facilities have been
deployed by two or more competing providers. Therefore, the self-provisioning trigger for
dark fiber loops has not been satisfied.

Issue 6: If the self-provisioning trigger for dark fiber loops is not satisfied at a
specific customer location, using the potential deployment criteria specified in
§51.319(a)(6)(ii), what evidence of non-impairment for dark fiber loops at a
specific customer location exists? Is this evidence sufficient to conclude that
there is no impairment at a specific customer location?

Position:  BellSouth’s potential deployment analysis is fundamentally flawed and

does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that there is not impairment at the



locations included in BellSouth’s analysis. BellSouth did not provide any supporting
documentation, workpapers, calculations or even the basic formulas used to show how
the locations allegedly qualify for potential deployment. Furthermore, BellSouth’s
calculations of potential deployment costs peﬁorhed by their BellSouth Analysis of
Competitive Entry (BACE) model cannot be viewed and are not auditablé. BellSouth’s
analysis is based on uniform cost and revenue assumptions and fails to meet the FCC’s
réquirement that a potential deployment analysis be completed on a Iocétion specific
basis. BellSouth overstates the potential revenue available from deployment and
makes unfounded and unrealistic generalizations related to the cost of acquiring
customers at the locations. Therefore, the BellSouth potential deployment analysis for
ciark fiber loops should be rejected by the Commission. Verizon did not present a
potential deployment analysis so there are no Verizon customer locations which satisfy

the FCC’s potential deployment criteria.

Dedicated DS-1 Transport (§51.319(e)(1)(ii))

Issue 7: Along what particular routes have two or more competing providers,
not affiliated with each other or the ILEC, including intermodal providers of
service comparable in quality to that of the ILEC, deployed their own DS-1 level
dedicated transport facilities (including leased, purchased or UNE dark fiber with
the carrier’s own optronics attached to activate the fiber) and are willing to
provide DS-1 level transport immediately over their own facilities on a W|de|y
avallable basis to other carriers?

Position:  BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific data sufficient to
overturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings that CLECs are
impaired when competing in the local market without unbundled access to DS-1 level
transport. BellSouth and Verizon fail to provide verifiable evidence to satisfy the FCC’s

trigger requirements that actual DS-1 transport services are available from two or more



competing providers who are operationally ready and are providing DS-1 fransport.
Therefore, the wholesale trigger has not been satisfied for DS-1 level transport.

Issue 8: .For any particular route where at least two competing providers will
provide wholesale DS-1 dedicated transport, do both competing providers’
facilities terminate in collocation arrangements at an ILEC premise or a similar
arrangement in a non-ILEC premise? If so, can requesting carriers obtain
reasonable and nondiscriminatory access to those competing providers’

termination points through a cross-connect to the providers’ collocations either
at the ILEC premise or similar arrangement if located at a non-ILEC premise?

Position: See Issue 7. BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific data
sufficient to show that at least two competing providers are providing DS-1 dedicated
transport.

Dedicated DS-3 Transport (§51.319(e)(2))

Issue 9: Along what particular routes have three or more competing
providers, not affiliated with each other or the ILEC, including intermodal
providers of service comparable in quality to that of the ILEC, deployed their own
DS-3 level dedicated transport facilities (including leased, purchased or UNE dark
fiber with the carrier’'s own optronics attached to activate the fiber) and are
operationally ready to use those transport facilities?

Position:  BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific data sufficient to
overturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings that CLECs are
impaired when competing in the local market without unbundled access to DS-3 level
dedicated transport facilities. BellSouth and Verizon fail to provide verifiable evidence to
satisfy the FCC'’s trigger requirements that actual DS-3 transport facilities have been
deployed by three or more competing providers and that the providers are operationally
ready to use such transport facilities. Therefore, the self-provisioning trigger for DS-3

transport has not been satisfied.

Issue 10:  For any particular route where at least three competing providers
have self-provisioned DS-3 level dedicated transport facilities, do the competing



providers’ facilities terminate in collocation arrangements at an ILEC premise or a
similar arrangement in a non-ILEC premise?

Position:  See Issue No. 9. BellSouth and Verizon have not provided location specific
data sufficient to overturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings
that CLECs are impaired when competing in the local market without unbundled access to
DS-3 level dedicated transport facilities.

Issue 11:  Along what particular routes have two or more competing providers,
not affiliated with each other or the ILEC, including intermodal providers of
service comparable in quality to that of the ILEC, deployed their own DS-3 level
dedicated transport facilities (including leased, purchased or UNE dark fiber with
the carrier’s own optronics attached to activate the fiber), are operationally ready
to use those transport facilities, and are willing to provide DS-3 level dedicated
transport immediately over their facilities on a widely available wholesale basis to
other carriers?

Position:  BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific data sufficient to
overturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings that CLECs are
impaired when competing in the local market without unbundled access to DS-3 level
dedicated transport facilities. BellSouth and Verizon fail to provide verifiable evidence to
satisfy the FCC’s trigger requirements that actual DS-3 transport services are available
from two or more competing providers and are offered on a widely available wholesale
basis to other carriers. Therefore, the wholesale trigger for DS-3 transport has not been

satisfied.

Issue 12:  For any particular route where at least two competing providers will
provide wholesale DS-3 level dedicated transport, do both competing providers’
facilities terminate in collocation arrangements at an ILEC premise or a similar
arrangement in a non-ILEC premise? If so, can requesting carriers obtain
reasonable and nondiscriminatory access to those competing providers’
termination points through a cross-connect to the providers’ collocations either
at the ILEC premise or similar arrangement if located at a non-ILEC premise?



Position: See Issue 11. BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific data
sufficient to overturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings that
CLECs are impaired when competing in the local market without unbundied access to DS-
3 lével dedicated transport facilities.

Issue 13:  If neither the self-provisioning nor the wholesale trigéers for DS-3
level dedicated transport is satisfied along a route, using the potential
deployment criteria specified in §51.319(e)(2)(ii)y what evidence of non-
impairment for DS-3 level dedicated transport on a specific route exists? Is this
evidence sufficient to conclude that there is no impairment along this route?
Position:  BellSouth’s potential deployment analysis is fundamentally flawed and
does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that there is not impairment for the
transport routes included in BellSouth’s analysis. BellSouth did not provide any
supporting documentation, workpapers, calculations or even the basic formulas used to
sh.ow how the routes allegedly qualify for potential deployment. Furthermore,
BellSouth’s calculations of potential deployment costs performed by their BellSouth
Analysis of Competitive Entry (BACE) model cannot be viewed and are not auditable.
BeliSouth’s analysis is based on uniform cost assumptions and fails to meet the FCC'’s
requirement that a potential deployment analysis be completed on a route specific
basis. BellSouth has understated the costs of deploying tran.sport routes through use of
broad assumptions for fiber cable and construction-related costs. Therefore, the
Be_IISouth potential deployment analysis for transport should be rejected by the
Commission. Verizon did not present a potential deployment analysis so there are no

Verizon transport routes which satisfy the FCC’s potential deployment criteria.

Dark Fiber Transport (§51.319(e)(3))




Issue 14: Along what particular routes have three or more competing
providers, not affiliated with each other or the ILEC, deployed their own dark fiber
transport facilities?

Position: BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific data sufficient to
overturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings that CLECs are
impaired when competing in the local market without unbundled access to dark fiber
transport. BellSouth and Verizon fail to provide verifiable evidence to satisfy the FCC'’s
trigger requirements that actual dark fiber transport facilities have been deployed by three
or more competing providers. Therefore, the self-provisioning trigger for dark fiber
transport has not been satisfied.

Issue 15: For any particular route where at least three competing providers
have self-provisioned dark fiber dedicated transport facilities, do the competing
providers’ facilities terminate in collocation arrangements at an ILEC premise or a
similar arrangement in a non-ILEC premise?

Position:  See Issue No. 14. BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific
data sufficient to overturn the Federal Communications Commission’s national findings
that CLECs are impaired when competing in the local market without unbundled access to
dark fiber transport.

lésue 16: Along what particular routes have two or more competing providers,
not affiliated with each other or the ILEC, deployed their own dark fiber transport
facilities (including dark fiber obtained from an entity other than the ILEC), are
operationally ready to lease or sell those transport facilities to provide transport
along the route, and are willing to provide dark fiber immediately over their
facilities on a widely available wholesale basis to other carriers?

Position:  BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific data sufficient to
overturn the FCC’s national findings that CLECs are impaired when competing in the local

market without unbundled access to dark fiber transport. BellSouth and Verizon fail to

provide verifiable evidence to satisfy the FCC's trigger requirements that actual dark fiber



transport services are available from two or more competing providers and are offered on
a widely available wholesale basis to other carriers. Therefore, the wholesale trigger for
dark fiber transport has not been satisfied.

Issue 17:  For any particular route where at least two competing providers will
provide wholesale dark fiber, do both competing providers’ facilities terminate in
collocation arrangements at an ILEC premise or a similar arrangement in a non-
ILEC premise? If so, can requesting carriers obtain reasonable and
nondiscriminatory access to those competing providers’ termination points
through a cross-connect to the providers’ collocations either at the ILEC premise
or similar arrangement if located at a non-ILEC premise?

Position: See Issue No. 16. BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific
data sufficient to show that the wholesale trigger has been satisfied for dark fiber transport.
issue 18:  For any particular route where at least two competing providers will
provide such wholesale dark fiber, do these providers have sufficient quantities
of dark fiber available to satisfy current demand along that route? If not, should
the wholesale trigger for dark fiber be determined to be satisfied along that
route?

Position: See Issue No. 16. BellSouth and Verizon have not provided route specific
data sufficient to show that the wholesale trigger has been satisfied for dark fiber transport.
Issue 19:  If neither the self-provisioning or the wholesale triggers for dark fiber
transport is satisfied along a route, using the potential deployment criteria
specified in §51.319(e)(3)(ii), what evidence of non-impairment for dark fiber on a
specific route exists? Is this evidence sufficient to conclude that there is no
impairment along this route?

Position:  BellSouth’s potential deployment analysis is fundamentally flawed and
does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that there is not impairment for the
transport routes included in BellSouth’'s analysis. BellSouth did not provide any
supporting documentation, workpapers, calculations or even the basic formulas used to
show how the routes allegedly qualify for potential deployment. Furthermore,

BellSouth’s calculations of potential deployment costs performed by their BellSouth

10



Analysis of Competitive Entry (BACE) model cannot be viewed and are not auditable.
BellSouth’s analysis is based on uniform cost assumptions and fails to meet the FCC'’s
requirement that a potential deployment analysis be completed on a route specific
basis. BellSouth has understated the costs of deploying transport routes through use of
broad assumptions for fiber cable and construction-related costs. Therefore, the
BellSouth potential deployment analysis for transport should be rejected by the
Commission. Verizon did not present a potential deployment analysis so there are no
Verizon transport routes which satisfy the FCC’s potential deployment criteria.

Issue 20: If unbundling requirements for loops at customer-specific locations
or dedicated transport along a specific route are eliminated, what are the
appropriate transition period and requirements, if any, after which a CLEC no
longer is entitled to these loops or transport under Section 251(c)(3)?

Position:  No position at this time.

H. STIPULATIONS: The Company is not aware of any pending stipulations at

this time.

L PENDING MOTIONS: Except for its Motion to Compel, the Company is not

aware of any pending motions at this time.

J. COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER ON PREHEARING PROCEDURE: The

Company does not know of any requirement of the Order on Prehearing Procedure with
which it cannot comply.

| K. PENDING DECISIONS: Except for the various appeals of the TRO itself,
which are now pending in federal court, the Company is not aware of any pending
decisions.

L. OBJECTIONS TO WITNESS' QUALIFICATIONS: The Company has no

objections to a witness' qualifications as an expert.
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DATED this 2nd day of February, 2004.

Tallahassee, Florida 32302
(850) 425-5471

(850) 222-7560 (fax)
jwahlen@ausley.com

ATTORNEYS FOR SPRINT-FLORIDA, INC.
and SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing has been furnished via Electronic

Mail, U. S. Mail or Hand Delivery (*) this 2nd day of February, 2004, to the following:

Adam Teitzman *

Beth Keating *

Division of Legal Services
Florida Public Service Comm.
Division of Legal Services
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd.
Tallahassee, FL. 32399-0850
Phone: (850) 413-6212

Fax: (850) 413-6250
ateitzman@psc.state.fl.us
bkeating@psc.state fl.us

Lisa A. Sapper

AT&T

1200 Peachtree Street, N.E., Ste. 8100
Atlanta, GA 30309-3579

Phone: (404) 810-7812
lisariley@att.com

Terry Larkin

Allegiance Telecom, Inc.

700 East Butterfield Road, Ste. 400
Lombard, IL 60148

Phone: (630) 522-6453
terry.larkin@algx.com

Bill Magness

Casey & Gentz, L.L.P.

919 Congress Avenue, Suite 1060
Austin, TX 78701

Phone: (512) 225-0019

Fax: (612) 480-9200
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Tracy Hatch

AT&T

101 North Monroe Street, Surce 700 .
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1549
Phone: (850) 425-6364
thatch@att.com

Charles V. Gerkin, Jr.
Regulatory Counsel

Allegiance Telecom, Inc.

9201 North Central Expressway
Dallas, TX 75231

Phone: (469) 259-4051

Fax: (770) 234-5945

Cell: (770) 855-0466
charles.gerkin@algx.com

Nancy H. Sims

Nancy White

Doug Lackey

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL. 32301-1556
Phone: (850) 224-7798

Fax: (850) 222-8640
nancy.sims@bellsouth.com

Charles E. Watkins

Covad

1230 Peachtree Street, NE, 19rh Floor
Atlanta, GA 30309-3574

Phone: (404) 942-3492

Fax: (404) 492-3495
gwatkins@covad.com
jbell@covad.com




Matthew Feil

Scott Kassman

FDN Communications

390 North Orange Avenue, Suite 2000
Orlando, FL 32801-1640

Phone: (407) 835-0460

Fax: (407) 835-0309
mfeil@mail.fdn.com
skassman@mail.fdn.com

Nanette Edwards

Director — Regulatory
ITCADelta Com

4092 South Memorial Parkway
Huntsville, AL 35802

Phone: (256) 382-3856
nedwards@itcdeltacom.com

Donna C. McNulty

MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc.
1203 Governors Square Blvd., Suite 201
Tallahassee, FL 32301-2960

Phone: (850) 219-1008

Fax: (850) 219-1018
donna.mcnulty@mci.com

Floyd Self

Norman H. Horton
Messer, Caparello & Self
ITC DeltaCom

MCI

KMC

Xspedius

215 South Monroe Street, Suite 701
Tallahassee, FL. 32301
fself@lawfla.com
nhorton@lawfla.com

Jake E. Jennings

NewSouth Communications Corp.
Two North Main Center
Greenville, SC 29601-2719
Phone: (864) 672-5877

Fax: (864) 672-5313
jejennings@newsouth.com

14

Joseph A. McGilothlin

Vicki Gordon Kaufman

McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothlin,
Davidson, Kaufman & Arnold P.A.

FCCA

117 .S. Gadsden Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301

jmeglothlin@mac-law.com

vkaufman@mac-iaw.com

Marva Brown Johnson
KMCTelecom Hif, LLC

1755 North Brown Road
Lawrenceville, GA 30043-8119
Phone: (678) 985-6261

Fax: (678) 985-6213
marva.Johnson@kmctelecom.com

De O'Roark

MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc. (GA)
Six Concourse Parkway, Suite 3200
Atlanta, GA 30328

de.oroark@mci.com

Jon Moyle, Jr.

Moyle Law Firm

NuVox Communications, Inc.
The Perkins House

118 North Gadsden Street
Tallahassee, FL 32301
Phone: (850) 681-3828

Fax: (850) 681-8788
imoylejr@movylelaw.com

Bo Russell

NuVox Communications, Inc.
301 North Main Street
Greenville, SC 29601-2171
Phone: (864) 331-7323
brussell@nuvox.com




Richard Chapkis

Kimberly Caswell

Verizon Florida, Inc.

One Tampa City Center

201 North Franklin Street (33602)
P. O. Box 110, FLTC0007
Tampa, FL 33601-0110

Phone: (813) 483-2606

Fax: (813) 204-8870
Richard.chapkis@verizon.com

Michael A. Gross

VP Reg. Affairs & Reg. Counsel
Florida Cable Telecom. Association
246 East 6™ Avenue, Suite 100
Tallahassee, FL. 32303

Phone: (850) 681-1990

Fax: (850) 681-9676
mgross@fcta.com

Jean Houck

Business Telecom, Inc.
4300 Six Forks Road
Raleigh, NC 27609
Phone: (919) 863-7325
jean.houck@btitelecom.net

Jonathan Audu
Manager, Regulatory Affairs
Supra Telecommunications

1311 Executive Center Drive, Suite 220

Tallahassee, FL 32301-5027
Phone: (850) 402-0510

Fax: (850) 402-0522
jonathan.audu@stis.com
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Rabinai E. Carson

Xspedius Communications

5555 Winghaven Blvd., Suite 300
O’Fallon, MO 63366-3868
Phone: (301) 361-4220

Fax: (301 361-4277
rabinai.Carson@xspedius.com

Susan S. Masterton
Sprint-Florida, Inc.

Sprint Communications Co. L.P.
1313 Blair Stone Road

P.O. Box 2214

Tallahassee, FL 32316-2214
Phone: (850) 599-1560

Fax: (850) 878-0777
susan.masterfon@mail.sprint.com

Jorge Cruz-Bustillo
Assistant General Counsel
Supra Telecommunications
2620 SW. 27" Avenue
Miami, FL 33133

Phone: (305) 476-4252

Fax: (305) 443-1078
Jorge.cruz-bustillo@stis.com

Charles Beck

Office of Public Counsel

c/o The Florida Legislature
111 W. Madison St., Rm. 812
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400
beck.charles@leg.state fl.us

\/ //v /ga/

Attorne,





