STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

* kKK %k

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, )
to solicit public comments regarding the )
Commission’s administration of the Federal )
Communications Commission’s order on ) Case No. U-16943
comprehensive Universal Service Fund and )
Intercarrier Compensation reform. )
)

At the April 17, 2012 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing,
Michigan.
PRESENT: Hon. John D. Quackenbush, Chairman

Hon. Orjiakor N. Isiogu, Commissioner
Hon. Greg R. White, Commissioner

ORDER

On January 12, 2012, the Commission issued an order commencing this proceeding pursuant
to the Michigan Telecommunications Act, MCL 484.2101 et seq., (MTA), seeking comments on
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) order FCC 11-161, WC Docket No. 10-90 et al,
Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, issued on November 18, 2011,
(FCC order). The FCC order was intended to modernize systems related to universal service and
intercarrier compensation arrangements. As noted in the January 12, 2012 order, the FCC order
requires bill-and-keep as the end-state, default method for all intercarrier compensation traffic,
including intrastate switched toll access traffic, and provides a path for certain types of traffic to
transition from current rates to bill-and-keep rates. To that end, the FCC order requires all

providers to transition to terminating intrastate switched access rates at levels no higher than



corresponding interstate rates by July 1, 2013. Specifically, the Commission’s January 12, 2012
order sought comment on: (1) the effect the FCC order will have on the access restructuring
mechanism (ARM) adopted in Case No. U-16183; (2) intrastate switched toll access tariff rates
and filings, and (3) other issues relevant to the Commission’s administration of the MTA.

By February 13, 2012, the Commission had received comments from the Telecommunications
Association of Michigan (TAM), ACD Telecom, Clear Rate Communications, TCS Telecom, and
TelNet Worldwide, (collectively, the CLECs), the Michigan Cable Telecommunications
Association (MCTA), Michigan Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T Michigan (AT&T
Michigan), Frontier North Inc., Frontier Midstates Inc., Frontier Communications of Michigan,
Frontier Communications of America, and Frontier Online and Long Distance Company
(collectively, Frontier), and CenturyLink. By March 13, 2012, the Commission received reply
comments from the Commission Staff (Staff), MCTA, AT&T Michigan, TAM, Frontier, and the
CLEC:s.

The comments filed by AT&T Michigan, TAM, Frontier, CenturyLink, and the Staff reflect a
general understanding that the provisions of the FCC’s order and MCL 484.2310 (Section 310)
requirements are complementary and can work together with limited modifications. CenturyLink
affirmatively states that there is nothing the Commission must do at this time because the two
forms of access reform are compatible. However, the CLECs take the position that the FCC order
preempts the MTA. MCTA’s comments focus mainly on procedural issues in this case, with
responses to other parties in its reply comments. The Staff’s reply comments summarize the

positions of the commenters and make recommendations for the issues raised.
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Discussion

Preemption and Access Rate Reductions

The FCC order provides that terminating intrastate access rates should be at parity with
interstate access rates for the same service. For those carriers that currently charge more for
intrastate access than for interstate access, the order prescribes a reduction path to bring the
respective rates to parity by July 1, 2013. The order provides for a two-step reduction. By July 1,
2012, carriers should reduce the difference by 50% and be at parity by July 1, 2013. The FCC
order provides for the eventual requirement that intercarrier compensation be a bill-and-keep
system. The latest date for compliance with that requirement is July 1, 2020.

The MTA, on the other hand, provides for up to a five-year transition with annual reductions
of at least 20% of the differential between intrastate and interstate access rates (terminating and
originating). In the state statutory scheme, parity between intrastate and interstate access rates
would be achieved no later than January 1, 2015. MCL 484.2310(2).

The CLECs argue that the FCC order preempts the MTA and any Commission orders with
respect to all intrastate access reform. They insist that the FCC’s scheme of two reductions
(50% each) of the difference between intrastate and interstate access rates should prevail and that,
therefore, the state statutory schedule of 20% per year over a period of five years should be
disregarded as of the effective date of the FCC order. They argue that because the FCC order
became effective on December 29, 2011, the default transition plan described in the FCC order,
which provides for the first reduction on July 1, 2012, supersedes the access rate reduction
required by the MTA, which would require a 20% reduction as of January 1, 2012. Thus, they
argue, there was no need to reduce intrastate access rates on January 1, 2012 as otherwise required

by Section 310(2). Although the CLECs acknowledge that the FCC order permits states to reduce
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the differential between current intrastate and interstate access rates more quickly than the FCC
requires, they argue that requiring the January state reduction would actually delay the
implementation of the plan put in place in the FCC order.

Moreover, the CLECs argue, the FCC order indicates that there should be no changes in
originating access rates at this time. Thus, they argue no reduction in those rates should occur
either.

The Staff and AT&T Michigan respond that the CLECs propose an incorrect interpretation of
the legal effect of the FCC order. The Staff points out that with respect to originating access, there
is no conflict between the FCC order and the MTA, because the former deals solely with termin-
ating access rate reform. TAM notes that the FCC left unchanged “other intrastate access rates,
including originating switched access, common transport, and dedicated transport service rates.”
TAM comments, p. 3. Although the FCC order imposed a cap on originating intrastate access
rates, it did not require a reduction, nor map a different path for reducing those rates. Therefore,
TAM argues there is no conflict with the FCC order in relation to originating intrastate access
rates.

AT&T Michigan argues that there can be no preemption with regard to state access reform
because: (1) the reductions required under Michigan statute are completely consistent with the
reductions required by the FCC order; (2) the CLECs are no worse off under the combined effect
of the state and federal plans than they would be under either set of reductions, standing alone; and
(3) the FCC order does not address the reductions in intrastate originating switched access required
by Section 310. AT&T Michigan points out however, that after the January 1, 2012 reduction, the
FCC order’s plan would control, as its reductions to parity are quicker than those required by the

Michigan statute.
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AT&T Michigan further argues that the CLECs’ position concerning originating access is also
without merit. It points out that the CLECS’ citations to paragraphs in the FCC order actually
impose a rate cap on originating intrastate access, not a rate freeze. Thus, there is no inconsistency
with continuing on the path reducing these rates under the MTA. AT&T Michigan points to the
following language:

To the extent that states have established rate reduction transitions for rate elements
not reduced in this Order, nothing in the Order impacts such transitions. . . . Nor
does this Order prevent states from reducing rates on a faster transition provided

that states provide any additional recovery support that may be needed as a result of
a faster transition.

FCC Order 11-161, fn 1542,

The Commission finds that for originating intrastate access rates, there is no preemption,
because the FCC order explicitly leaves originating access alone, but does not preclude state
reductions, as long as the state provides whatever cost recovery is deemed necessary. This, the
MTA provides. Therefore, the scheduled reduction in any disparity between a carrier’s originating
intrastate and interstate access rates should remain in place, and the January 1, 2012 reductions
were required to be made. Further, the Commission retains authority to administer that transition
to parity between inter- and intrastate originating access rates. See, FCC order, paragraph 816, fn
1542. The only requirement is that any cost recovery permitted for those adjustments required by
the state also come from the state.

As to terminating access rates, the Commission is persuaded that the reductions required by
the MTA for January 1, 2012 are not preempted by the FCC order and should have been put in
place by all affected carriers. The FCC order explicitly states that it does not preempt state
programs that bring the intrastate and interstate access rates to parity more quickly than the FCC
scheme. The Commission rejects the CLECs’ argument that making the January 1, 2012 reduction

would actually delay access reform as contemplated in the FCC order. The January reduction

Page 5
U-16943



moves intrastate terminating access rates closer to parity with their interstate counterparts more
quickly than the scheme in the FCC order. Thus, the January 1, 2012 reduction is not inconsistent
with the FCC order and must be made. By July 1, 2012, the CLECs must also reduce the disparity
that existed on December 29, 2011 by 50%. See, 47 CFR 51.911(b). There is no conflict in these
two reductions, and thus, no preemption argument can prevail.

The Commission directs that any provider that has not filed revised tariffs for the January 1,
2012 required reduction in intrastate access rates shall do so no later than 15 days from the date of

this order.

Compliance

AT&T Michigan suggests in its comments and reply comments that the Commission require
providers to demonstrate that they are making the correct access charge reductions by filing a copy
of the affected tariff pages in this proceeding. In that manner, AT&T Michigan suggests that other
carriers can assist the Commission to monitor compliance with the rate reduction requirements of
the MTA and the FCC order. It notes that such a filing requirement would have assisted the
industry to confirm that the state required reductions in intrastate access charges were completed
onJanuary 1, 2012.

Moreover, AT&T Michigan suggests that the Commission require this information on an
ongoing basis. It argues that CLECs that are not mirroring federal interstate access rates should be
required to provide data that supports their proposed rate reductions by July 1, 2012. It insists that
there will be a deluge of information for the Staff to review in a timely manner. It suggests that

the public filings should be required by May 1, 2012.
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AT&T Michigan asserts that to the extent that the information required by these filings is
considered confidential, it can be filed pursuant to protective order, and as proposed in a form
attached to its reply comments.

Frontier reply comments agree with AT&T Michigan with respect to directing providers to file
documentation in this docket to demonstrate compliance with the mandates of the MTA.

The Commission is not persuaded that expanding this docket with the tariffs and
documentation suggested by AT&T Michigan is necessary for enforcing the requirements of the
MTA or the FCC order. Such a direction would likely yield more confusion than value. The Staff
has historically received tariff filings and reviewed documentation related to these issues without
the aid of industry members, and the Commission remains comfortable that the Staff is capable of

continuing its regulatory role.

Operation of the ARM

The CLECs argue that the ARM has been preempted by the FCC order, which they argue has
put in place a comprehensive scheme for replacing lost revenue associated with intrastate access
revenues. They argue that the ability of incumbent local exchange carriers (ILECSs) to obtain
recovery of these revenues under the Michigan statute is thus preempted. Therefore, they insist,
the ARM should be discontinued.

TAM argues that the CLECs are incorrect that the ARM is preempted and is no longer
necessary. It states that the FCC concluded that a state recovery mechanism was a necessary
condition for any state program that reduced certain access rates on a faster timetable than required
by the FCC. TAM argues that there is no legal or policy basis for discontinuing or reducing the

ARM. TAM agrees with AT&T Michigan and adds that the FCC expressly permitted state access
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reform mechanism to continue as long as they are not inconsistent with the specific requirements
or restrictions in the FCC order.

The Staff and AT&T Michigan agree that the ARM is not preempted by the FCC order. The
Staff argues that the FCC order outlines a recovery mechanism for changes in rates specific to the
FCC’s default transition path, which became effective December 29, 2011. On the other hand the
Staff states, the Michigan statute provided the ARM to address the rate transition that lowered the
state’s rural local incumbent exchange carriers (rural ILECs) intrastate access rates to interstate
levels, and that the ARM is for recovering lost revenues pursuant to the reductions required under
the Michigan statute. The Staff argues that if the ARM is eliminated, the rural ILECs will suffer
unduly, and a key component of Michigan’s access reform legislation would be nullified. It points
out that the FCC order permits state recovery mechanisms. The Staff notes that Michigan intra-
state reform for rural ILECs was completed September 13, 2010, much faster than the FCC order’s
default path. Thus, the ARM continues without preemption to provide recovery for those reforms.
The Staff suggests that the Commission direct any providers that are delinquent in their payments
to the ARM become current immediately.

The Commission agrees with TAM, AT&T Michigan, and the Staff on this issue. There is no
preemption because the provisions for recovery can work in tandem and complement one another.
The federal recovery mechanism from the FCC order is intended to replace lost revenues
associated with the reductions required by that order. Despite the differences in calculation and
eligibility between the two, the Commission finds that the Michigan ARM is not inconsistent with

the FCC order. It is thus expressly permitted and not preempted.
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Adjustments to the ARM

In its comments, AT&T Michigan suggested that the Commission should take the opportunity
to make changes in the manner that the ARM operates in order to avoid an anomaly that will occur
in the recalculations provided for in Section 310(16). AT&T Michigan recommends that the
Commission resize the terminating switched access component of the ARM to prevent double
recovery after the first recalculations mandated for September 2014. It argues that
Section 310(18) provides the Commission full authority to modify the size, operation, or
composition of the restructuring mechanism should it determine that it is warranted. It further
recommends that the Commission indicate that this is a contested case to prevent later arguments
that it followed an improper procedure.

In its reply comments, AT&T Michigan requests that if the Commission views the statute as
not providing it with authority to alter the ARM, it should say so in this order so that the industry
has an opportunity to obtain relief.

In its reply comments, TAM disagrees with AT&T Michigan’s assertion that the ARM, as
recalculated in September 2014, will produce an improper increase in the ARM size, or be in
anyway inconsistent with the MTA. TAM acknowledges that reductions in the rates for certain
terminating switched access rate elements that the FCC order requires by July 1, 2014 will most
likely result in a bigger rate differential between intrastate and interstate switched access rates than
the differential that existed in 2010, which the Commission used to determine the initial size of the
ARM. However, TAM disagrees that this differential will produce an improper increase in the
size of the ARM or is somehow inconsistent with the MTA. Moreover, it argues, it is premature to
take any steps to modify the recalculation procedure now -- more than two years before the first

recalculation.
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TAM argues that it is mere speculation to conclude that the September 2014 recalculation will
increase any ARM amount for any eligible provider. It points out that determining the differential
is only the first step of the recalculation. The result will be reduced by the percentage decrease in
access lines in service for each eligible provider between December 31, 2008 and December 31,
2012. TAM states that there has been a 23.2% decrease in access lines in service for all eligible
providers from December 2008 through December 2010. Assuming that trend continues, TAM
argues, the reduction in service lines is likely to be around 40%, which would result in a net
decrease in the ARM distribution to eligible providers, even with the larger expected differential in
access rates.

Further, TAM argues, the reduction of switched access rates to levels below parity are only for
terminating access rates. It states that the ARM distributions based on the reductions in
originating switched and tandem switched transport access revenues are not affected by the FCC
order.

The Staff acknowledges that there may be merit to AT&T Michigan’s claims given the timing
of reductions under the FCC order and the recalculation required under Section 310(16). Pursuant
to the FCC order, by September 2014, the time that the first recalculation will occur for the ARM,
terminating intrastate access rates will be below the interstate rates in effect today. It further states
that by September 2018, the date for the second recalculation, terminating switched end office
intrastate access rates will be reduced even further. According to the formula in the MTA, the
recalculation will likely increase the size of the ARM, thereby increasing the contribution
percentage for providers. Also, the Staff notes that the FCC order provides a recovery method for

the further transition toward bill-and-keep. Thus, it states, it is possible that without modification
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ofthe ARM’s calculation method, the rural ILECs might recover revenues from both sources, thus
creating a double recovery.

The Staff further notes that the FCC has issued subsequent clarification and reconsideration
orders regarding the order at issue here, and may issue further orders. Also, the Staff notes that the
FCC order is currently on appeal, and in a Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, the FCC stated
that it would be considering changes to the originating side of access charges. In light of the
uncertainties created by these facts, the Staff recommends that the Commission not take any
immediate action on this issue. Rather, the Staff recommends that the Commission consider the
issues raised here when making a determination on the issue sometime in the future.

The Commission finds that there is no current basis on which to alter the size, operation, or
composition of the ARM. The FCC order does not alter the reductions that the state statute has
required, and thus, the amounts that need to be recovered. The noted potential problem is not
projected to exist until 2014 at the time of recalculating the ARM. That recalculation is statutorily
prescribed in detail, with no indication that the Commission may alter it in any way absent a
federal action after which there is a contested case proceeding commenced within 60 days.

In the next Section, the Commission addresses the suggestion that this matter be considered a
contested case under the Michigan Administrative Procedures Act (MAPA), MCL 24.201 et seq.
However, in a related argument, AT&T Michigan suggests that if the Commission declines to rule
now on the 2014 recalculation, it should at least hold this case open until it becomes clear whether
there is a need for resizing. Even if this proceeding were to be considered a contested case, the
suggestion to merely leave it open would not be lawful. MCL 484.2203 requires that the
Commission observe certain deadlines for resolving cases that contemplates efficient processing,

and does not permit the open-ended docket that AT&T Michigan appears to propose.
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Contested Case

In its comments, MCTA argues that the MTA requires that this proceeding be conducted as a
contested case. It notes that Section 310(18) provides that should federal intercarrier compensa-
tion reform occur, the Commission or an interested party may file an application within 60 days of
the federal action to determine whether any modifications to the size, operation, or composition of
the restructuring mechanism are warranted. MCTA argues that the FCC order is exactly the type
of action the legislature had in mind that would trigger the option of Section 310(18). MCTA
notes that the Commission began the present case within the required 60 days of the FCC order,
but MCTA is concerned that the statute requires an application be filed under MCL 484.2203,
which, it argues, provides for proceedings to be conducted under the contested case provisions of
the Michigan Administrative Procedures Act, MCL 24.201 et seq.

AT&T Michigan agrees that if the Commission fixes "the anomaly" discussed in the previous
section, it should conduct this proceeding as a contested case. However, AT&T Michigan states
that a contested case is not required for addressing tariff filings.

In its reply comments, Frontier agrees with MCTA that a contested case is needed for this
proceeding in order to avoid a later challenge of a procedural defect. In its view, conducting a
contested case proceeding would afford the proper framework to examine the impact of the FCC
order.

TAM responds that MCTA’s argument that any proceeding commenced by the Commission
pursuant to Section 310(18) must be a contested case is not correct. It argues that Section 203(1)
contains the permissive “may” in reference to use of contested case proceedings. It notes that
there have been numerous Commission proceedings conducted as a form of legislative-like inquiry

in which the record created consisted of comments submitted by the parties. TAM argues that use
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of comment proceedings in cases in which individual rights are not adjudicated has withstood legal
challenges.

The Commission acknowledges that the statute permits it to commence a contested case
proceeding to determine whether any modification to the size, operation, or composition of the
restructuring mechanism is warranted. MCL 24.203(3) defines a contested case as “a proceeding,
including rate-making, price-fixing, and licensing, in which a determination of the legal rights,
duties, or privileges of a named party is required by law to be made by an agency after an
opportunity for an evidentiary hearing.” In the Commission’s view, the issues decided today are
legal issues, not conducive to, nor requiring the holding of an evidentiary hearing. At this
juncture, the Commission is not persuaded that it need go further in its examination of the FCC
order than the two legal issues resolved in this order. Specifically, the Commission recognizes
that the FCC order does not preempt the operation of the ARM as it is now established, and finds
that the FCC order did not preempt the required January 1, 2012 reduction in intrastate access rates
of affected providers. Neither of these issues requires an evidentiary record to reach a lawful

conclusion.

Proceeding Concerning VVoice Over Internet Protocol (\VolP)

In its comments, AT&T recommends that the Commission initiate a new proceeding under
Section 310(13) to examine whether VVoIP providers should contribute to the ARM. It points to
Section 310(12), which specifically exempts VoIP providers from any obligation to contribute to
the ARM and then to Section 310(13), which states:

Notwithstanding anything in subsection (12), if the federal communications
commission determines that internet protocol services may be subject to state

regulation for universal service purposes, the commission may open a proceeding
to determine who is required to participate in a universal service fund.
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AT&T Michigan argues that the FCC has ruled state universal service fund contribution rules
for interconnected VVoIP providers are not preempted if they are consistent with the FCC’s
contribution rules for interconnected VolIP providers and if the state commission does not enforce
intrastate universal service assessments with respect to revenues associated with interconnected
VoIP services provided in another state.

In reply, MCTA argues that AT&T Michigan’s request is outside the scope of this proceeding
and ignores that Section 310(12) excludes interconnected VolIP providers from contributing to the
ARM. MCTA argues that the Commission took the position in a proceeding before the FCC that
the ARM is not a universal service fund.

The Commission declines to address this issue in this proceeding as it is outside the scope of
the order commencing this case. Further, the FCC finding relied upon by AT&T Michigan’s
argument is a separate order from the one with which the Commission is concerned in this
proceeding. Moreover, the Commission finds nothing in AT&T Michigan’s argument that would
lead to the conclusion that VVoIP providers could be required to contribute to the ARM in light of

the specific statutory preclusion of such an imposition.

Allegations of Overrecovery by Certain Providers

In its comments, Frontier argues that there are 28 providers that have actually increased their
access rates, yet are receiving ARM disbursements. It alleges that these 28 eligible carriers
receive approximately 37% of the total ARM disbursements. It requests that the Commission
reduce the annual disbursement for these providers and reduce the percentage required of
contributing carriers.

TAM responds that all 28 carriers with which Frontier takes issue in this argument are TAM

members and members of the National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA), which establishes
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interstate access rates for its hundreds of pool member local exchange carriers based on financial
data including revenues, costs, and demand quantities reported annually to the NECA. It points to
the discussion on the development of interstate switched access rates in an attachment to its replies
and argues that there is no opportunity for these 28 members to manipulate or game the processes
used by NECA to set interstate access rates for its members.

Further TAM argues, these providers filed state tariff revisions for intrastate switched access
rates effective September 13, 2010 to mirror the interstate switched access rates filed by NECA
with the FCC as of July 1, 2010. Some rate elements increased, some decreased from the previous
filing. However, TAM asserts, the eligible carriers were merely doing what was required of them
by the MTA and the Commission’s orders in Case No. U-16183. It argues that Frontier’s request
to reduce the disbursement for the 28 TAM members and reallocate that amount to CenturyTel has
no basis in statute or policy and should be rejected.

The Commission is not persuaded that any action need be taken with respect to this issue at
this time. Although Frontier appears to believe that these 28 providers acted in a way that violates
some policy or principle, there is no allegation or evidence that the TAM members have violated
any statute or rule concerning their reporting or their receipt of disbursements from the ARM. If
Frontier believes there has been a violation, it may make a request for redress in an appropriately

filed proceeding.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that:

A. FCC Order 11-161 did not preempt the reduction in access charges required under the
Michigan Telecommunications Act, or the access restructuring mechanism provisions of that act.
Any provider that has failed to comply with these requirements shall rectify that situation within

15 days of this order.
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B. No further Commission action is required at this time, and this case is closed.

The Commission reserves jurisdiction and may issue further orders as necessary.

Any party desiring to appeal this order must do so by the filing of a claim of appeal in the
Michigan Court of Appeals within 30 days of the issuance of this order, under MCL 484.2203(12).

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
L 4 M

John D. Quackenbush, Chairman

Orjiakor N. Isiogu, Commissioner

Greg R. White, Commissioner

By its action of April 17, 2012.
7’422 Q‘)WQ

Mary Jo Kunkle, Executive Secretary
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PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF MICHIGAN )

Case No. U-16943

County of Ingham )

Mignon Middlebrook being duly sworn, deposes and says that on April 17, 2012 A.D. she
served a copy of the attached Commission Order by first class mail, postage prepaid, or by

inter-departmental mail, to the persons as shown on the attached service list.

M H Digitally signed by Mignon
I g n O n Middlebrook
DN: cn=Mignon Middlebrook, c=US,

Middlebrook ssrias e
Mignon Middlebrook

Subscribed and sworn to before me
This 17" day of April 2012

%A

Gloria Pearl Jones

Notary Public, Ingham County, Ml
My commission expires June 5, 2016
Acting in Eaton County




Service List U-16943

Michael S. Ashton

Fraser Trebilcock Davis & Dunlap PC
124 W. Allegan Street, Suite 1000
Lansing MI 48933

Michael A. Holmes

Telecommunications Association of Michigan
600 W. Shiawassee Street

Lansing MI 48933

Robert E. Stewart
Frontier Communications, f/k/a Verizon North
224 W. Exchange
Owosso MI 48867

Gary L. Field

Field Law Group PLLC

3493 Woods Edge Dr., Ste. 100
Okemos MI 48864-5985

Mark R. Ortlieb

AT&T Michigan

221 N. Washington Square, Room G1
Lansing MI 48933

Jason D. Topp

CenturyLink

200 South Fifth Street, Room 2200
Minneapolis MN 55402



Charles Combs

Affordable Voice Communications, Inc.
1000 N. Main St.

Las Cruces, NM 88001-1126

David Gibson

Entelegent Solutions, Inc.
3800 Arco Corporate Dr.
Ste. 310

Charlotte, NC 28293

R. Kelley

Hillsdale, City of, Advanced Communications Utility
45 Monroe Street

P.O. Box 271

Hillsdale, M1 49242

Gary Dusterwinkle

U.S. Metrotel, LLC, dba S7 Digital Communications
616F E. Savidge St.

Spring Lake, M1 49456

Casey Wojciechowski

Cost Plus Communications, LLC
151 S. Rose St.

Ste. 900

Kalamazoo, MI 49007

John Brydels, Jr.

Everycall Communications, Inc., dba All American
Home Phone, dba Local USA

4315 Bluebonnet Blvd.
Ste. A
Baton Rouge, LA 70809

Aggie Gainer

Lifeconnex Telecom, LLC
6905 N. Wickham Road
Suite 403

Melbourne, FL 32940



PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
Case No. U-16943

County of Ingham )

Lisa Felice being duly sworn, deposes and says that on April 17, 2012 A.D. she served a
copy of the attached Commission Order (Commission’s Own Motion) via e-mail

transmission, to the persons as shown on the attached service list (Listserv Distribution

List).

Lda Sl

Lisa Felice

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 17th day of April 2012

oA

Gloria Pearl Jones

Notary Public, Ingham County, Ml

As acting in Eaton County

My Commission Expires June 5, 2016




jkk@Ilecmi.com; charles.forst@360.net; jsandford@above.net; markj@accessoneinc.com;
jason.brown@accesspointinc.com; sharonl@accutel.net; schoen.kevin@acd.net;
schoen.kevin@acd.net; truskowski@acecomgroup.com; LegalNotices@ACNInc.com;
gregl@goait.com; avi@airespring.com; ron.siegel@allband.org; mike.osborne@allcom.net;
david@pfnllc.net; jsa@ambt.net; jason@arialink.com;
garywaynebirch@assurancehomephoneservices.com; clglover@att.com; rg1467 @att.com;
matt-schultz@comcast.net; dmorken@bandwidth.com; pwstark@up.net; refisher@mei.net;
rnacchio@bcntele.com; bseely@bcrnsi.com; tm5886@att.com; tjackson@birch.com;
dbronson@blanchardtel.com; regulatory@telecomgroup.com; markb@bloomingdalecom.net;
leen@borderlandnet.net; Marva.Johnson@mybrighthouse.com; jharper@broadviewnet.com;
eblumin@broadvox.net; greg.diamond@Ievel3.com; linda.cicco@bt.com; BRex@buckeye-
telesystem.com; lakishat@budgetprepay.com; dbailey@bullseyetelecom.com; mpsc-
itsp@callgiant.com; teri@carrinter.net; chris@castlewire.com; william.weber@cbeyond.net;
alan.i.matsumoto@centurylink.com; chapintel@power-net.net;
betty.sanders@chartercom.com; betty.sanders@chartercom.com; jbrogan@jamadots.net;
scott.ringo@cinbell.com; thamy@clearrate.com; jburnham@ctstelecom.com;
cchamp@cmctelecom.net; jroyer@muni.cbpu.com; richard wolfe@cable.comcast.com;
jsummersett@comlink.biz; dprather@indigital.net; lindapeng@comnet-telecom.com;
Imatosian@comtech21.com; rwheeler@onecommunications.com; PUC@covista.com;
jkorn@storesonline.com; toddg@casair.net; rwheeler@onecommunications.com;
scott@utmi.net; cgarrett@broadvox.com; cjr@daystarr.net; dave@cass.net;
kmudge@covad.com; Chuck.schneider@dpiteleconnect.com; prweaver@comcast.net;
mike.osborne@allcom.net; shobbs@dsl.net; mb@birns.net; toddg@iservgroup.com;
bstewart@eastontelecom.com; pmasters@ernestgroup.com; mcegelski@firstcomm.com;
joe.topel@orange-ftgroup.com; robert.e.stewart@ftr.com; gmccarty@globalcapacity.com;
abriggs@globalconnectionsinc.com; diane.peters@globalcrossing.com;
mcegelski@firstcomm.com; rhale@granitenet.com; chopkins@grid4.com;
jbrogan@jamadots.net; pwstark@up.net; robert.mccausland@h3net.com;
psc@ibctelecom.com; byung@telava.com; carl.billek@corp.idt.net; kimm.partridge@ucn.net;
info@inetworksgroup.com; agertsburg@infotelecom.us; asimone@intelepeer.com;
Sandra.blade@windstream.com; regulatory@intrado.com; dialcom911@aol.com;
jloznak@iservgroup.com; jcribbs@kaltelnet.net; mhring@cavtel.com; rfletcher@power-net.net;
Rick.Thayer@level3.com; nalexander@libertybelltelecom.com; john.greive@lightyear.net;
strandtc@liquidweb.com; steve@lucre.net; gphilipp@lynxnetworkgroup.com;
mattv@markur.com; mgold@masscommgroup.com; regulatory@matrixbt.com;
smendez@mcgrawcom.net; david.vehslage@verizon.com; jredman-carter@mcleodusa.com;
mark@nomadinter.net; dic@metronet.cc; rdichy@mettel.net; glenn@customsoft.net;
david.thomas@alphacomm.net; jbrogan@jamadots.net; jon brinton@inter-tel.com;
thennington@momentumtelecom.com; mike@navtel.com; dave@tuz.net; sandy@netarx.com;
rmonto@neutraltandem.com; ppieters@newedgenetworks.com; sgibbs@nhcgrp.com;
kscovill@telecomsys.com; kelly.faul@xo.com; sfenkerl @earthlink.net; jrenneker@nos.com;
corie@ogdentel.com; jbrogan@jamadots.net; mary.buley@onvoy.com;
sm1024@cynergycomm.net; Imartin@pacwest.com; judy.messenger@paetec.com;
gm@pfnllc.net; ehe@avci.net; jdollenmayer@pngmail.com; klawrence@primustel.com;
jbrown@vcomsolutions.com; byuille@800goquick.com; jeff.wirtzfeld@qwest.com;
rick@racc2000.com; rshale@rocktelco.com; sflatt@sagetelecom.net;
souders@sandcreektelco.com; cmartin@wideopenwest.com; braymor@si-2.com;
markb@bloomingdalecom.net; rshale@rocktelco.com; vanessa.leon@spectrotel.com;




janet@springcom.com; kenneth.schifman@sprint.com; mark.iannuzzi@telnetww.com;
ned@t2comm.net; mhring@cavtel.com; joe@tc3telecom.com; clglover@att.com;
blinsmeier@tconetwork.com; paul.pederson@tdstelecom.com; greg.diamond@|evel3.com;
regulatory@pioneertelephone.com; mark.iannuzzi@telnetww.com;
michael.geoffroy@telrite.com; ljenkins@power-net.net; joe@tc3telecom.com;
julie.laine@twcable.com; manzalone@touchtone.net; pjosephson@sterlingbusinesslaw.com;
tammy.chatfield@twtelecom.com; cfoster@callone.net; david.thomas@alphacomm.net;
bboshoven@ussignalcom.com; mwhiting@onecommunications.com; chip@velocity.org;
david.vehslage@verizon.com; isaacs@isg-telecom.com; mark@waldrontel.com;
ictpete@aol.com; dfox@4wbi.net; dfox@4wbi.net; cbarton@wcs.com;
chuang@cinergycom.com; lienkins@power-net.net; john.ivanuska@xo.com;
russop@magicjack.com; peter.chevalier@zayoenterprise.com; pchevalier@zayo.com




support@faircall.com; danirvin@123.net; admin@313networks.com;
charles.forst@360.net; mike@4mcomm.com; sperrotte@800response.com;
chunter@broadviewnet.com; jsandford@above.net; mtr@commpliancegroup.com;
adailey@coremarkinc.com; Ibeck@ama3inc.com; rneumann@ama3inc.com;
Alee@accessoneinc.com; robin.byers@accesspointinc.com;
runderwood@accessline.com; schoen.steve@acd.net; truskowski@acecomgroup.com;
truskowski@acecomgroup.com; dsmith@acninc.com; dsmith@acninc.com;
gregl@goait.com; ilevy@affinitymobile.com; njureidini@nos.com;
khicks@dccsolutions.com; MPSC@avcinc.com; szimmer@airadv.net;
jisssacs@airdis.com; tony@airespring.com; compliance@airnex.com;
ron.siegel@allband.org; mosborne@acecomgroup.com; mok@alliancegrp.com;
ipd@alliancegrp.com; billcraiglel@gmail.com; ap@mywdt.com; dnoe@ambt.net;
contact@nationwiderequlatorycompliance.com; tkruse@telecomgroup.com;
rob.heath@afnltd.com; contact@nationwideregulatorycompaliance.com;
requlatory.affairs@americatel.com; lwoodley@affinity4.com; mhaberek@ami.net;
mhaberek@ami.net; cs@andiamotelecom.com; mark@alberdalellc.com;
RSigns@corp.arialink.com; rmascardo@diversifiedconsulting.net; rziel@htcoffl.com;
clglover@att.com; David.Pierce@americantower.com; chunter@broadviewnet.com;
lifreeman@bandwidth.com; pwstark@up.net; dstoll@mei.net;
contact@nationwiderequlatorycompliance.com; tkruse@telecomgroup.com;

tm5886 @att.com; gpowell@betterworldtelecom.com; attorney@oistadonline.com;
chris.bunce@birch.com; dbronson@blanchardtel.com; kstarcevich@telecomgroup.com;
rgodfrey@bloomingdalecom.net; boomdoug@att.net; mahnke@wittenbergnet.net;
chunter@broadviewnet.com; leo.cloutier@ mybrighthouse.com;
cynthia.severts@mybrighthouse.com; requlatorycomplaints@broadviewnet.com;
chunter@broadviewnet.com; eblumin@broadvox.net; karen.hyde@level3.com;
linda.cicco@bt.com; tdawson@buckeye-telesystem.com; lakishat@budgetprepay.com:;
dgrivas@bullseyetelecom.com; ckonrad@I|dxx.com; jwillis@rtcllc.net;
mwhiting@corp.earthlink.com; hlevine@callgiant.com; hmberg01@aol.com;
teri@carrinter.net; chris@castlewire.com; dcondit@causebasedcommerce.com;
tommy.varnell@cbeyond.net; dean@usdid.com; kgroschel@centennialcorp.com;
kgroschel@centennialcorp.com; Dbaker@centraltelecomlongdistance.com;
alan.i.motsumoto@centurylink.com; alan.i.matsumoto@centurylink.com;
alan.i.matsumoto@centurylink.com; ALAN..MATSUMOTO@CENTURYLINK.COM;
ALAN.I.MATSUMOTO@CENTURYLINK.COM; alan.i.matsumoto@centurylink.com;
ALAN.I.MATSUMOTO@CENTURYLINK.COM; alan.i.motsumoto@centurylink.com;
taxinfo@cflinc.com; telgovtescalations@chartercom.com;
telgovtescalations@chartercom.com; paul.pederson@tdstelecom.com;
contact@nationwiderequlatorycompliance.com; rdeneve@jamadots.net;
bob.wilhelm@cinbell.com; shamy@clearrate.com; j[sorenson@clearworld.net;
mfeilen@ctstelecom.com; cschroeder@closecall.com; witulski@gmail.com;
cchamp@cmctelecom.net; charlie@cicom.net; Sglosser@coast2coastcellular.com;
becarroll@cpmc.biz; jroyer@mui.cbpu.com;
contact@nationwiderequlatorycompliance.com; richard wolfe@cable.comcast.com;
Richard wolfe@cable.comcast.com; paul.pederson@tdstelecom.com; jwillis@rtcllc.net;
lindapeng@comnet-telecom.com; Imatosian@comtech21.com; compliance @conect-
ado.com; cmelton@prepaidworx.com; JillL@ConsumerCellular.com;
jn@consumertelcom.com; marina.kuznetsov@-convergia.com;
mike.smith@cticorrections.com; mwhiting@corp.earthlink.com; kmcdine@cpvcom.net;
wminella@cordiacorp.com; contact@nationwideregulatorycompliance.com;
Ibrown@rtclic.net; csp@csptelecom.com; mwhiting@corp.earthlink.com;




nmorgan@customteleconnect.com; tom@-cyberlinkcommunication.info;
witulski@gmail.com; cgarrett@broadvox.com; reg@cytelcomm.com;
teresa.holeman@d-pcomm.com; ninaburslem@imagitel.com; cjir@daystarr.net;
contact@nationwiderequlatorycompliance.com; teresa.holeman@d-pcomm.com;
mwhiting@corp.earthlink.com; ray@dialworldcom.com; ray@dialworldcom.com;
kmudge@covad.com; im@coremarkinc.com; dajsilseth@att.net;
chuck.schneider@dpiteleconnect.com; mosborne@acecomgroup.com;
dorothy.cukier@gtl.net; Greg.Carver@megapath.com; mendel@dynalinktel.com;
jloznak@iservgroup.com; marcelok@uniontelecomusa.com;
jkolezynski@eastontelecom.com; rziel@htcoffl.com; jim.huesgen@integratelecom.com:;
apappas@agroveline.com; alan.i.matsumoto@-centurylink.com;
alan.i.motsumoto@centurylink.com; SBaker@ecllc.com ; thomas.haluskey@ecntel.com;
mike.ruziska@entelegent.com; Anthony.Acevedo@idt.net; carl.billek@idt.net;
sreynolds@ernestgroup.com; lili@ecvoice.com; seger@everycall.com;
tray@extenetsystems.com; phoneus@power-net.net; showare@firstchoicetele.com;
mcegelski@firstcomm.com; asolomon@acninc.com; elatabr@fonelogic.com;
elatabr@fonelogic.com; joe.topel@orange-ftgroup.com; robert.e.stewart@ftr.com;
robert.e.stewart@ftr.com; shams@g3telecom.com; rgarner@pivotalgroup.com;
jscanlon@qglobalairwave.com; abriggs@gcioa.com;
requlatory.services@agqlobalcrossing.com; regulatory.services@globalcrossing.com;
chris@cbmchb.com; dorothy.cukier@atl.net;
contact@nationwideregulatorycompliance.com; mcegelski@firstcomm.com;
richard.roberts@globalstar.com; dean.parsons@gosolutions.com; shala@goldline.net;
felkerj@gvsu.edu; taxdept@granitenet.com; dschiavone@grasshopper.com;
JSummersett@glcom.net; teda@glt.com; corporate@qrid4.com; dblack@grid4.com;
acrisp@jamadots.net; rpmiller@hiddenlakewireless.com;
reqdbg@dominionbusinessgroup.com; requlatory@h3net.com; eschmidt@ibasis.net;
r.oulman@ibctelecom.com; cchen@telava.com; Carl.Billek@idt.net;
newmand@impactnetwork.com; jmckesson@impacttelecom.net;
kimm.partridg@incontact.com; foyam@itscommunications.com; rcowley@ingts.com;
atem@broadvox.net; attorney@oistadonline.com; doug.saroki@michiganpaytel.com;
jwillis@rtcllc.net; intelcom@ee.net; hquetlein@intelepeer.com; Igrant@cavtel.com;
yvette @itltd.net; rebecca.ballesteros@intrado.com; john.mcsherry@ipc,com;
paul.pederson@tdstelecom.com; john.willis@iwirelesshome.com; acrisp@jamadots.net;
cs_customer_service@jaroth-pts.com; jloznak@iservgroup.com;
contact@nationwideregulatorycompliance.com; jcribbs@kaltelnet.net;
jcribbs@kaltelnet.net; contact@nationwiderequlatorycompliance.com;
kathy.hobbs@windstream.com; jwillis@rtcllc.net; william.haas@paetec.com;
rquinto@golegacy.com; contact@nationwiderequlatorycompliance.com;
rfletcher@power-net.net; greq.diamond@level3.com; tkruse@telecomgroup.com;
linda.hunt@lightyear.net; spencer.covey@livewire-networks.com;
adailey@coremarkinc.com; jlowe@ldch.com;
jbullock@Ilongdistancesavingssolutions.com; jkhale@Iucre.net; gphilipp@goLNG.com;
mattv@markur.com; dschwed@masscommgroup.com; deni@mcctelco.com;
regulatory@ matrixbt.com; smendez@mcgrawcom.net; david.vehslage@verizon.com;
david.vehslage@verizon.com; william.haas@paetec.com; blathlean@metropcs.com;
mtr@commpliancegroup.com; kgroschel@centennialcorp.com; Frank@ CustomSoft.net;
robin.m.gleason@att.com; linda.jeschke@alphacomm.net; sallen@jamadots.net;
larrymcs@voyager.net; cgrainger@midwestfibernetworks.com; breed@mymti.com;
regulatory@miraclecommunicationsinc.com; todd west@ mitel.com;
cim@mmagholdings.net; kristin@mobilitie.com; amoran@mosaictelecom.com;




jwillis@rtcllc.net; mike@navtel.com; jay.hatfield@srvcro.com; dave@advent-tel.com;
EALAQUI@NETONEINTERNATIONAL.COM; eric@netarx.com; kenb@nbsvoice.com;
donn.sumrow@ncic.com; avi@netincusa.com; jwillis@rtcllc.net;
regulatory@networkip.net; rmonto@neutraltandem.com; rodney@emforus.com;
mwhiting@corp.earthlink.com; pwieners@nhcgrp.com;
Carrie.McCarthy.Contractor@crowncastle.com; rmillar@nextgnetworks.net;

bwhite @telecomsys.com; steve@tsihomephone.com; tkimura@nobelusa.com;
kathy.hobbs@windstream.com; kathy.hobbs@windstream.com;
nina@norstartelecom.com; njureidini@nos.com; njureidini@nos.com;
larry.lueck@nsight.com; adam@nswtelecom.com; corie@ogdentel.com;
corie@ogdentel.com; reg@olscomm.com; jdize@ovctelecom.com;
comply@onelinkcomm.com; sean.lin@vertextelecom.com;
contact@nationwiderequlatorycompliance.com; TONY.SUSAK@ONSTAR.COM;
dsharkey@jamadots.net; mary.buley@onvoy.com; karen.cassady@kgb.com;
regulatory@opexid.com; sb19@cynergycomm.net; efettig@pacwest.com;
commission.complaints@paetec.com; fritz@gfdllc.com; gm@pfnlic.net;
mlance@pentel.net; cristina@nalotel.com; dcook@psmtelco.net; Sharonl@accutel.net;
mbabcock@avci.net; dpacker@pngmail.com; legal@ptgi.com;
khicks@dccsolutions.com; dorothy.cukier@aqtl.net; jay.hatfield@srvcro.com;
Legal@qglinkwireless.com; jbrown@vcomsolutions.com; akubs@800goquick.com;
jeff.wirtzfeld@qgwest.com; daver@racc2000.com; atreder@bossys.com;
mwidbin@reunioncommunications.com; mwidbin@aol.com; ninaburslem@imaagitel.com;
Iriley@sagetelecom.net; sflatt@sagetelecom.net; souders@sandcreektelco.com;
souders@sandcreektelco.com; paul.pederson@tdstelecom.com;
sstanfill@wideopenwest.com; ap1498@att.com; marshall.katherine@arentfox.com;
pkirby@scitel.net; kgilbertson@spectrotel.com; janet@springcom.com;
janet@springcom.com; enneth.schifman@sprint.com; Roberta.Kraus@stiprepaid.com;
brad.shires@telnetww.com; jet@t2comm.net; melanie.king@tagmobile.net;
william.haas@paetec.com; joe@tc3net.com; clglover@att.com;
llinsmeier@tconetwork.com; paul.pederson@tdstelecom.com; pkair@telava.com;
karen.hyde@Ievel3.com; mbarnett@telecare.net; requlatory@pioneertelephone.com;
andrieu@telna.com; todds3@cox.net; david.vehslage@verizon.com; reg@teledias.com;
cwoodham@telegration.net; christy.bodaness@telesysinc.com;
requlatory@telenational.net; danne@teletrustinc.com; REG@TELEUNOINC.COM:;
usaregulatory@telmex.comp; rick.riordan@telnetww.com; misty.drake@telrite.com;
joe@tc3net.com; paul.picklo@thumbcellular.com; stacy.hannah@twcable.com;
paul@timmins.net; mark.suto@tolydigital.com; infor@totalaccesstelecom.com;
markl@totalcallusa.com; mark@csilongwood.com; legal@mygtc.com;
gcglodek@touchtone.net; sathanson@tracfone.com; erobinson@tncii.com;
erobinson@tncii.com; phafner@transcendmultimedia.com; lvinas@twncorp.com;
tkruse@telecomgroup.com; cgreene@tmccom.com; Jordan.Kanfer@T-Systems.com;
megan.campbell@t-systems.com; david.vehslage@verizon.com;
terry.bahar@timestelecom.ca; contact@nationwideregulatorycompliance.com;
pamela.sherwood@twtelecom.com; Glenn@ CustomSoft.net;
attorney@oistadonline.com; ryoung@I|dxx.com; mgruenhut@incomm.com;
dhaldane@unified1l.com; wvploeg@iserv.net; Matthew.Rull@USCellular.com;
jdaniels@ustelesis.us; linda.jeschke@alphacomm.net; S.S@usconnectmobile.com;
mwhiting@corp.earthlink.com; cheryl.cook@vaci.com; chip@velocity.org; cr-
execld@verizon.com; cr-execld@verizon.com; joan.m.engler@verizon.com;
sean.lin@vertextelecom.com; kenneth.schifman@sprint.com; billvogt720@gmail.com;
marilyn.shandolow@intelliverse.com; patrick@crockerlawfirm.com;




lisajanecusack@gmail.com; cindy@wcomco.net; cindy@waldrontel.com;
AP@mywdt.com; dave.freeman@4wbi.net; dave.freeman@4wbi.net; jyoung@wcs.com;
greg.diamond@Ievel3.com; james.mackenzie@quortechequities.com;
kathy.hobbs@windstream.com; ljenkins@winncommunications.net;
paul.pederson@tdstelecom.com; jparker@wafs.com; cheryl@wtild.com;
mark@x2comm.com; requlatorygrievances@xo.com; mcegelski@firstcomm.com;
Ivalmana@yakamerica.com; peter.russo@ymaxcorp.com;
peter.chevalier@zayoenterprise.com; pchevalier@zayo.com; glfield@fieldlawgroup.com;
regulatoryaffairs@zonetelecom.com; regulatoryaffairs@zintelco.com;
csepmoree@ztarmobile.com




charles.forst@360.NET 360networks (USA), Inc.

abriggs@GLOBALC-INC.COM Global Connection Inc. of America
abriggs@GLOBALCONNECTIONSINC.COM  Global Connections Inc. of America
carl.billek@CORP.IDT.NET IDT America, Corp.

ssinclair@AIRDIS.COM Aridis, LLC, dba Aridis Telecom
armana@MICHIGAN.GOV April Arman
compliancemanager@GSAUDITS.COM General Solutions Associates, LLC
dbronson@BLANCHARDTEL.COM Blanchard Telephone Association, Inc.
clglover@ATT.COM AT&T Communications of Ml, TCG Detroit Hold
rgl467@ATT.COM AT&T Michigan

dave.freeman@4WBI.NET No Name Available
schoen.kevin@ACD.NET No Name Available
David.thomas@ALPHACOMM.NET No Name Available
mb@BIRNS.NET No Name Available
eblumin@BROADVOX.NET No Name Available
ted.hankins@CENTURYLINK.COM No Name Available
scott.ringo@CINBELL.COM No Name Available
cchamp@CMCTELECOM.NET No Name Available
ddragan@CMCTELECOM.NET No Name Available
lindapeng@COMNET-TELECOM.COM No Name Available
dave.gibson@ENTELEGENT.COM No Name Available
joel.brewer@ENVERSA.COM No Name Available
Regulatory.affairs@EXCEL.COM No Name Available
pbowman@GLCOM.NET No Name Available
strandtc@LIQUIDWEB.COM No Name Available
mgold@MASSCOMMGROUP.COM No Name Available
adam@NSWTELECOM.COM No Name Available
pwickstr@PACWEST.COM No Name Available
twalker@PRIMUSTEL.COM No Name Available

kscovill @ TELECOMSYS.COM No Name Available
julie.laine@TWCABLE.COM No Name Available
chip@VELOCITY.ORG No Name Available

dbailey@BULLSEYETELECOM.COM David Bailey
cbarber@LYNXNETWORKGROUP.COM Chris Barber

jSa@AMBT.NET American Broadband & Telecommunications Com
bcapraro@CAPCAPITAL.COM Bill Caprao, Jr.

toddg @CASAIR.NET Crystal Auto Sys dba Casair
dmorken@BANDWIDTH.COM Bandwidth.com CLEC, LLC
isnyder@BTC-BCI.COM Bloomingdale Telephone Co., Inc., SW MI Com
tholeman@CASS.NET Deerfield Farmers Telephone Co.
isummersett@COMLINK.BIZ Comlink, L.L.C.

thamy@CLEARRATE.COM Clear Rate Comm, Inc.
markb@BLOOMINGDALECOM.NET SW Mich Comm/Bloomingdale
pjosephson@STERLINGBUSINESSLAW.COM Trans National Comm
mpsc@AVCINC.COM Affordable Voice Communications, Inc.
leen@BORDERLANDNET.NET Borderland Communications, LLC
william.weber@CBEYOND.NET Cbeyond Communications, LLC

emcdonald@CHOICEONECOM.COM Choice One Communications




stacey parker@CABLE.COMCAST.COM Comcast Business Communications, LLC

kwhitehead@CORDIACORP.COM Cordia Communications
kmudge@COVAD.COM DIECA Communications, Inc. dba Covad
pmasters@ERNESTGROUP.COM Ernest Communications, Inc.
jmorris@FIRSTCOMM.COM First Communications, LCC
mcegelski@FIRSTCOMM.COM First Communications
robert.e.stewart@FTR.COM Frontier Communications
clockett@INTRADO.COM Intrado Communications, Inc.
smendez@MCGRAWCOM.NET McGraw Communications, Inc.
mark@NOMADINTER.NET Media Gate Communications, Inc.
rdichy@ METTEL.NET Metropolitan Communications

sfenkerl @EARTHLINK.NET Nexus Communications
jrenneker@NOS.COM NOS Communications, Inc.
sm1024@CYNERGYCOMM.NET Osirus Communications, Inc.
judy.messeng@PAETEC.COM PaeTec Communications, Inc.
JBrown@VCOMSOLUTIONS.COM Quantum Shift Communications
akubs@800GOQUICK.COM Quick Communications
byuille@800GOQUICK.COM Quick Communications, Inc.
info@RELIANT.NET Reliant Communications, Inc.
braymor@5S|-2.COM South American Communications
erobinson@TNCII.COM TransNational Communications
Idellaero@TRINSIC.COM Trinsic Communications, Inc.
cfoster@CALLONE.NET United Communications, Inc. dba Call One
mike.osborne @ALLCOM.NET Allendale Telephone Company
pwstark@UP.NET Baraga Telephone Company
refisher@MEI.NET Barry County Telephone Company
teri@CARRINTER.NET Carr Telephone Company

chapintel @POWER-NET.NET Chapin Telephone Company
jburnham@CTSTELECOM.COM Climax Telephone Company
lingle@CYTELCOM.COM Cypress Communications Operating Company, |
jbrogan@JAMADOTS.NET Hiawatha Telephone Company

byung @TELAVA.COM IBFA Acquistion Company
jcribbs@KALTELNET.NET Kaleva Telephone Company
jcschaefer@KALTELNET.NET Kaleva Telephone Company
rfletcher@POWER-NET.NET Lennon Telephone Company
corie@OGDENTEL.COM Ogden Telephone Company
jack@PENTEL.NET Peninsula Telephone Company
mlance@PENTEL.NET Peninsula Telephone Company
ehe@AVCI.NET Pigeon Telephone Company
souders@SANDCREEKTELCO.COM Sand Creek Telephone Company
Janet@SPRINGCOM.COM Springport Telephone Company
wfh@SPRINGCOM.COM Springport Telephone Company
kenneth.schifman@SPRINT.COM Sprint Communications Company, L.P.
bboshoven@USSIGNALCOM.COM U.S. Signal Company, LLC
mark@WALDRONTEL.COM Waldron Telephone Company
lienkins@POWER-NET.NET Winn Telephone Company; Winn Restructuring,
Mbrady@COMTECH21.COM Comtech21, LLC

ron.siegel @ALLBAND.ORG Allband Communications Cooperative




pmorse @FAIRPOINT.COM FairPoint Communications Solutions Corp.

sgibbs@NHCGRP.COM New Horizons Communications Corp.
russop@MAGICJACK.COM YMax Communications Corp.
admin@RANGETELE.COM Range Corporation
mvitalel@DNSYS.COM TruComm Corporation

PUC@COVISTA.COM Covista, Inc.
jcui@ONECOMMUNICATIONS.COM Jie Cui
sb1015@CYNERGYCOMM.NET CynergyComm.Net, Inc.
whaas@MCLEODUSA.COM McLeod USA d/b/a Paetec Business Services
jredman-carter@ MCLEODUSA.COM McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services d/b/a
Cir@DAYSTARR.NET DayStarr, LLC dba DayStarr Communications
tm5886@ATT.COM Bell South Long Distance, Inc., dba AT&T Lo
rick@RACC2000.COM RACC Enterprises, LLC

dave @CASS.NET Deerfield Farmers' Telephone Co.

felicel @ MICHIGAN.GOV Lisa Felice

vmg@ALPENAPOWER.COM Vicki Goodburne
chopkins@GRID4.COM Grid4 Communications Inc.
gphilipp@LYNXNETWORKGROUP.COM Lynx Network Group
rnacchio@BCNTELE.COM BCN Telecom Inc.
regulatory@BULLSEYETELECOM.COM  Bulls Eye Telecom Inc.
regulatory@INTRADO.COM Intrado Communications Inc.

neal @SOLARITYTELECOM.COM Solarity Communications Inc.
mhring@CAVTEL.COM Talk America Inc., dba Cavalier Telephone
gcglodek@TOUCHTONE.NET TouchTone Communications Inc.
Gregg.diamond@VERIZON.COM Verizon North Inc.
andre@BROADVOX.NET Infotelecom, LLC

sgnepp@TNCII.COM Trans National Communications International
legal @PRIMUSTEL.COM Kathleen Kerr-Lawrence

rkoslowski@BULLSEYETELECOM.COM Richard Koslowski
jkreucher@HOWARDANDHOWARD.COM Kreucher, Jon D.
joe.topel@ORANGE-FTGROUP.COM France Telecom Corporate Solutions L.L.C.

tjackson@BIRCH.COM Birch Telecom of the Great Lakes, Inc.
Andrew.Labbe@LEVEL3.COM Level3 Communications
Rick.Thayer@LEVEL3.COM Level3 Communications
linda.cicco@BT.COM BT Communications Sales LLC
shobbs@DSL.NET DSLnet Communications LLC
brett.ferenchak@BINGHAM.COM Bingham McCutchen LLP
steve@LUCRE.NET Lucre, Inc.

regulatory@PIONEERTELEPHONE.COM  Telecom Management, Inc., dba Pioneer Long
robert.mccausland@H3NET.COM Robert McCausland

djc@METRONET.CC MetroNet-Telecom, Inc
aeconomou@METTEL.NET Metropolitan Telecomm of MI dba MetTel
info@COGENTCO.COM Cogent Comm of MI

richard wolfe@CABLE.COMCAST.COM Comcast Phone of Ml

truskowski@ ACECOMGROUP.COM Ace Telephone Company of Michigan, Inc.
vickie.norris@ CENTURYTEL.COM Century Tel of Michigan, Inc.

cfl.regulatory@ CHARTERCOM.COM Charter Fiberlink- Michigan, LLC
janeen.domagalski@ CHARTERCOM.COM  Charter Fiberlink- Michigan, LLC




shamula@WVFIBERNET.NET Fibernet of Michigan

sbohler@CZN.COM Frontier Communications of Michigan (Americ
ikk@LECMI.COM Local Exchange Carriers of Michigan, Inc.
mwhiting@ONECOMMUNICATIONS.COM U.S. Xchange of Michigan, LLC dba One Commu
Imanske@CHOICEONECOM.COM US Xchange of Michigan, L.L.C. d/b/a Choice
pfoley@ ONECOMMUNICATIONS.COM US Xchange of Michigan, LLC, d/b/a One Comm
phintzz@ONECOMMUNICATIONS.COM US Xchange of Michigan, dba One Communicati

pearcec@MICHIGAN.GOV Chrissie Pearce- MPSC
kunklem@MICHIGAN.GOV Mary Jo Kunkle - MPSC
camurray@ESCHELON.COM Catherine Murray

matt-schultz@ COMCAST.NET ATI Network,s Inc
Marva.Johnson@MYBRIGHTHOUSE.COM  Bright House Network
jloznak@ISERVGROUP.COM JAS Network, Inc.
jharper@BRAODVIEWNET.COM Broadview Networks, Inc.
sbogdan@BROADVIEWNET.COM Broadview Networks & A.R.C. Networks, Inc.
dgonos@FLASH.NET GVC Networks, LLC
Sandra.blade@WINDSTREAM.COM Intellifiber Networks, Inc.
toddg@ISERVGROUP.COM JAS Networks & EagleNet

ppieters@ NEWEDGENETWORKS.COM New Edge Networks
rmillar@NEXTGNETWORKS.NET NextG Networks

ictpete@AOL.COM Waypoint Fiber Networks, LLC
rsullivan@YGNITION.COM Ygnition Networks, Inc.
chuang@CINERGYCOM.COM Norlight, Inc. dba Cinergy Communications.
rnorton@TMINC.COM Robin Norton

markj@ACCESSONEINC.COM Access One, Inc.

mary.buley@ONVOY.COM Onvoy, Inc.

gmccarty@GLOBALCAPACITY.COM GC Pivotal, LLC
jason.brown@ACCESSPOINTINC.COM Access Point, Inc.

lakishat@BUDGETPREPAY.COM Budget PrePay, Inc. dba Budget Phone, Inc.
LegalNotices@ACNINC.COM ACN Comm Services, Inc.
bseely@BCRNSI.COM BCR Network Services, Inc., dba The Data Wa
marva.johnson@BHNIS.COM Bright House Networks Information Services
mike.reith@BHNIS.COM Bright House Networks Information Services
bstewart@EASTONTELECOM.COM Easton Telecom Services, L.L.C.
jeff.wirtzfeld@QWEST.COM OnFiber Carrier Services, Inc., Qwest Commu
cbarton@WCS.COM Wholesale Carrier Services, Inc.
john.ivanuska@X0.COM XO Communications Services, Inc.
kris.shulman@X0.COM XO Communications Services, Inc.
cmartin@WIDEOPENWEST.COM Sigecom, LLC dba WOW! Interent, Cable and P
jslater@INFOTELECOM.US Jeff Slater

mark@CSILONGWOOD.COM Compliance Solutions, Inc.
sales@CREXENDO.COM Crexendo Business Solutions
john.greive@LIGHTYEAR.NET Lightyear Network Solutions, LLC
linda.hunt@LIGHTYEAR.NET Lightyear Network Solutions
jkorn@STORESONLINE.COM Crexendo Bus Solutions.
vanessa.leon@SPECTROTEL.COM Spectrotel, Inc.

jet@T2COMM.NET T2 Communications, LLC

joe@TC3TELECOM.COM TC3 Telecom Inc.




gregl@GOAIT.COM Advanced Intergrated Technologies, Inc.

jason@ARIALINK.COM Arialink Telecom, LLC

jlames@ITI.NET Celebrity Telecom, Inc.
cschneider@CMCTELECOM.NET CMC Telecom, Inc.
psc@IBCTELECOM.COM IBC Telecom

regulatory@MVATRIXBT.COM Matrix Telecom, Inc. & Trinsic Communicatio
akarl@SAGETELECOM.NET Sage Telecom, Inc.

sflatt @SAGETELECOM.NET Sage Telecom, Inc.
paul.pederson@TDSTELECOM.COM TDS Telecom, Inc.
pcrocker@EARLYLENNON.COM VOIP Telecom, LLC
Imartin@PACWEST.COM Pac-West Telecomm, Inc.

jerry.holt@ MIDWESTERN.NET Midwestern Telecommunication, Inc.
butler@EOT.NET Empire One Telecommunications, Inc.
dpacker@PNGMAIL.COM PNG Telecommunications, Inc. dba PowerNet G
isaacs@ISG-TELECOM.COM Voxbeam Telecommunications

regulatory@DPITELECONNECT.COM dPi Teleconnect
diane.peters@GLOBALCROSSING.COM  Global Crossing Telemanagement, Inc.
ranthony@JAMADOTS.COM Chippewa County Telephone
fxm@QTELEPHONE.COM Quality Telephone, Inc.
askus@BUCKEYE-TELESYSTEM.COM Buckeye Telesystem, Inc.
BRex@BUCKEYE-TELESYSTEM.COM Buckeye Telesystem

sharonl @ ACCUTEL.NET Accutel of Texas, L.P.; Phone Co, L.P.
david.vehslage@VERIZON.COM MCIMetro Access Transmission
kimm.partridge @UCN.NET UCN, Inc.
rpearllombardo@FREECOMUSA.COM Freedom Communications USA, LLC
dprather@INDIGITAL.NET Communications Venture
james.mackenzie@QUORTECHEQUITIES.COM WiMacTel, Inc.
chris@CASTLEWIRE.COM Castle Wire, Inc., f/k/a Business Communica
kelly.faul@X0.COM Nextlink Wireless, Inc.

mark.iannuzzi@TELNETWW.COM Telnet Worldwide, Inc., Superior Spectrum T
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