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In the Matter of )
)

Applications of Cellco Partnership d/b/a )
Verizon Wireless and Atlantis Holdings LLC )

)
For Consent To Transfer Control of Licenses, )
Authorizations, and Spectrum Manager and )
De Facto Transfer Leasing Arrangements )

)
and )

)
Petitions for Declaratory Ruling that the )
Transaction is Consistent with Section )
31 O(b)(4) of the Communications Act )

To: The Secretary
Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission

WI Docket No. 08-95

File Nos. 0003463892, et al., IrC-T/C­
20080613·00270,etaL

File Nos. ISP-PDR-20080613-00012

REPLY TO JOINT OPPOSITION

Chatham Avalon Park Community Council ("Petitioner" or "CAPCC"), by its attorneys,

hereby replies to the Joint Opposition of Atlantis Holdings, LLC and Cellco Partnership d/b/a

Verizon Wireless (togetrer, "Verizon Wireless") to seven petitions for reconsideration, including

that of CAPCC, in the above-captioned proceeding. I.. '

The Joint Opposition fails to respond to the arguments presented in CAPCC's Petition

concerning (1) the Commission's failure to impose a divestiture condition that includes a right of

first negotiation for socially disadvantaged businesses ("SDBs") and (2) the Commission's

See Applications o/Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless and Atlantis Holdings
LLC, WT Docket No. 08-95, Memorandum Opinion and Order and Declaratory Ruling, FCC 08­
258 (reI. Nov. 10,2008) [hereinafter "Verizon-Alltel Order"].
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decision to allow Verizon, contrary to settled precedent, to demonstrate its compliance with

foreign ownership limitations QY conclusively presuming citizenship from the mailing addresses

of record for the stockholders of Verizon Wireless's partners. As CAPCC has pointed out, this

special rule applicable only to Verizon Wireless means that the Commission applies to Verizon

Wireless a substantively different standard for what constitutes foreign or non-WTO ownership

under Section 31 O(b) of the Communications Act than it applies to socially disadvantaged

businesses and Verizon Wireless's competitors. Instead of addressing this discrepancy, the Joint

Opposition merely repeats statements from the Verizon-Alltel Order that also fail to address

CAPCC's arguments.2

There is no justification for the Commission to give Verizon Wireless its own special

interpretation of Section 3l0(b). The failure of the FCC to apply the law consistently and

equitably violates the Commission's legal obligations and makes bad public policy. If the

Commission required Verizon Wireless to follow the same interpretation of Section 31 O(b) as

socially disadvantaged businesses, Verizon Wireless quite likely would be supporting CAPCC's

position that the Commission's construction of Section 31 O(b) unnecessarily denies access to

capital to other applicants.3

I. Verizon Wireless Did Not Contradict CAPCC's Showing That the Commission
Failed to JustifY Its Rejection of CAPCC's Proposed Divestiture Condition with a
Right of First Negotiation for Socially Disadvantaged Businesses.

CAPCC's Petition for Reconsideration explained that in the Verizon-Alltel Order, the

Commission failed to articulate any basis for rejecting CAPCC's amply supported proposal to

Joint Opposition at 16-17 (citing Verizon-Alltel Order, ~~ 228-29).

The Joint Opposition argues that CAPCC's Petition repeats arguments from its Petition to
Deny, see Joint Opposition at 17, but passes over CAPCC's showing that the Commission in the
Verizon-Alltel Order failed to provide any reasoned explanation for its rejection. CAPCC
Petition for Reconsideration at 2.
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impose a condition granting a right of first negotiation for divested Verizon-Alltel properties to

SDBs.
4

The Joint Opposition did not (and could not) demonstrate otherwise, given that the

Verizon-Alltel Order has no stated reason for denying the condition.s Instead, the Commission

merely implies a preference for reliance on market forces. Given that, as CAPCC pointed out,

the Conunission recently has imposed similar conditions in similar transactions, the Commission

has an obligation to explain why it declined to impose such a condition here.6

II. Verizon Wireless Did Not Contradict CAPCC's Demonstration That the
Commission Erred by Allowing Verizon, Without Supporting Analysis and
Contrary to Precedent, Conclusively to Presume Citizenship from Shareholder
Addresses in its Section 310(b) Showing.

In its Petition for Reconsideration, CAPCC pointed out that the Commission acted not

only acted arbitrarily and capriciously but also contrary to settled law when, without providing a

reasoned analysis, it allowed Verizon Wireless conclusively to presume citizenship based on

registered and beneficial owners' addresses ofrecord.7 The Joint Opposition does not show

otherwise, nor does it refute (or even address) CAPCC's showing that, in so doing, the

Commission applied an entirely different and far more liberal definition of what constitutes

foreign ownership under Section 31 O(b) than it applies to small and socially disadvantaged

CAPCC Petition for Reconsideration at 3-6.

See Verizon-Alltel Order, ~ 162.

6 The Conunission's statement, quoted by Verizon Wireless, that it would consider public
interest issues when assets are divested says only that the Conunission will follow normal
procedures - an elaborate way of saying "no" without explanation. At the application stage, the
Commission may not cqnsider whether the public interest would be better served by an assignee
other than the one proffered. Thus, this examination in no way addresses the policy concerns
underlying the condition proposed by CAPCC.

7 CAPCC Petition for Reconsideration at 7-24; see also Ramaprakash v. FAA, 346 F.3d
1121, 1124-25 (D.C. Cir. 2003) ("Agencies are free to change course as their expertise and
experience may suggest, or require, but when,they do so they must provide a 'reasoned analysis
indicating that prior policies and standards are being deliberately changed, not casually
ignored.'" (quoting Greater Boston Television Corp. v. FCC, 44 F.2d 841, 852 (D.C. Cir.
1970»).
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businesses and other entities that compete with Verizon Wireless's media and

telecommunications businesses.

A. The Commission's Approval ofVerizon Wireless's Foreign Ownership
Showing Contravened Settled Precedent.

It is long-settled precedent that applicants may not presume citizenship of shareholders

from the mailing addresses of their owners, as recently reaffirmed in America M6vi/;8 and, if

citizenship of shareholders cannot otherwise be reliably determined, an applicant with widely

dispersed ownership interests must conduct a valid sample survey. In permitting Verizon

Wireless to presume shareholder citizenship from the mailing address of the immediate

shareholder below the nominee, the Commission acted arbitrarily and capriciously and contrary

to law, because that approach treats as entirely U.S.-owned and controlled stock interests in

Verizon Wireless that settled law applied to all other applicants would treat as entirely or

substantially foreign owned and controlled andlor non-WTO.

Under the definition of"foreign ownership" applied to all other applicants, the

citizenship of the first stockholder below a pure nominee - what Verizon Wireless calls the

"beneficial owner" - would be the starting point for the analysis, not the endpoint. In the

assessment of"beneficial ownership" required by the FCC, other applicants must assess ultimate

beneficial ownership and, regardless of the citizenship of the entity holding an interest

immediately below the nominee, determine who ultimately controls and owns the stock interest,
"

8 See In re Verizon Commc 'ns Inc. and America M6vi/, S.A. DE C. V., Memorandum
Opinion and Order and Declaratory Ruling, 22 FCC Rcd 6195, 6223 ~ 59 (2007) ("[W]e decline,
based on the record in this proceeding, to change the Commission's precedent by accepting street
addr,esses of stockholders and banks as an indicator of citizenship of the beneficial owners.")
[hereinafter "America M6vir].
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with partial foreign and/or non-WTO interests reflected in the computation.9 For example, the

Commission treats stock interests directly or indirectly held by U.S. entities as foreign and/or

non-WTO-controlled or owned if the U.S. entities have foreign and/or non-WTO ownership or

control parties. to In some instances, even a minor foreign ownership interest (for example, a

non-insulated foreign limited partnership interest) may result in a U.S. entity with overwhelming

U.S. ownership nevertheless being treated as a foreign-controlled entity.ll Yet, many U.S. states

require that all entities organized under their laws, including entities whose ultimate beneficial

ownership and control are foreign and non-WTO, must have a registered address within the

state.12 All of those entities count for Verizon Wireless as wholly U.S.-owned and controlled,

but for other applicants are evaluated according to ultimate beneficial ownership and control.

Only through a valid sample survey can Verizon Wireless analyze the foreign ownership status

of its shareholders under the definition of foreign ownership applicable to all other applicants.

B. The Joint Opposition Does Not Show That the Commission Properly
Distinguished America Movil.

CAPCC's Petition for Reconsideration takes issue with the inconsistency between the

Verizon-Alltel Order and the Commission's recent decision in America M6vil, in which the

9 See Foreign Ownership Guidelines for FCC Common Carrier andAeronautical Radio
Licenses, 19 FCC Rcd 22612, 22624-31 (IB 2004) [hereinafter "Foreign Ownership
Guidelines"]; see, e.g., Instructions to FCC Form 315, Section IV.H ("The Commission may also
deny a construction permit or station license to a licensee directly or indirectly controlled by
another entity ofwhich 'more than 25% ofthe capital stock is owned or voted by aliens, their
representatives, a foreign government or its representative, or another entity organized under the
laws ofa foreign country.... The voting interests held by aliens in a licensee through
intervening domestically organized entities are determined in accordance with the multiplier
guidelines [for determining attributable interests held through multiple levels.]").

10 See id. at 22627"28.

11 See id. at 22630,

12 See. e.g., 8 Del. Code § 131(a) ("Every corporation shall have and maintain in this State a
registered office which may, but need not be, the same as its place ofbusiness."); Fla: Stat.
§ 607.0501(1)(a); Minn. Stat. § 302A.J21; Tex. Bus. Orgs. Code Ann. § 5.201(a)(2).
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Commission explicitly rejected the use of shareholder addresses as a basis for assessing

ownership under Section 31O(b). 13 The Joint Opposition denies the inconsistency without

explanation, quotes the same passages that CAPCC quoted from the Verizon-Alltel Order, and

provides no further analysis. 14 This lack of analysis reflects that America M6vil and the Verizon-,

Alltel Order are irreconcilable.

As explained in CAPCC's Petition for Reconsideration, the Verizon-Alltel Order entirely

failed to show that Verizon's Section 310(b)(4) showing did anything other than presume

stockholder citizenship from stockholder addresses, the very presumption that the Commission

found insufficient in America M6vil. IS As CAPCC pointed out, Verizon Wireless's description

of its methodology shows that it relied on the mailing address - the "registered address" - that

the first tier owner gave-to the nominee holder. That is what Verizon Wireless means by the

"registered address" of the "beneficial owner." Verizon Wireless did not deny that

interpretation.16 Likewise, the Verizon-Alltel Order does not advance any other interpretation of

Verizon's methodology. I? Indeed, the brief paragraphs that Verizon incorporated from its RCC

showing do not allow any other interpretation. IS

At best, the Verizon-Alltel Order points out that, for some shares, Verizon got a third

party to go a single step: above pure nominee holders and then make a conclusive presumption of

16

15

14

13
,

See CAPCC Petition for Reconsideration at 13-16; America M6vil at 6223 ~ 59.

See Joint Opposition at 16-17 (quoting Verizon-Alltel Order, ~ 228).

See CAPCC Petition for Reconsideration at 13-16.

See, e.g., Cellco'Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless and Atlantis Holdings LLC, WT
Docket No. 08-95, Joint Opposition to Petition to Deny and Comments, at 90 (filed Aug. 19,
2008).

17 See Verizon-Alltel Order, ~ 228.

IS, See Merger Applications, Exhibit 1, at n.l23 (citing Letter from Nancy J. Victory,
Counsel for Verizon Wireless, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WT Docket No. 07-208, DA 07-4192 (Apr. 8,2008)).
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citizenship based on the address ofthe holder at that next level, That distinction has no

relevance with respect to the Commission's rejection of shareholder addresses in America M6vil.

The street (or post office box) address supplied by a shareholder discloses only the location of

the place or the agent to which the stockholder wants information sent; it has no necessary

relationship to the Section 31 O(b) status of the stockholder under the interpretation of

Section 310(b) that the Commission applies to everyone but Verizon Wireless. Thus, the Joint

Opposition failed to show anything except that Verizon Wireless's showing was deficient for

exactly the same reasons that a showing based on addresses was deficient in America M6vil.

Accordingly, the Commission must reconcile its decision in the Verizon-Alltel Order with

America M6vil (which it cannot do), expressly overrule America M6vil, or conform its decision

to America M6vil.

C. Verizon Wireless Has Not Explained (and Cannot Explain) Why WWOR-TV
and the MSV Decisions Provide Precedent for the Commission's Decision.

The Joint Opposition states that the Verizon-Alltel Order "provides several examples in

which the Commission approved of using shareholder addresses to demonstrate compliance with

the foreign ownership requirements.,,19 That is incorrect.

CAPCC's Petition for Reconsideration explained exactly why the decisions that the

Commission cited - WWOR-TVand the 2006 and 2008 decisions regarding Mobile Satellite

Venture Subsidiary LLC (the "MSV Decisions") - provide no precedent for the Commission's

decision in the Verizon":Alltel Order. WWOR-TVexpressly contravenes the Commission's

conclusion in the Verizon-Alltel Order. Although the applicant in WWOR-TV submitted mailing

address information, the Commission found that the applicant's prior survey - a step that

Verizon Wireless has not taken - adequately established its qualifications under Section 31 O(b),

19 Joint Opposition at 16 (citing Verizon-Alltel Order, ~ 228 n.793).
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so the mailing address information was irrelevant to the Commission's conclusion.20 Indeed, the

Commission expressly indicated in WWOR-TV that re\i.ance upon mai.\i.ng aMtesses was not a

"reasonable method" to demonstrate compliance with Section 31 O(b).21 Under the D.C. Circuit's

decision in Kidd Communications, this is a statement of policy from which the Commission

cannot depart without adequate explanation, and the Commission gave none.22 CAPCC's

Petition for Reconsideration pointed out, moreover, that the MSV Decisions do not mention

methodology or shareholder addresses at all and thus cannot represent a change in FCC policy.23

The Joint Opposition entirely failed to respond to these criticisms, and Verizon Wireless has not

contested CAPCC's reading of these cases.

The Joint Opposition provided no justification for the Commission's reliance on WWOR-

TV and the MSV Decisions even after CAPCC showed why these decisions do not provide valid

precedents for relying on shareholder addresses to prove shareholder citizenship. Therefore, the

Commission should infer that no such justification can be provided.

D. The Joint Opposition Did Not Justify the Commission's Acceptance of
Shareholder Mailing Addresses "On a Fact-Specific, Case-by-Case Basis."

Kidd requires that the Commission reconcile its conflicting policies and adopt a clear

statement of the basis for its decision and the policy applied or, as CAPCC urges, develop a more

rational policy.24 The Oommission has not, however, provided any adequate justification for

departing from settled precedent to apply a different interpretation of Section 31 O(b) to Verizon

WWOR-TV, Inc. For Transfer ofControl ofStation WWOR-TV, Licensee ofStation
WWOR-TV, Channel 9 Secaucus. New Jersey, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 6 FCC Rcd
6569, 6572 ~ 12 (1991) [hereinafter "WWOR-TfI"], appeal dismissed sub nom. Garden State
B~casting Ltd. P'ship v. F. C. c., 996 F.2d 386 (D.C. Cir. 1993).

21 See id. at 6572 ~ 13.

22 See Kidd Commc 'ns v. FCC, 426 F.3d 1,4-6 (D.C. Cir. 2005).
23

24

See CAPCC Petition for Reconsideration at 19-21.

See Kidd Comm,c 'ns, 427 F.3d at 1, 6.
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Wireless, particularly one that produces a foreign ownership and WTO/non-WTO assessment so

substantively different from the interpretation applied to other applicants.

To justify its decision, the Commission stated that it had allowed companies to rely on

shareholder addresses to show foreign ownership compliance "on a fact-specific, case-by-case

basis.,,2s But as discussed above, the Commission had done no such thing. Furthermore, the

Commission provided no facts to justify allowing reliance on shareholder addresses in this

specific case. Verizon Wireless also never offered any special showing ofreasons to exempt it

from a settled interpretation of the statute, and indeed, there are no sound bases available. Time

constraints do not justify the special treatment accorded to Verizon Wireless, as Verizon

Wireless had ample time to conduct the survey and was fully in control of the timing of the

presentation of the transaction. Limited resources also do not justify the special treatment, as

Verizon has huge resources, and it would not have been exceptionally resource-intensive to

analyze a statistically valid random sample of Verizon Wireless shareholders.

2S Verizon-Alltel Order, ~ 228.
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III. Conclusion

For the reasons set forth herein, the Commission's unconvincing verbal acrobatics to

justify the indefensible fail to obscure that its policies under Section 31 O(b) are irrational and

unworkable. Accordingly, if the Commission is not going to make Verizon Wireless follow the

same interpretation of Section 31 O(b) as socially disadvantaged businesses, it should not hide

behind meaningless distinctions and distorted readings of its past cases, but forthrightly make the

same interpretation available for use by socially disadvantaged businesses so that both large and

small companies can have access to capital that would permit them better to serve the public

interest.

Respectfully submitted,

!
I.

Vernon Ford. Jr., Esq.
3234 W. Washington St.
Chicago, Illinois 60624

OfCounsel

January 5, 2009

CHATHAM AVALON ~ARK

CO~IL
By: ~

Aaron Shainis, Esq.
Shainis & Peltzman, Chartered
1850 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 293-0011
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Aaron Shainis, do hereby certify that on this 5th day of January 2009, copies of the foregoing
Reply to Joint Opposition were served as follows:

To Federal Communications Commission as follows (via hand deliverv):
Erin McGrath Susan Singer
Mobility Division Spectrum and Competition Policy Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
445 12th Street, S.W. 445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554 Washington, D.C. 20554

Linda Ray David Krech
Broadband Division Policy Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau International Bureau
44~ 12th Street, S.W. 445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554 Washington, D.C. 20554

• JodieMay Jim Bird
Competition Policy Division Office of General Counsel
Wireline Competition Bureau 445 12th Street, S.W.
445 12th Street, S.W. Washington, D.C. 20554
Washington, D.C. 20554

Best Copy and Printing, Inc.
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

To Office ofthe Chairman as follows: To the Office of the Chairman as follows:
The Honorable Kevin Martin Aaron Goldberger
445 12th Street, S.W. 445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554 Washington, D.C. 20554

To the Office of Commissioner Michael To the Office of Commissioner Michael Copps
Copps as follows: " as follows:
The Honorable MichaerCopps Bruce Gottlieb
445 12th Street, S.W. 445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554 Washington, D.C. 20554

To the Office of Commissioner Jonathan To the Office of Commissioner Jonathan
Adelstein as follows: Adelstein as follows:
The Honorable Jonath~ Adelstein Renee Roland Crittendon
445 12th Street, S.W. 445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554 Washington, D.C. 20554

Continued ...
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To the Office of Commissioner Deborah To the Office of Commissioner Deborah Tate
Tate as follows: as follows:
The Honorable Deborah Taylor Tate Wayne Leighton
445 12th Street, S.W, 445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554 Washington, D.C. 20554

To the Office of Commissioner Robert To the Office of Commissioner Robert
McDowell as follows: McDowell as follows:
The Honorable Robert McDowell Angela Giancarlo
445 12th Street, S.W. 445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C, 20554 Washington, D.C. 20554

To the followine; via U.S. mail, first-class, postae;e prepaid
To Alltel Communications, LLC as follows: To Atlantis Holdings,'LLC as follows:
Wireless Regulatory Supervisor Thomas Davidson, Esq.
One Allied Drive, B IF02-D Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld LLP
Little Rock, AR 72202 1333 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

To Cellco Partnership as follows: Jon Wooster, President
Nancy Victory U.S. Cattlemen's Association
Wiley Rein LLP P.O. Box 339 San Lucas, CA 93954
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Traci 1. McClellan, JD, MA, Executive Jenifer Simpson, Senior Director,
Director Telecommunications and Technology Policy
National Indian Council on Aging American Association of People With Disabilities
10501 Montgomery Blvd. NE, Suite 210 1629 K Street, NW, Suite 503
Albuquerque, NM 871 r'1 Washington, DC 20006

"

Wayne T. Brough, Chief Economist and VP Brent A. Wilkes, LULAC National Executive
for Research Director
Freedom Works Foundation League of United Latin American Citizens
601 Pennsylvania Ave" NW, Suite 700 2000 L Street, NW, Suite 610
Washington, DC 20004 Washington, DC 20036

Harry Alford, President and CEO Victor F. Capellan, President
National Black Chamber of Commerce Dominican American National Roundtable
1350 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 405 1050 17th Street, NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20036 Washington, DC 20036

Continued . ..
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Robert K. Johnson, President Hector V. Barreto, Chairman
Consumers for Competitive Choice The Latino CoaUtion
POBox 329 3255 Wilshire Blvd., #1850
~eenvvood,I1'I 46143 Los Angeles, CA 90010

John A. Prendergast William Sepic, CCE, President and CEO
Robert M. Jackson Kristin Beltzer, Vice President, Government
Blooston, Mordkosfky, Dickets, Duffy & Relations
Prendergast, LLP Lansing Regional Chamber of Commerce
2120 L Street, 1'IW, Suite 300 500 E. Michigan Avenue, Suite 200
Washington, DC 20037 Lansing, MI 48912
Counsel to North Dakota Network Co.

Leslie Sanchez, Co-Chair Richard K. Studley, President & CEO
Jose F. 1'Iino, Co-Chair Michigan Chamber of Commerce
Hispanic Alliance for Prosperity Institute 600 S. Walnut Street
807 Brazos, Suite 316 Lansing, MI 48933
Austin, TX 78701

Barry 1. Kennedy, CAE, 10M, President Barbara Kasoff, President
, 1'Iebraska Chamber of Commerce & Industry Women Impacting Public Policy

1320 Lincoln Mall 1615 L Street, NW, Suite 650
Lincoln,1'IE 68509 Washington, DC 20036

Albert Zapanta, President & CEO Whitney 1'Iorth Seymour, Jr.
United States-Mexico Chamber of Commerce 425 Lexington Avenue, Room 1721
1300 Pennsylvania Ave., 1'IW; Suite 0-0003 Nevv York, 1'IY 10017
Washington, DC 20004 Attorneyfor the EMR Policy Institute

Yanira Cruz, MPH, DrPH,President & CEO Kenneth E. Hardman
1'Iational Hispanic Council on Aging 2154 Wisconsin Avenue, NW, Suite 250
734 15th Street, NW Washington, DC 20007
Washi!igton, DC 20005 Attorneyfor Ritter Communications, Inc. and

Central Arkansas Rural Cellular Limited
Partnership

Pantelis Michalopoulos Karen Kerrigan, President & CEO
Chung Hsiang Mah Small Business & Entrepreneurship Council
Steptoe & Johnson LLP 2944 Hunter Mill Road, Suite 204
1330 Connecticut Avenue, 1'IW Oakton, VA 22124
Washington, DC 20036
Counselfor Leap Wireless International, Inc.

Continued . ..
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Daniel Mitchell Stuart Polikoff, Director of Govemment
Jill Canfield Relations
4121 Wilson Boulevard, lOth Floor Brian Ford, Regulatory Counsel
Arlington, VA 22203 The Organization for the Promotion and
Attorneys for the National Advancement of Small Telecommunications
Telecommunications Cooperative Association Companies

21 Dupont Circle, NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Daniel Alvarez Edwin Hill, International President
Willkie Farr & Gallagher LLP International Brotherhood ofElectrical Workers
1875 K Street, NW 900 Seventh Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006 Washington, DC 20001
Counselfor Denali Spectrum LLC et al (the
Roaming Petitioners)

Stephen G. Kraskin David 1. Nace
2154 Wisconsin Avenue, NW Lukas, Nace, Gutierrez & Sachs, Chartered
Washington, DC 20007 1650 Tysons Boulevard, Suite 1500
Attorneyfor the Rural Independent McLean, VA 22102
Competitive Alliance Counsel for the Rural Cellular Association

Daniel R. Ballon, Policy,Fellow, Technology William 1. Roughton, Jr., Vice President of Legal
Studies and Regulatory Affairs
Pacific Research Institute for Public Policy Centennial Communications Corp.
One Embarcadero Center 3349 Route 138, Building A
Suite 350 Wall, NJ 07719
San Francisco, CA 94111

Patrick J. Whittle Caressa D. Bennet
Jean 1. Kiddoo Kenneth C. Johnson
Bingham McCutchen LLP DarylZakov
2020 K Street, NW Bennet & Bennet, PLLC
Washington, DC 20006 4350 East West Highway, Suite 201
Counselfor MetroPCS Communications, Inc. Bethesda, MD 20814
andNTELOS Inc. Counselfor the Rural Telecommunications

Group
Continued . ..
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Wayne Stenehjem, Attorney General Benjamin H. Dickens
State ofNorth Dakota, Office of Attorney John A. Prendergast
General Blooston, Mordkofsky, Dickens, Duff &
Consumer Protection & Antitrust Division Prendergast, LLP
POBox 1054 2120 L Street, NW, Suite 300
Bismarck, ND 58502-1054 Washington, DC 20037

Counsel to South Dakota Telecommunications
Association

Benjamin H. Dickens Donald L. Herman, Jr.
John A. Prendergast Michael R. Bennet
Blooston, Mordkofsky, Dickens, Duff & Bennet & Bennet, PLLC
Prendergast, LLP 4350 East West Highway, Suite 201
2120 L Street, NW, Suite 300 Bethesda, MD 20814
Washington, DC 20037 Counsel to Palmetto MobileNet, L.P.
Counsel to the Rural Carriers

David L. Nace Larry A. Blosser
Lukas, Nace, Gutierrez & Sachs, Chartered Law Office of Larry Blosser, P.A.
1650 Tysons Boulevard, Suite 1500 3565 Ellicott Mills Drive, Suite C-2
McLean, VA 22102 Ellicott City, MD 21043
Counsel to Cellular South, Inc. Attorneyfor the Ad Hock Public Interest

Spectrum Coalision

Martin J. Wright, President Leslie T. Hyman, Senior Investigator, Troop
FBI National Academy Associates, Inc., West "c" Major Crimes Unit
Virginia Chapter State ofNew York
17 Aster Drive New York State Police
Terra Alta, WV 26764 Rt. 7 Box 300

Sidney, NY 13838-0300

Brian Fontes, CEO Tom Stone, Executive Director
National Emergency Number Association FBI Law Enforcement Executive Development
4350 North Fairfax Drive, Suite 750 P.O. Box 2349
Arlington, VA 22203 WestChester,PA 19380

Continued . ..
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United States Hispanic Chamber of The Free State Foundation
Commerce 10701 Stapleford Hall Dr.
2175 K Street, NW, Suite 100 Potomac, MD 20854

Washington, DC 20037
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Signed: Aaron Shainis
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