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December 21, 2009

Ms. Debra A. Howland
Executive Director and Secretary
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
21 South Fruit Street
Concord, NH 03301

Re: Docket No. DT 08-028 (Joint Petition of Hollis Telephone

Dear Ms. Rowland:

Hollis Telephone Company, Inc., Kearsarge Telephone Company, Merrimack County Telephone
Company, and Wilton Telephone Company, Inc. (the “Joint Petitioners” or “TDS”) hereby
respond to the letter of December 16, 2009, from Joel Davidow, Esq., on behalf of the
Respondent, Global NAPs, Inc. In that letter, GNAPs asserts that “TDS has complained that it
would be injured by the delay caused by considering” either of “the options” GNAPs has
proposed namely, an interconnection offer from GNAPs and a “fact hearing” on GNAPs’ post-
judgment factual proffer. GNAPs offers to post a bond in the amount of $6,000.00 with the
Public Utilities Commission “in order to assuage that concern.” The Joint Petitioners strongly
object to GNAPs’ mischaracterization of TDS’s position in these matters, and they oppose yet
another tactic in GNAPs’ long campaign to delay and confuse the issues in this proceeding.

First, the Joint Petitioners have not “complained that [they] would be injured” by the “delay” in
negotiating an interconnection agreement with GNAPs. The Joint Petitioners made clear in their
filing of December 8, 2009, that they “take the GNAPs request for interconnection seriously and
will respond to the request in accordance with federal law”. See Joint Petitioners’ Objection to
Respondent’s Motion for Reconsideration, Rehearing and Suspension (filed Dec. 8, 2009), at 4.
The Joint Petitioners in no way complained about any purported “delay” in negotiating such an
agreement. Rather, they simply made clear that GNAPs’ request for interconnection is entirely
unrelated to the matters at issue in this Docket and has absolutely no legal effect on the prompt
disposition of the present case.

This case concerns GNAPs’ violations of New Hampshire law in its continued refusal to pay for
several years’ of terminating access charges for toll calls terminated to the Joint Petitioners’
networks in New Hampshire. In Order No. 25,043 (Nov. 10, 2009), the PUC concluded that
GNAPs is not a registered toll provider under N.H. Admin. Rule Puc 451.01, see Order, at 14,
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