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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

Docket No. 990649-TP 
Filed: May 24, 2001 

In re: Investigation into Pricing 1 
Of Unbundled Network Elements 1 

VERIZON FLORIDA INC.’S OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO REQUIRE BELLSOUTH 
TO AUTHORIZE USE OF ITS BSTLM, TO REQUIRE VERIZON TO PROVIDE DATA 

AND INPUTS FOR THE BSTLM, AND TO CQNTINUE THE HEARING 

Verizon Florida Inc. (Verizon) opposes the Motion to Require BellSouth to 

Authorize Use of Its BSTLM, to Require Verizon to Provide Data and Inputs for the 

BSTLM, and to Continue the Hearing (Motion), filed by MCI WorldCom, Inc. 

(WorldCom) and AT&T Communications of the Southern States, Inc. (AT&T) on May 

17, 2001. The Motion seeks to impose requirements that would be extraordinarily unfair 

and prejudicial to Verizon and extremely burdensome for both Verizon and Commission 

Staff. 

As the Motion’s title indicates, AT&T and MCI ask the Commission to do three 

things. First, they want the Commission to order BeltSouth to allow AT&T and MCI to 

use BellSouth’s Telecommunications Loop Model@ (BSTLM) in Verizon’s unbundled 

network element (UNE) ratesetting proceeding. Second, AT&T and MCI ask the 

Commission to order Verizon to “provide its data and inputs to WorldCom and AT&T in 

the appropriate format for use in the BSTLM.” (Motion at 3) Third, the Motion seeks a 

continuance of Verizon’s UNE hearing “until after the conclusion of Phase 11, ”  the 

BeltSouth UNE proceeding. (Id.) 

While Verizon asks the Commission to deny the entire Motion, Verizon will 

necessarily focus on the second and third requests, which relate specifically to Verizon. 

Verizon understands that BellSouth will also oppose the Motion, on the basis that the 



Commission cannot force it to allow AT&T and MCI to use its proprietary cost model in a 

proceeding that has nothing to do with BellSouth. Verizon supports BellSouth’s 

rat ion al e. 

1. Forcing Verizon to Derive Information and Inputs for AT&T’s and 
MCl’s Use in BSTLM Would Be Enormously Burdensome and 
P rej u d ici a I. 

BSTLM is a new, BellSouth-specific cost model that BellSouth considers to be a 

highly proprietary and valuable asset. To Verizon’s knowledge, no company but 

BellSouth has ever presented the model. Verizon has never tried to load the model, let 

alone ever attempted to produce Verizon network data and costing inputs in a format 

suitable for BSTLM. 

Verizon did not participate in BellSouth’s UNE hearing. In fact, the Florida 

Competitive Carriers Association (which Verizon believes includes AT&T and/or MC I ) 

advised the Commission that it “should not permit Verizon to participate in the portion of 

the hearing that deals solely with BellSouth’s cost study.” (Response of the FCCA to 

Verizon Florida t nc.’s Motion to Bifurcate and Suspend Proceedings and Sprint-Florida’s 

Motion to Bifurcate Proceeding, Aug. 7, 2000, at 2 n. I) 

Now, despite having urged the Commission to keep Verizon out of the BellSouth 

hearing, MCI and AT&T expect Verizon to become expert at understanding the model 

that was the subject of that hearing. While Verizon has no direct experience with 

BSTLM, a review of the testimony about the model, Staffs Recommendation in the 

BellSouth UNE proceeding, and Verizon’s experience in formatting information to be 

input in its own model leave no doubt that it will be exceedingly difficult, time- 
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consuming, and expensive for Verizon to furnish MCI and AT&T the Verizon-specific 

data they want to run BSTLM. 

Before even trying to populate BSTLM, Verizon will need to thoroughly review it 

to understand how BSTLM uses inputs-which, as discussed below, appears to be a 

formidable task. As to developing Verizon-specific information for BSTLM, what AT&T 

and MCI ask Verizon to undertake is not just a matter of reformatting the inputs Verizon 

used in its own cost model. BSTLM is fundamentally different from Verizon’s Florida- 

specific version of its Integrated Cost Model (ICM). For instance, because BSTLM 

geocodes customer locations, Verizon will need to develop whole new databases for the 

ALECs’ use in the BellSouth model. 

Verizon understands that the source data for the geocoding process is extracted 

from BellSouth’s billing and customer records systems. Verizon does not use these 

systems, and it is not clear whether the same information could be extracted from 

Verizon’s comparable systems. 

Assuming the source information was available, Verizon would then have to 

develop the software and hardware necessary to perform geocoding pre-processing or 

hire an outside vendor to perform these services. Verizon cannot simply adopt 

BellSouth’s systems because they are incompatible with Verizon’s. 

Once the geocoding pre-processing was completed, Verizon would have to 

undertake a second pre-processing routine to assign and reconcile customer service 

information with the customer record. Again, Verizon would either have to devote its 

own resources to developing the necessary software necessary to do this pre- 

processing, or it would have to pay an outside vendor to do so. 
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Verizon understands that these pre-processing steps generate a customer record 

profile table that is an input to BSTLM. The algorithms and program logic in the model 

would then perform clustering and minimum spanning road tree calculations to develop 

the network configurations and investment to be used in the cost calculations. BSTLM 

does not itself do the cost calculation; it only develops loop investments. Thus, Verizon 

would need to develop an interface between the investment calculations and the 

ultimate cost calculations. 

Verizon understands that BellSouth required 3 months to geocode all their 

customers, even though it had already developed the geocoding and service 

reconciliation systems. After the geocoding process was complete, BellSouth 

reportedly took another 9 months to complete the service reconciliation process for just 

its service areas in Florida and Georgia. 

Verizon could not even approach these timeframes, as it has not developed any 

of the hardware or software it needs to generate the data BSTLM requires, nor does it 

have any existing resources earmarked for such projects. It is difficult to even hazard a 

guess as to how much time Verizon would need to develop the data AT&T and MCI 

seek, but it would likely be at least a year. As to expense, Verizon estimates that it 

would need to spend at least $500,000 for the internal and external resources 

necessary to complete this effort. 

Despite all the time and effort Verizon would need to expend in formatting data 

for BSTLM, MCI and AT&T claim that Verizon “is not prejudiced by the ALECs’ use of 

the BSTLM” because Verizon will file its own study and will have an opportunity to 

respond to the AtECs’ testimony. (Motion at 2.) Obviously, there is prejudice inherent 
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in forcing Verizon to expend any resources at all-let alone half a million dollars--to 

helping its opponents make their own case. MCI and AT&T chose not to present any 

cost studies of their own in these UNE proceedings. Apparently, they now doubt the 

wisdom of that approach. But instead of presenting their own study in the Verizon 

phase, MCI and AT&T want the ILECs to do all the work. They ask the Commission to 

force BellSouth to provide the model and Verizon to supply the information they need to 

run it. The result is that Verizon will be compelled to do at least as much work as if it 

were supporting two studies--its own, familiar, ICM-FL, which it has submitted twice in 

this case and used for years around the country, and the unfamiliar BSTLM, which 

Verizon has never used for any purpose anywhere. Indeed, Verizon will have to expend 

far more resources in developing data for MCl’s and AT&T’s use than it did to prepare 

and present its own ICM in this case. 

This burden is especially onerous given the fact that the same Verizon team 

responsible for preparing and presenting Verizon’s cost studies and testimony here is 

also engaged in several other UNE proceedings in other states. Verizon’s resources 

have been stretched to the limit preparing simultaneous ICM filings around the country. 

If the Commission were to grant the Motion, Verizon would need to divert its personnel 

and other resources away from the ICM filings elsewhere to focus on developing the 

BSTLM information AT&T and MCI seek. 

Moreover, Verizon would have to develop and defend its BSTLM data at the 

same time it is trying to present its case for ICM. After BSTLM was submitted, the 

ALECs, led by AT&T, complained about the inordinate amount of time they had to 

spend to understand and operate the model and the diversion of their resources from 
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other significant issues. (See, e.g., Sprint’s Response in Support of AT&T’s Motion for 

Continuance of Hearing, May 26, 2000, at I; FCTA, Inc.’s Response in Support of 

AT&T’s Motion for Continuance of Hearing, May 31, 2000, at I.) Having been through 

the process themselves, AT&T and MCI, no doubt, recognize the advantage to them of 

imposing the same burden upon Verizon when Veriton is trying to prepare its own case. 

The ALECs will inevitably disagree with Verizon-as they did with BellSouth- 

about t he  appropriate inputs and assumptions to be used in developing the BSTLM 

data. Verizon will thus be obliged to address ALEC questions and criticisms during the 

entire hearing process. Verizon will be placed in the untenable position of having to 

defend not only its ICM, but to justify the information it develops for 6STLM-at the 

same time it is arguing against use of BSTLM to set UNE rates for Verizon. What’s 

more, after Verizon develops all the data AT&T and MCI demand, there’s no guarantee 

the ALECs will even use the BSTLM results. 

In fact, there is no conceivable way BSTLM results could be shoehorned into 

Verizon’s case. Each 

company designed its model with its own operating, engineering, and other network 

characteristics in mind. (See BellSouth Staff Rec. at 146; Tucek Direct Testimony, filed 

May 18, 2001, at 5-6.) Foisting one company’s model upon another cannot be 

expected to yield useful or meaningful results. This is particularly true in this case, 

where AT&T and MCI seek only to use BellSouth’s loop model to develop recurring 

rates for loop elements. Verizon’s Integrated Cost model, as its name indicates, uses 

an integrated approach to developing costs (including both investment and expense) 

BSTLM is a company-specific model, as is Verizon’s ICM. 
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across the entire network. It makes no sense to try to use BSTLM to develop some 

costs and the ICM to develop others. 

The “opportunity to respond to the ALECs’ testimony” does not mitigate the 

prejudice to Verizon, as AT&T and MCI claim. (Motion at 3.) This is not the usual 

situation where the ILEC presents its filing and testimony, the ALECs file rebuttal, and 

then the ILECs respond to the ALECs. Rather, if AT&T and MCI have their way, 

Verizon will forced to create the very basis for the ALECs’ testimony. This 

unprecedented scenario-where Verizon plays a critical role in developing its 

opponents’ case--goes beyond inequity to a substantive due process violation. 

Verizon wit1 be further prejudiced if the Motion is granted because the ALECs 

would receive an indefinite extension for filing their rebuttal case. Verizon filed its cost 

studies and supporting testimony on May 18, 2001. The ALECs’ rebuttal testimony is 

due on June 18, 2001. Verizon had sought to extend the filing dates for all the 

testimony in the case (see Verizon Florida Inc.’s Response to Sprint-Florida’s Petition to 

Amend Order Granting Motions to Bifurcate and Suspend Proceedings, Jan. 15, 2001), 

but the ALECs opposed Verizon’s request (see WorldCom’s Response in Opposition to 

Verizon’s Request to Extend and Amend Schedule for Cost Study Filings, Jan. 29, 

2001, at 2). Apparently, their opposition was limited only to an extension for Verizon’s 

filing, since their Motion would push off the ALECs’ rebuttal to an unspecified future date 

“after the conclusion of Phase 11”--assertedly “to give the parties adequate time to 

evaluate the inputs and process the results of the BSTLM.” (Motion at 3.) 

As noted, it would likely take Verizon over a year to develop the BSTLM data 

AT&T and MCI seek. While Verizon is working on developing this information for the 
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ALE&’ use, they can use this extended period to analyze and develop their response 

to Verizon’s May 18 ICM filing. Instead of having a month to prepare their rebuttal, as 

they would under the current schedule, the ALECs will have many months to do so- 

and will be able to neatly divide their efforts into preparing their response to ICM, then 

preparing their direct case using BSTLM. And the ALECs would likely expect Verizon to 

file its surrebuttal within the usual one-month period. The ALECs thus seek to assure 

themselves the ideal filing schedule, while imposing as much prejudice as possible 

upon Verizon. 

Even worse, AT&T and MCI have singled out only Verizon for such unfavorable 

treatment. They do not seek to use BellSouth’s model in the Sprint portion of this case, 

or to have Sprint develop any new data for their use. Indeed, Sprint will, if anything, 

benefit from the continuance AT&T and MCI seek, as it would necessarily extend the 

filing dates for Sprint’s case and its hearing. (See Motion at 3.) 

All the parties in these UNE proceedings had equal opportunity to develop and 

present their own cost models. AT&T and MCI have fielded their own cost models and 

studies in past cases here and around the country, and were well able to do so in this 

case. There is no legitimate reason to now allow them to hijack BellSouth’s model, then 

force Verizon to develop the information they need to run that model, especially when 

that process will severely disadvantage Verizon. 

11. Use of BellSouth’s Model in Verizon’s Proceeding Would Benefit 
Only AT&T and MCI. 

AT&T and MCI argue that use of BellSouth’s model “would be beneficial in 

Phase Ill for several reasons.” The only reasons they specify are (I) “it would be 
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expeditious for the Commission and Staff to use it, because they are already familiar 

with how the model runs from Phase 11”; and (2) “the Commission has already 

approved use of the BSTLM as a tool for determining forward-looking UNE prices.” 

(Motion at 2.) 

These claims are astonishing, given the experience with BSTLM in Phase I. 

Verizon originally submitted its ICM filing in this case over a year ago, at the 

same time BeltSouth first filed BSTLM. Unlike BSTLM, which was new to this 

Commission, Verizon had introduced ICM here in 1998, where it was used in the 

proceeding to evaluate a fair and reasonable basic rate (Special Project 980000A). 

Verizon held educational workshops for Staff and all parties both in 1998 and in June of 

2000, after it submitted ICM in this proceeding. Neither the ALECs nor the Staff has 

reported any difficulties in using ICM. 

In contrast, the ALECs complained repeatedly about the complexity and 

inaccessibility of BSTLM. On May 17, 2000, AT&T, MCI, and other ALECs asked for an 

extension of time to file their rebuttal testimony in the UNE case, claiming 

“complications relating to evaluating BellSouth’s completely new cost model.” They 

argued that their witnesses had had “difficulties in accessing, much less manipulating, 

the model.” (Motion for Extension of Time for Filing Testimony, May 17, 2000, at I .) 

On May 25, 2000, AT&T filed a motion asking the Commission to continue the 

UNE hearings. AT&T alleged that “BellSouth’s cost model continues to crash 

repeatedly,” and that “there are errors in the model, parts of the model appear closed 

and unreviewable, and.. .even BellSouth has been unable to replicate the results 

included in its testimony.” (Motion for Continuance of Hearing, May 25, 2000, at 1-2.) 
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Sprint, Rhythms Links, the Florida Competitive Carriers Association (FCCA), MCI 

WorldCom, and the Florida Cable Telecommunications Association, Inc. (FCTA) all 

supported AT&T’s continuance request, complaining that errors in the model, the 

inordinate time needed to understand and run the model, and other purported problems 

limited their ability to prepare for hearings. (See Staff Recommendation in BellSouth’s 

Phase, April 6, 2001 (Staff BellSouth Rec.), at 20; Sprint’s Response in Support of 

AT&T’s Motion for Continuance of Hearing, May 26, 2000; FCTA, 1nc.k Response in 

Support of AT&T’s Motion for Continuance of Hearing, May 31, 2000; Rhythms 

Response in Support of AT&T’s Motion for Continuance of Hearing, May 31, 2000; 

Response of FCCA and MCI WorldCom to ATBT’s Motion for Continuance, May 31, 

2000.) 

Staff convened a workshop on June 2, 2000, to discuss the asserted problems 

with the BellSouth model. Ultimately, these problems caused the originally scheduled 

hearing (for all ILECs) to be divided into two hearings, with the first hearing to address 

issues that did not significantly hinge upon BellSouth’s loop model. (See Staff 

BellSouth Rec. at 22.) 

A s  a result of the Eighth Circuit’s July 18, 2000 decision vacating many of the 

FCC’s pricing rules, Verizon and Sprint sought and obtained bifurcation of their hearings 

from BellSouth’s. (Order No. PSC-00-1486-PCO-TP, Aug. 18, 2000.) Verizon did not 

actively participate in the BellSouth phase of the docket, but understands that BSTLM 

continued to be source of concern. BellSouth sought leave to file revised cost studies 

and direct testimony, and the procedural schedule was once again revised to 

accommodate the additional filings. (Order Nos. PSC-OO-l335-PCO-TP, July 24, 2000; 
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and PSC-OO-1485-PCO-TP, Aug. 18, 2000.) The last testimony was filed just 6 days 

before the September 19 hearing. (See Staff BellSouth Rec. at 26.) 

Throughout the hearing process, the AT&T/MCI witnesses continr ed to argue 

that BSTLM’s extreme complexity impeded their review and analysis of the nodel. (See 

Staff BellSouth Rec. at 154, citing Tr. 2122.) In this regard, BSTLM initially took three to 

four days to run; with subsequent enhancements, a Florida scenario could be run in 

“under 24 hours” (See Staff BellSouth Rec. at 167, citing Tr. 2124, 1495.) In addition, 

AT&T and MCI complained that BellSouth did not provide them BSTLM’s source code. 

While Staff concluded that BellSouth did not design its model BSTLM to impede 

review, it did observe that “BSTLM is a very large, complex cost proxy model” that is 

“somewhat cumbersome to operate.” (Staff BellSouth Rec. at 167.) 

It is beyond comprehension as to how introduction of this same model into 

Verizon’s proceeding could be considered in any way “expeditious” for Staff and the 

Commission or that it could benefit anyone but MCI and AT&T. By using BellSouth’s 

model and forcing Verizon to populate it, AT&T and MCI will save the expense and 

effort of developing their own model or learning to manipulate ICM. But if BSTLM was 

cumbersome and complex in the context of the BellSouth case-as the ALECs claimed 

it was-then these features will be even more problematic in the Verizon case. As 

noted, the model was developed for BellSouth and incorporates BellSouth’s engineering 

approaches. (Staff BellSouth Rec. at 146, citing Tr. 1427-28.) Trying to impose it upon 

Verizon, which isn’t even familiar with the model, will inevitably produce complications 

far beyond those that arose in the BellSouth phase. 
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Sorting out these complications means more work for the Staff, as well as 

Verizon. If MCI and AT&T use BSTLM, then Staff will need to work with it, as well as 

ICM, throughout the case. Staff is at least as familiar with ICM as it is with BSTLM and, 

by all accounts, ICM is much easier to understand and operate than BSTLM. AS 

Verizon witness Tucek has testified, ICM is completely open to inspection (including the 

model code and pre-processing) and easily manipulable. (Tucek Direct Testimony at 6- 

11.) ICM runs in 45 minutes, while BSTLM takes “under 24 hours” and remains 

complex under any scenario. Even assuming away the inevitable problems in trying to 

apply BSTLM to Verizon, two models in the case, rather than one, will at least double 

Staffs workload. In short, AT&T and MCI can’t plausibly claim any benefits for using 

BSTLM in Verizon’s case, other than those they themselves will enjoy. 

For all these reasons, Verizon asks the Commission to deny AT&T’s and MCl’s 

Motion. Attempting to apply BellSouth’s model to derive Verizon’s loop costs would be 

a futile endeavor that would enormously tax the resources of both Verizon and this 

Commission. 

Respectfully submitted 017 May 24, 2001. 

By: 

Tampa, FL 33602 
Telephone: (81 3) 483-261 7 

Attorney for Verizon Florida Inc. 

12 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that copies of Verizon Florida Inc.’s Opposition to Motion to 

Require BellSouth to Authorize Use of Its BSTLM, to Require Verizon to Provide Data and 

Inputs for the BSTLM, and to Continue the Hearing in Docket No. 990649-TP were sent 

via U.S. mail on May 24, 2001 to the parties on the attached list. 

Ki m be r I y b  swe I 1  



Staff Counsel 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

Pennington Law Firm * 
Marc W. Dunbar 
Karen M. Camechis 
215 S. Monroe St., 2"d Floor 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Bel I South Tel ecom m un i ca tion s * 
Nancy B. White 
c/o Nancy H. Sims 
150 South Monroe St., Suite 400 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 -1 556 

Florida Cable Telecomm. Assoc. * 
Michael A. Gross 
246 East 6th Avenue, Suite 100 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

MCI WorldCom Inc. * 
Donna Canzano McNulty 
325 John Knox Road, Suite 105 
Tallahassee, FL 32303-41 31 

Time Warner Telecom * 
Carolyn Marek 
233 Bramerton Court 
Franklin, TN 37069 

lntermedia Comm. Inc. * 
Scott Sapperstein 
One lntermedia Way 
M.C. FLT-HQ3 
Tampa, FL 33647-1752 

Bruce May 
Holland Law Firm 
315 S. Calhoun Street 
Suite 600 
Tatlahassee, FL 32301 

Charles Rehwinkel * 
Sprin t-Florida 
131 3 Blairstone Road 
MC FLTLHOOI 07 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

John Spilman 
Broadslate Networks lnc. - 
675 Peter Jefferson Parkway 
Suite 31 0 
Charlottesville, VA 2291 1 

Joseph McGlothlin * 
McWhirter Reeves Law Firm 
I17 S. Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Richard D. Melson * 
Gabriel E. Nieto 
Hopping Law Firm 
I23 S. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32314 

Mark Buechele 
S u p ra Telecommunications 
Kog e r Center- El I is B u i Id i ng 
131 7 Executive Center Drive 
Suite 200 
Tallahassee, F t  32301-5027 

Marc B. Rothschild 
Robert Ridings 
Swidler & Berlin 
3000 K Street NW, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20007-51 16 

AT&T * 
Marsha Rule 
I01 N. Monroe Street 
Suite 700 
Tallahassee, FL 32301-1 549 

Florida Public Tele. Assoc. 
Angela Green 
125 S. Gadsden St., #200 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 -1 525 

Brent E. McMahan 
VP-Reg./Govt. Affairs 
Network Telephone Corp. 
815 South Palafox Street 
Pensacola, FL 32501 

Stephen C. Reilly 
Office of Public Counsel 
11 1 W. Madison Street 
Room 812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 

Elise Kiely 
Jeffrey Blumenfeld 
Blumenfeld & Cohen 
1625 Mass. Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20036 

Hope G. Colantonio 
C I ea rtel Comm u n ica t ions 1 nc. 
1255 22"d Street NW, 6th Flr. 
Washington, DC 20037 

Catherine F. Boone * 
Covad Comm. Co. 
10 Glenlake Parkway 
Suite 650 
Atlanta, GA 30328-3495 



Bettye Willis * 
Alltel Comm. Services Inc. 
One Allied Drive 
Little Rock, AR 72203-2177 

John FondJeff Wahlen * 
Ausley & McMullen 
227 S. Calhoun Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Vicki Gordon Kaufman * 
McWhirter Reeves Law Firm 
1 I7  South Gadsden Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

George S. Ford 
Chief Economist 
Z-TeI Communications Inc. 
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd. 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Floyd R. Self 
Messer Law Firm 
215 S. Monroe Street 
Suite 701 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 

Charles Pellegrini 
Patrick Wiggins 
Katz Kutter Law Firm 
106 East College Avenue 
1Zkh Floor 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

BlueStar Networks, Inc. * 
Norton Cut IerlM ichael B ressma n 
801 Crescent Centre Drive 
Suite 600 
Franklin, TN 37067 

Jonathan E. Canis 
Michael B. Hazzard 
Kelley Drye & Warren 
1200 1gth St. NW, 5th Floor 
Washington, DC 20036 

Eric BranfmanlMorton Posner * 
Swidler & Berlin 
3000 K Street NW, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20007-51 16 

Network Access Solutions Corp. 
I00  Carpenter Drive, Suite 206 
Sterling, VA 201 64 

Jim Lamoureux 
AT&T 
1200 Peachtree Street 
Suite 8068 
Atlanta, GA 30309 

Gregory J. Darnell * 
MCI WorldCom Inc. 
Six Concourse Parkway 
Suite 3200 
Atlanta, GA 30328 

Rodney L. Joyce 
Shook Hardy & Bacon tLP 
600 14Ih St. N.W., Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20005-2004 

Florida Digital Network, Inc. 
390 North Orange Avenue 
Suite 2000 
Orlando, FL 32801 

Catherine Muccigrosso 
Rhythms Links Inc. 
6933 South Revere Parkway 
Suite 100 
Englewood, CO 801 12-3981 


