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Q. Please state your name and address.
A. My name is Michael P. Gallagher. My business address is 390 North
Orange Avenue, Suite 390, Orlando, Florida, 32801.
Q. Who do you work for?
A. Tam Chief Executive Officer of Florida Digital Network, Inc. (“FDN”).
Q. What are your respounsibilities as CEO of FDN?
A. As CEO of FDN, I am ultimately responsible to the shareholders for all
aspects of FDN’s operations and performance. On a management level,
FDN’s President & Chief Operating Officer, Chief Financial Officer and
General Counsel report directly to me; FDN’s Engineering & Operations,
Customer Service, and Sales Vice Presidents report to the President & COO,
who is also in charge of FDN’s Marketing and IS functions. I am involved in
the day-to-day business dealings of the company and the decision-making on
everything from marketing and sales strategies, product development,
network architecture and deployment, financing, human resources, customer
care, regulatory changes, etc.
Q. Please describe your education and your work experience in the
telecommunications sector.
A. Ireceived a B.S. Degree in Mathematics with a minor in Physics from
Rollins College.

Prior to co-founding FDN in 1998, I served as Regional Vice
President for Brooks Fiber Communications where I had overall

responsibility for operations, engineering, finance and sales in the State of
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Texas. Brooks Fiber Communications merged into WorldCom on January
31, 1998. Prior to holding the VP position at Brooks, I was president of
Metro Access Networks (MAN), a second-generation CLEC in Texas
founded in 1993. At MAN, I developed all business strategies, designed
network architecture, secured contracts with the company’s original customer
base, and had overall responsibility for operations and performance. MAN
merged into Brooks Fiber in March 1997. Prior to MAN, I worked for
Intermedia Communications and Williams Telecommunications Group
(WilTel) as sales representative securing contracts with large commercial

customers.

. Q. Have you previously testified in a regulatory proceeding before a

state utility commission, the FCC or a hearing officer?

A. No.

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding?

A. lintend to rebut BellSouth claims regarding ALEC market share and
claims that BellSouth has fulfilled the resale requirement of the Section 271
competitive checklist. These issues have been identified as Issues 1(c) and

15, respectively, in this proceeding.

In summary, aside from the reasons offered by the other CLEC parties
in this proceeding, FDN maintains the Commission should not recommend

that BellSouth complies with Section 271 requirements for authority to
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provide in-region inter LATA services because competition has not taken
irreversible hold in Florida and because BellSouth has not, as required,
fulfilled its resale obligations under Sections 251(c)(4) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act”™). FDN believes BellSouth has
overstated facilities-based business line competition in Florida, and FDN
asserts BellSouth fails to meet its resale obligation by refusing to offer its
high-speed data service for resale over UNE loops that CLECs use for voice
service. I will also explain in my testimony why BellSouth’s failure to meet

this resale obligation is so critically important to competition in Florida.

Q. Could you please briefly provide some background on FDN and
describe its operations?
A. FDN is a facilities-based Florida CLEC. FDN is also an IXC, a data
services provider (both dial-up and dedicated), and, through an affiliate, FDN
offers ISP and other Internet services. FDN was founded in 1998 with the
mission of offering packaged services (local, long distance and Internet) to
small- and medium-sized businesses. FDN launched operations in Orlando in
April 1999 and expanded to Fort Lauderdale in May 1999 and to Jacksonville
in June 1999. A second round of expansion in West Palm Beach, Miami and
the Tampa Bay area was completed in the first quarter of 2000.

FDN owns and operates Class 5 Nortel DMS-500 central office
switches in Orlando, Tampa, Jacksonville, and Ft. Lauderdale. FDN’s
switches are connected by fiber optic cable owned and operated by FDN to

nearby incumbent local exchange carrier (or “ILEC”) tandem switches. FDN
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leases collocation cages or has virtual collocation space in over 100 ILEC
wire centers. Remote switching equipment is installed at these collocation
sites and from these sites FDN accesses ILEC UNE loops. Connectivity from
the collocation sites to the central ILEC tandem switch is via T-1 circuits
leased from the ILEC. FDN relies upon its rights under the Act to obtain
“last mile” access to Florida consumers through the purchase of unbundled
network elements (UNEs) from ILECs such as BellSouth. FDN does not
utilize the UNE platform or UNE-P service delivery vehicle, nor does FDN
resell BellSouth local voice service.

FDN uses BellSouth’s TAG gateway for electronic ordering. Using
systems and software FDN developed on its own, FDN transmits virtually all
of its local service requests (“I.SRs”) to Bell electronically with minimal
manual intervention.

The vast majority of FDN’s LSRs to BellSouth are for 2 wire voice
grade UNE loops. Based on information provided by BellSouth, FDN is the
largest procurer of UNE voice-grade loops from BellSouth in Florida. As
such, FDN has a significant interest in insuring BellSouth’s compliance with
legal and regulatory requirements and in insuring the viability of
telecommunications competition in the State of Florida.

ISSUE 1(¢) (Competing Providers’ Market Share)

Q. Please explain FDN’s position regarding Issue No. 1(c).
A. FDN believes that BellSouth has overstated the number of facilities-based

business access lines served by CLECs. The number of viable facilities-
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based CLECs has dwindled from the time of BellSouth’s analysis and
continues to dwindle as the financial community withdraws support from the
communications sector and ILECs inhibit the pace of competition, the E911
database entries BellSouth relies on for facilities-based CLEC line count may
not be current, and other data and experience suggests a picture different
from what BellSouth presents.

Through the affidavit and supporting exhibits of Mr. Victor K.
Wakeling, BellSouth presents two estimating methodologies that BellSouth
maintains prove that CLECs serve 24.8% or 21.1% of business lines in
BellSouth’s service area. BellSouth’s estimates are simply at odds with
FDN’s observation and experience in its years in the Florida market.

The vast majority of CLEC business lines tabulated in both
BellSouth’s Method One and Method Two estimates are facilities-based lines
(514,814 in Method One and 397,589 in Method Two), and the cornerstone
of both BellSouth estimating methodologies relies on a tabulating CLEC
E911 database listings.

However, of the 45 facilities-based CLECs in Mr. Wakeling’s
exhibits, more than 25% are out of business already, and a number of others
are experiencing financial difficulties and may not survive this year, let alone
long-term. The rate of CLEC failures exceeds the rate of CLEC births. Thus,
BellSouth’s data is stale and getting staler. Further, tabulations from the
E911 database will be overstated unless the database is regularly updated to

remove CLEC customers disconnected for nonpayment or other reasons or
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when CLECs go out of business. FDN believes that the database may not be
current.

In addition, as [ mentioned, FDN operates in all of Florida’s largest
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), and BellSouth’s estimate that CLECs
serve 24.8% or 21.1% of the business sector simply is inconsistent with
FDN’s observation and experience in the marketplace.

To illustrate, FDN believes that a Florida market where facilities-
based CLECs targeting businesses should have well-established penetration
is the downtown Orlando market, densely populated with business customers,
and served through BellSouth’s Magnolia central office (CO). However,
FDN has reason to believe that CLECs have little market share there. FDN
randomly sampled two percent of some 250,000 discrete telephone numbers
assigned years ago in large NXX blocks to BellSouth which are routed
through the Magnolia CO to determine the local routing number (LRN)
assigned to each. These telephone numbers are portable such that a customer
switching to a CLEC service can retain the number. The LRN for these
numbers will correspond to the local exchange company (BellSouth or
facility-based CLEC) currently providing local service to the number. FDN
found that 94% of the numbers tested were assigned BellSouth’s LRN, while
only 6% were assigned to CLEC LRNs. Although this test does not account
for new numbers assigned to CLECs, FDN believes, based on its experience,
that more than 80% of its customers have ported numbers and less than 20%

have new numbers issued to FDN. Adjusting for that factor, and consistent
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with FDN’s own observation and experience in Orlando, CLECs serve
approximately 7.2% of the market, leaving BellSouth with the remaining
92.8%.

FDN believes similar analyses in other exchanges would have similar
results — that CLECs have less competitive market share than BellSouth
reports. Accordingly, FDN suggests the Commission critically evaluate
BellSouth’s market share claims in light of this type of evaluation and CLEC
experience.

ISSUE 15 (Resale Requirement)

Q. What is FDN’s position regarding Issue No. 15?

A. FDN has sought, and BeliSouth has refused to provide, resale of high-
speed data service over UNE loops that FDN uses to provide voice service.
FDN maintains that BeliSouth’s refusal to do so violates Sections 251(c)(4)
and 252(d)(3) of the Act and, therefore, BellSouth does not meet Section 271
checklist item number 14, contained in Section 271 (¢)(2)(B)(xiv) of the Act.
Q. Why is BellSouth’s failure to meet this resale obligation important to
FDN?

A. To compete, FDN must have the ability to offer its customers a
combination of circuit-switched voice services, such as local dial tone, and
packet-switched high-speed data services, such as Digital Subscriber Line
(DSL) services. FDN is able to provide DSL to some end-users in Florida by
collocating its own DSL multiplexers (DSLAMSs) in BellSouth’s central

offices. However, FDN is precluded from providing high-speed data service
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where BellSouth has deployed Digital Loop Carrier (DLC) facilities. The
severity of this limitation on competition is felt nowhere more than Florida,
as more than 60% of all BellSouth access lines in Florida pass through DLCs
according to BellSouth. In FDN’s experience in its initial Florida markets,
FDN believes the percentage of DLCs approaches 70%. BellSouth does not
offer any resale products that would enable CLECs to provide high-speed
data service to consumers who are served by DLC loops where the CLEC is
the voice provider. It will be essential for FDN to offer high-speed data
services on an ubiquitous basis in Florida over the same customer loops that
it uses to provide its voice services. This issue is of paramount importance
for FDN to be able to launch a facilities-based competitive local voice option
for residential subscribers. Florida is lagging in facilities-based local voice
competition for residential subscribers at this time.

Although FDN is collocated in more than half of BellSouth’s central
offices in the state of Florida, and is able to offer voice services to 100% of
accessible consumers served by these offices, FDN is unable to provide DSL
service to approximately 70% of these end-users because of the presence of
BellSouth DLCs.

Q. What are DLCs?

A. The DLC performs an analog to digital conversion that aggregates
telecommunications from the individual customer subloops to a shared
transmission facility bound for the central office. Deployment of DLCs and

successor technologies will ultimately save billions of dollars annually in
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maintenance and switching costs. In the past, and still today throughout most
of the country, the vast majority of last mile loops consist of “home run”
copper facilities between the customer and the central office. However, in
the past quarter-century, as Florida’s population grew explosively, BellSouth
deployed a tremendous number of DLCs at remote terminals (RTs) in its
distribution network in Florida.

Q. Why do BellSouth’s DLCs preclude FDN from offering DSL
service?

A, DSL cannot be transmitted through a DLC unless it is first
multiplexed for digital transmission to the central office. Therefore, the
carrier must locate at the remote terminal a DSLAM, or, in the case of Next
Generation Digital Loop Carriers (“NGDLCs”), DSL-capable line cards that
perform DSLAM functionality. = Mainly because of cost and space
considerations, FDN and other CLECs cannot collocate DSLAMs or line
cards at remote terminals. Therefore, BellSouth today is the only carrier in
Florida able to offer DSL service where its DLCs are deployed.

Q. Can FDN sustain long-term viability if it is limited to providing
DSL only on non-DLC loops?

A. It would be very difficult as demand for DSL increases. In most
Florida central offices, more so than in most of the rest of the nation, FDN
will not be able to succeed in the voice or data market if it is limited to
providing DSL service only to end-users who can be served from the central

office. As I stated previously, more than 60% of BellSouth’s Florida access
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lines pass through DLCs and cannot be served from the central office. Of the
remaining 30-40% of the end-user base, many cannot receive central office
based DSL due to excessive loop lengths, the presence of bridged taps, load
coils or repeaters, or other factors. With such a high percentage of the DSL
market closed to central-office-only strategies, CLECs will not be able to
compete for customers without BellSouth at least fulfilling the resale
obligation addressed in this testimony. If BellSouth is the only carrier that
can provide DSL to a substantial percentage of consumers, it can leverage its
market power to suppress competition for voice services, as I have indicated
above. Therefore, an exclusive central office strategy will not only fail in the
DSL market, but it could also fail in the voice services market as well. My
point is well illustrated by the failure of many exclusive central-office based
CLEC strategies, even where the rate of DLCs is much lower than Florida.
Of the three major national DSL CLECs, NorthPoint has already dissolved in
bankruptcy and Covad and Rhythms are in serious financial peril.

Q. Why it is important for FDN to be able to offer both voice and
data services?

A. A large and growing number of residential and business customers are
seeking carriers that can satisfy all of their telecommunications needs,
including voice and high-speed data services. These customers want to be
able to obtain these services through a single point of contact and on a single
bill. If FDN is unable to offer high-speed data services, it will not only lose

opportunities in the data market, but it will also be unable to remain
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competitive in the voice local exchange and interexchange markets in
Florida.

Q. Is FDN’s objective to provide high-speed data service in Florida
urgent?

A. Absolutely. It is well established that early entry and early name
recognition are crucial to success in markets for new technologies and new
services. BellSouth understands this as well, as it is aggressively deploying
DSL in Florida today even as it denies competitors the resale and UNE DSL
products that CLECs need to compete. With each day that passes, FDN falls
further behind BellSouth in the high-speed data market, and the probability of
losing its existing and prospective voice customers grows. In Florida alone,
BellSouth by the end of April 2001 had 133,015 high-speed data subscribers
in the State of Florida, 43,291 of which were added in the first quarter 2001.
Florida customers represent nearly one-half of BellSouth’s DSL lines region-
wide, and approximately one-half of its first quarter growth. Therefore,
FDN'’s efforts to obtain resale for a bundled DSL and voice offering are
extremely urgent and of utmost importance to FDN’s short-term and long-
term viability in the state.

Q. Does FDN’s inability to offer voice and high-speed data on the
same telephone line impair its ability to offer local exchange voice
services in Florida?

A. Yes. First, as I mentioned, FDN’s inability to offer high-speed data to

most customers impairs its ability to sell voice services to customers looking
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for a bundled service offering from a single carrier. Second, FDN is impaired
in its ability to sell local exchange voice services by BellSouth’s unnecessary
and anticompetitive practice of leveraging its control of the DSL market in
Florida to injure competitors in the voice market. To illustrate, if a
prospective FDN customer today is obtaining both voice and data services
over one line from BellSouth, that customer is not able to migrate local
exchange voice service to FDN’s facilities-based voice service without
having BellSouth disconnect the data service, even though BellSouth easily
has the capability to continue to provide data service on the line. Because
FDN is unable in most cases to offer DSL service to the customer on the
same telephone line, the customer is likely to lose interest in obtaining voice
telephone services from FDN, even when FDN is able to offer superior
pricing and service. BellSouth’s ability to manipulate its market power to
injure competitors will only increase as competitive DSL providers continue
to disappear.

Q. How does the lack of competitive DSL providers affect Florida
consumers?

A. In markets where only one or only a few providers are available, these
providers have fewer incentives to provide quality service or competitive
rates to their customers. As BellSouth has solidified its growing control over
the DSL market in Florida, it recently raised its retail DSL prices in the state

and discontinued some of its competitive promotions. If competitors are
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denied meaningful access to BellSouth’s last mile connections to end-users,
price increases could be expected to continue.

Q. Must BellSouth offer wholesale high-speed data service to FDN
for resale pursuant to Section 251(c)(4) of the Telecommunications Act
of 1996?

A. Yes. BellSouth and its affiliates are required to offer, on a discounted
wholesale basis, all of their retail telecommunications services, including
xDSL and other high-speed data services, pursuant to the resale obligations
applicable to incumbent local exchange carriers under Section 251(c)(4) of
the Act. While resale is not the only means of access, the Act does require
BellSouth to offer it, and BellSouth should be required to provide FDN such
access.

Q. Does BellSouth offer for resale its high-speed data services today
under the terms of Section 251(c)(4)?

A. No. BellSouth’s only wholesale high-speed data service in Florida is
its voluntary, market-rate offer to Internet Service Providers (ISPs).
BellSouth offers this service only for telephone lines on which BellSouth is
the local exchange carrier. Since BellSouth considers the service to be
voluntary, there is no guarantee that it will continue to be made available at
rates, terms and conditions that would allow a competitor to compete with

BellSouth’s retail service.
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Q. If a resold DSL product were available pursuant to Section
251(c)(4), could BellSouth refuse to resell DSL to CLECs for use on lines
where it is not the local exchange carrier?

A. No. An ILEC cannot impose unreasonable or discriminatory
limitations on resale services provided under Section 251(c)(4).

Q. What retail products does BellSouth offer to provide high-speed
data service?

A. To the best of my knowledge, BellSouth’s consumer high-speed data
service is sold as BellSouth Fast Access Internet Service. FDN seeks to be
able to resell the telecommunications portion of this service, which,
depending on BellSouth’s deployment, could be provided either over DSL,
fiber-fed DLC, or all-fiber loops. (I refer to the telecommunications portion
of this service as BellSouth’s retail DSL service, but for the purposes of this
testimony I intend to include with this term any technology BellSouth uses to
provide consumer high-speed data services.) BellSouth offers other higher-
capacity high-speed data services, such as T-1 service, but these services are
not a subject of my testimony in this case.

Q. On what basis has BellSouth refused to offer resold DSL service
under Section 251(c)(4)?

A. BellSouth claims that its DSL services are exempt from the resale
obligations of Section 251(c)(4) of the Telecommunications Act, which
applies to retail telecommunications services. As I understand its position,

BellSouth maintains that its local exchange carrier entity does not sell retail
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DSL, but instead sells DSL only to Internet Service Providers (ISPs). This
position is based upon the FCC’s 1999 decision that sales of DSL to ISPs are
wholesale services that are exempt from resale obligations under Section
251(c)(4).! However, the BellSouth group of companies, taken together, is
the largest retail DSL provider in Florida. BellSouth does sell retail DSL
through an ISP that it owns and controls. BellSouth’s ISP obtains DSL from
BellSouth’s local exchange company. BellSouth promotes and sells4 its
telephone and DSL services using the same advertisements, customer service
and sales agents, and Internet sites, including www.BellSouth.com.
Revenues from DSL sales and telecommunications services are reported
together and accrue for the benefit of the same BellSouth sharcholders. If
BellSouth were permitted to avoid its Section 251 obligations by selling all of
its telecommunications service on a wholesale basis to other affiliates, it
would render the unbundling and resale obligations of the Federal Act
meaningless. Therefore, retail sales of telecommunications services by any
BellSouth affiliate should be attributed to the local exchange carrier operation
for the purposes of Section 251.

Q. Have any courts interpreted an ILEC’s resale obligations where
retail services are sold by an affiliate of the ILEC rather than by the

ILEC itself?

1 Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket
98-147, Second Report and Order, FCC 99-330 (rel. November 9, 1999) (“UNE Remand Order”).
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A, Yes. In ASCENT v. FCC,2 decided in January 2001, the United
States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia held that retail sales of
advanced telecommunications services by ILEC affiliates are subject to the
resale obligations of the Act. The court found that an ILEC may not “sideslip
§ 251(c)’s requirements by simply offering telecommunications services
through a wholly owned affiliate.” Although the case involved a regulation
pertaining only to SBC, the logic of the decision applies equally to BellSouth.
Therefore, the FCC’s ISP exemption cannot be read to exempt BeliSouth
from its obligation to resell the retail telecommunications service that is
provided by any BellSouth affiliate.

On June 26, 2001, the United States Court of Appeals for the District
of Columbia denied a petition for review of the FCC’s Advanced Services
Second Report and Order that defined ILEC sales of high-speed data service
to Intemet Service Providers as a wholesale offering that is not subject to the
resale obligation of Section 251(c)(4).> However, this decision, and the
BellSouth argument I mentioned earlier, are inapplicable to the issue here,
where BellSouth sells its own retail DSL through a BellSouth-owned ISP
affiliate, because BellSouth’s ISP affiliate is treated as part of BellSouth’s

ILEC operation for the purposes of Section 251, and not as a separate

2 Association of Communications Enterprises v. FCC, 235 F.3d 662, (D.C. Cir. January 9,
2001)(“ASCENT I).

3 Assn. of Comm. Enterprises v. FCC, Docket No, 00-1144 slip op. (D.C. Cir. June 26, 2001)
(ASCENT II), denying petition for review of Deployment of Wireline Services Offering Advanced
Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket No. 98-147, Second Report and Order (November 9,
1999). Despite identical names, this decision is not related to Assn. of Comm. Enterprises v. FCC,
235 F.3d 662 (D.C. Cir. January 9, 2001).
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affiliate.” The recent D.C. Appeals Court decision, in other words, in no way
addresses instances in which an ILEC provides retail high-speed data service
through its own ISP affiliate.

Q. Have any State commissions found that the “ISP exemption”
created by the FCC’s Second Report and Order is not relevant to an
ILEC’s obligation to resell the high-speed data it provides through its
own ISP?

A Yes. On June 27, 2001, the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
(TURC) ruled that Ameritech must offer for resale a wholesale discount on
the DSL service it provides through its own ISP affiliate. The TURC found
that if the FCC’s ISP exemption in the Second Report “were the only
authority guiding the Commission’s decision, Ameritech’s position might
prevail.” However, the IURC held that the DC Circuit’s January 9, 2001,
ASCENT I decision required that sales of DSL by an ILEC ISP were not
eligible for the exemption under the Second Report, as the retail services of
all ILEC affiliates were to be considered collectively as products of the ILEC.
The Commission held that “the Second Report . . . do[es] not change that
fact,” and that “notwithstanding the definition of “at retail” found in the
Second Report,” Ameritech could not avoid its DSL resale obligations “by
setting up a wholly owned affiliate to offer those services.” Ameritech was
therefore required to make available a resale high-speed data service offering

in the manner requested by FDN in this proceeding.

4 Assn. of Comm. Enterprises v. FCC, 235 F.3d 662 (D.C. Cir. January 9, 2001) (“ASCENT I'").
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If the Second Report had no bearing on the decision to require
Ameritech to resell its high-speed data service in Indiana, the D.C. Circuit’s
affirmation of the Second Report likewise has no bearing on BellSouth’s
obligation to resell its high-speed data services in Florida.

Q. Have any states taken steps to require an ILEC to make available
for resale the retail DSL products of separate ISP affiliates?

A. Yes. On May 7, 2001, the Connecticut Department of Utility Control
(DPUC) issued a draft decision that would require the state’s largest
incumbent, Southern New England Telephone Company (SNET), to resell
any telecommunications service, including DSL, that is sold by its ISP
affiliate and any other affiliates. The draft decision rejected arguments by
SNET that are virtually identical to those offered by BellSouth. As the DPUC
noted, “[t}]he ASCENT [I] Decision clearly holds that ‘an ILEC [may not be
permitted] to avoid § 251(c) obligations as applied to advanced services by
setting up a wholly owned affiliate to offer those services.” [SNET’s]
repeated claim that this holding has no application to the services it offers
ignores that decision’s plain language.”

Q. Is FDN’s position that BellSouth must resell both the
telecommunications and enhanced services that are sold together by
BellSouth’s ISP?

A. No. Section 251 applies only to telecommunications services, and

that is all that FDN is seeking to resell. However, BellSouth cannot refuse to

5 Petition of DSLnet Communications, LLC Regarding Section 251(c) Obligations of the Southern
New England Telephone Company, Docket 01-01-17, Draft Decision at 9 (Conn. D.P.U.C. May 7,
2001) (internal citations omitted).

18



separate its telecommunications service from its enhanced services for the
purpose of denying resale. FCC bundling rules require BellSouth to offer its
telecommunications services separately from any enhanced services, even if
it only sells them as a bundled product.®

Q. Does that conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A. Yes.

6 Policy and Rules Concerning the Interstate, Interexchange Marketplace, CC Docket 96-61; 1998
Biennial Regulatory Review — Review of Customer Premises Equipment and Enhanced Services
Unbundling Rules in the Interexchange, Exchange Access and Local Exchange Markets, CC Docket
98-183, Report and Order, FCC 01-98 (rel. March 30, 2001), at § 39.
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Suite 701

P.O. Box 1876

Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876
Tel. No. (850) 222-0720
Fax. No. (850) 224-4359
Represents LDDS/ACSI
fselflwlawfla.com

Vicki Gordon Kaufman

Joseph A. McGlothlin

McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothin
Davidson, Rief & Bakas, P.A.

117 South Gadsden Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Tel. No. (850) 222-2525

Fax. No. (850) 222-5606

Represents FCCA

Represents NewSouth

Represents KMC

vkaufman@mac-law.com

day of July, 2001 to the

Ms. Nancy White *

c/o BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Ms. Nancy H. Sims

150 South Monroe Street, Suite 400
Tallahassee, FL. 32301-1556

Tel. No. (850) 224-7798

Fax: No. (850) 222-8640

Charles J. Beck

Office of Public Counsel

111 W. Madison Street
Suite 812

Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400
Tel. No. (850) 488-9330
Fax No. (850) 488-4992
Beck.Charles@leg.state.fl.us

Richard D. Melson

Hopping, Green, Sams & Smith
123 South Calhoun Street

P.O. Box 6526

Tallahassee, FL 32314

Tel. No. (850) 222-7500

Fax. No. (850) 224-8551
Represents MCI, Rhythms
RMelson@hgss.com

Susan S. Masterton

Sprint Communications Co.

Post Office Box 2214 (zip 32316-2214)
1313 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Tel. No. (850) 599-1560



Beth Keating, Staff Counsel
Florida Public Service Commission
Division of Legal Services

2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Tel. No. (850) 413-6212

Fax. No. (850) 413-6250
bkeating@psc.state.fl.us

Scott Sapperstein

Intermedia Comm. Inc.

One Intermedia Way
MCFLT-HQ3

Tampa, Florida 33647-1752
Tel. No. (813) 829-4093

Fax. No. (813) 829-4923
Sasapperstein@intermedia.com

Rhonda P. Merritt

AT&T

101 North Monroe Street
Suite 700

Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Tel. No. (850) 425-6342
Fax. No. (850) 425-6361
rpmerritt@ATT.com

Kenneth A. Hoffman, Esq.
Rutledge, Ecenia, Underwood,
Purnell & Hoffman, P.A.
215 South Monroe Street
Suite 420
P.O. Box 551
Tallahassee, FL 32302
Tel. No. (850) 681-6788
Fax. No. (850) 681-6515
Represents TCG
Represents US LEC
Ken@Reuphlaw.com

John R. Marks, III

215 South Monroe Street
Suite 130

Tallahassee, FL 32301
Tel. No. (850) 222-3768
Fax. No. (850) 561-0397
Represents BellSouth

JohnM@KMRIlaw.com

Kenneth S. Ruth

Florida Director CWA
2180 West State Road 434
Longwood, FL 32779

Tel. No. (407) 772-0266
Fax. No. (407) 772-2516
Kruth@cwa-union.org

Marilyn H. Ash

MGC Communications, Inc.
3301 N. Buffalo Drive

Las Vegas, NV 89129

Tel. No. (702) 310-8461
Fax. No. (702) 310-5689

Rodney L. Joyce

Shook, Hardy & Bacon, L.L.P.

600 14" Street, N.W.

Suite 800

Washington, D.C. 20005-2004

Tel. No. (202) 639-5602

Fax. No. (202) 783-4211
rjoyce(@shb.com

Represents Network Access Solutions

Ms Rose M. Mulvany

Birch Telecom

2020 Baltimore Avenue
Kansas City, MO 64108-1914
Tel. No. (816) 300-3731

Fax No. (816) 300-3350
rmulvany@birch.com




Michael Gross/Charles Dudley
FCTA, Inc.

246 E. 6™ Avenue

Suite 100

Tallahassee, FLL 32303

Tel. No. (850) 681-1990

Fax. No. (850) 681-9676
meross(@fcta.com

Nanette Edwards

ITC Delta Com

4092 South Memorial Parkway
Huntsville, AL 35802

Tel. No (256) 382-3856

Fax. No. (256) 382-3969
Represented by Hopping Law Firm

Donna McNulty

MCI WorldCom

325 John Knox Road

Suite 105

Tallahassee, FL 32303-4131
Tel. No. (850) 422-1254
Fax. No. (850) 422-2586
donna.mcnulty@wcom.com

Network Access Solutions Corp.

100 Carpenter Drive

Suite 206

Sterling, VA 20164

Tel. No. (703) 742-7700

Fax. No. (703) 742-7706

Represented by Shook, Hardy & Bacon

Karen Camechis
Pennington Law Firm
215 South Monroe Street
2" Floor

Tallahassee, FL 32301
Tel. No. (850) 222-3533
Fax. No. (850) 222-2126
Represents Time Warner

pete@penningtonlawfirm.com

Rythms Links, Inc.

6933 South Revere Parkway

Suite 100

Englewood, CO 80112

Tel. No. (303) 476-4200
Represented by Hopping Law Firm

Benjamin Fincher
Sprint/Sprint-Metro

3100 Cumberland Circle

#802

Atlanta, GA 30339

Tel. No. (404) 649-5144

Fax. No. (404) 649-5174
Represented by Ervin Law Firm

Carolyn Marek

Time Warner

Regulatory Affairs, SE Region

233 Bramerton Court

Franklin, TN 37069

Tel. No. (615) 376-6404

Fax. No. (615) 376-6405

carolyn. marek@twtelecom.com
Represented by Pennington Law Firm

James Falvey

ACSI

131 National Business Parkway
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701
Represented by Messer Law Firm

Katz, Kutter Law Firm

Charles J. Pellegrini/Patrick Wiggins
106 E. College Avenue

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Tel. No. (850) 224-9634

Fax.No. (850) 224-9634
pkwiggins@katzlaw.com




Tw Tt -

Lori Reese

Vice President of Governmental Affairs
NewSouth Communications

Two Main Street

Greenville, South Carolina 29609

Tel. No. (864) 672-5177

Fax. No. (864) 672-5040

Genevieve Morelli

Andrew M. Klein

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP
1200 19" Street, NW

Suite 500

Washington, DC 20036
Represents KMC

John D. McLaughlin, Jr.
KMC Telecom

1755 North Brown Road
Lawrenceville, GA 30043

Suzanne F. Summerlin, Esq.
1311-B Paul Russell Road
Suite 201

Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Tel. No. (850) 656-2288
Fax. No. (850) 656-5589
Represents IDS Telecom

Henry C. Campen, Jr.

Parker, Poe, Adams & Bernstein, LLP
P.O. Box 389

First Union Capital Center

150 Fayetteville Street Mall

Suite 1400

Raleigh, NC 27602-0389

Tel. No. (919) 890-4145

Fax. No.(919) 834-4564

Represents US LEC of Florida

Catherine F. Boone

Covad Communications Company
10 Glenlake Parkway, Suite 650
Atlanta, GA 30328-3495

Tel. No. (678) 222-3466

Fax. No.(678) 320-0004
cboone(@covad.com

Vicki Gordon Kaufman

McWhirter, Reeves, McGlothin,
Davidson, Decker, Kaufman
Amold & Steen, P.A.

117 South Gadsden Street

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Tel. No. (850) 222-2525

Fax. No. (850) 222-5606

vkaufman@mac-law.com

Matthew Feil

General Counsel

Florida Digital Network
390 North Orange Avenue
Suite 2000

Orlando, Florida 32801



