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WORLDCOM’SPETITION TO ADDRESS
OSS, CHANGE MANAGEMENT AND DATA INTEGRITY ISSUES
COMES NOW, WorldCom, Inc. (*WorldCom”) and hereby files this Petition to Address
Operations Support Systems (*OSS’), Change Management and Data Integrity Issues. Since
WorldCom’ s subsidiary MCI launched its Georgia loca resdentid servicein May 2001, it has been
attempting to clear anumber of sgnificant hurdles that have impeded its progressin selling service to
Georgia consumers. MCI has sought to work through these concerns with BellSouth
Tdecommunications, Inc. (*BelSouth”) and has raised many of them with the Commission in this
proceeding. The Commission attempted to remedy four of those problemsin its October 19, 2001
Order in this docket (“October 271 Order”), in which it ordered BdlSouth to implement solutions by
gpecified dates. BellSouth has failed to implement the Commission’ s directives, missing deadlines and
delivering system fixes that fall short of what the Commission required. As MCI’s launch has
proceeded, new issues have emerged that MCI has not been able to resolve with BellSouth. Now that

BdlSouth has withdrawn its Georgia 271 gpplication at the FCC, it istime to take stock of BellSouth's



performance and drive resolution of key remaining problems. Toward that end, WorldCom proposes
that the Commission hold expedited workshops and such other proceedings as the Commission deems
gppropriate to ded with OSS, change management and data integrity, the three areas that emerged as
magor concerns during the 2001 271 process.
. INTRODUCTION
On October 2, 2001, the Commission voted to recommend approval of BellSouth’s 271
goplication, and dso required BellSouth to implement a number of improvementsto its OSS. On that
same day, BellSouth filed its Georgiaand Louisiana 271 gpplication with the FCC, contending among
other things that it had met the fourteen point checklist outlined in Section 271 of the
Teecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”). CLECsincluding WorldCom filed comments and
declarations with the FCC pointing out in detall why Bell South was failing to provide nondiscriminatory
access to its OSS and otherwise had not met the 271 checklist. WorldCom’s comments focused on
MCI’'s Georgialaunch and the problems MCI has experienced during itsroll out of loca service here,
especidly problems with BellSouth’ s OSS and its change management process. On December 20,
2001, in the face of certain rgection by the FCC, BellSouth withdrew its 271 gpplication.
In a statement issued on the day of BellSouth’ s withdrawa, FCC Chairman Powel | noted that

“[t]he FCC cannot approve such gpplications by the Bell Companies unless they satisfy the
requirements of section 271 of the Communications Act.” He further stated that

despite extensve conversation and collaboration with the FCC,

questions remain regarding whether BellSouth has satisfied the rigorous

requirements of the statute and our precedents, including the adequacy

of the company's operational support systems, the integrity of its

performance data and its change management process, and related
iSSues.




(Emphasisadded.) BellSouth has contended that the FCC merely requested more information from
BdlSouth and that Bell South intends promptly to refile its gpplication. BellSouth’s December 20 press
release on its withdrawa ated that its new application will include new information * on pre-ordering
and order process integration, service order and data accuracy, the order due date calculation process
and the collaborative process for implementing software changes to the support systems used by
CLECs”

WorldCom agrees the areas identified by Chairman Powell and Bell South need to be
addressed. But they should be addressed firgt by this Commission, not the FCC. On this point the
FCC has been quite clear, specificaly addressng BdlSouth' s tactics during itsfirst round of 271 filings
more than three years ago:

While we commend BdlSouth for making sgnificant improvements over
the past eight months since we issued the First Bell South Louisiana
Order, BellSouth hesfiled a second gpplication for Louisanawithout
fully addressing the problems we identified in previous BellSouth
goplications. This problem is particularly evident in BdlSouth's
provison of operations support systems. Because BellSouth does not
satisfy the statutory requirements, we are compelled to deny its
goplication for entry into the interLATA long distance market in
Louisana. In thisregard, we caution that the Commission expects
applicants to remedy deficienciesidentified in prior orders beforefiling a
new section 271 gpplication, or face the possibility of summary denid.

In re Application of BellSouth Corp., Bell South Telecommunications, Inc., and BellSouth Long
Distance, Inc., for Provision of In-Region, InterLATA Servicesin Louisiana, CC Docket No. 98-

121, Memorandum Opinion and Order 75 (rel. Oct. 13, 1998) (“Louisiana Il Order”) (emphasis



added) (footnotes omitted). The FCC aso has addressed the respongibilities of state commissionswith
respect to subsequent 271 applications:

We fully acknowledge and are sengitive to limitations on Sate
commissions resources for purposes of developing their
recommendation on aBOC's 271 agpplication. We believe, however,
that in making its recommendation on a BOC's section 271 application,
a state commisson may asss us greetly by providing factud
information. When a BOC files a subsequent application in adate, it is
important for the state commission to provide the factud information
gathered and relied upon by the state commission concerning changes
that have occurred since the previous application wasfiled. Thus, for
subsequent applications, we encourage state commissions to submit
factud records, in addition to their comments, demondrating that: (1)
the BOC has corrected the problemsidentified in previous gpplications,
and (2) there are no new facts that suggest the BOC' s actions and
performance are not longer consistent with the showing upon which this
Commission based any determination that the statutory requirements for
certain checklist items have been met.

Id. 11 21 (emphasis added).

The only difference between the BdllSouth’ s Georgia 271 application and itsfirst Louisana
goplicaion isthat in this case BellSouth chose to withdraw its gpplication at the last moment rather than
face yet another FCC 271 regjection order. Asaresult, the Commission does not have before it an
FCC order outlining in detail where BellSouth fell short inits gpplication. Indeed, the obvious reason
Bd | South withdrew the application was to prevent such alist of problems from being made public o it
could put its own spin on why withdrawa was necessary. But there is no doubt concerning the main
areas that must be addressed: both Chairman Powel’ s stlatement and Bell South’s press release
identified OSS, change management and dataintegrity askey. The Louisiana Il Order requires

BdlSouth to address these areas before it refiles, and “encourages’ this Commission to develop a



factual record demondtrating that these areas have been appropriately addressed and that no new
problems have emerged. In this Petition, WorldCom proposes a congtructive way to go about
complying with the Louisiana Il Order.
[I. MCI'SLOCAL LAUNCH

Georgiaremainsthe only state in BellSouth’s service territory where MCl has been able to rall
out loca resdentid service throughout a significant portion of BellSouth’ s service territory.: Georgia
consumers have responded to MCI’ s product offerings -- MCI continues to submit more than 1000
local service requests per day for loca resdentid service. MCI’sorder volumeis dill lessthan it could
beif BelSouth’'s OSS functioned well, but at present MCI’ s launch represents the high water mark in
BdlSouth’sregion. To put that sdles volume in perspective, in November 2001 L SRs submitted by
MCI for local resdentia service congtituted 80% of the EDI orders for UNEs and 33% of al UNE

orders throughout BdllSouth's entire region 1t also congtituted approximeately haf of dl the EDI orders

for dl locd products submitted in the nine BellSouth states. These numbers reved that not only isMCI
the only company to launch thistype of loca resdentid businessin Georgia, but that its Georgialaunch
isthe only one of itskind anywhere in BellSouth’ sterritory. Certainly the Commission deserves credit
for being the first and only commission in the Southeast to make such alocd service launch possible.
Georgia consumers have been the beneficiaries of the Commission’s vison and its steadfast

determination to lay the groundwork for red local residentid competition.

*MCI currently provides service throughout zone 1 in Georgia, but is not able because of UNE pricing to provide
servicein the rest of the state. MCI recently launched itslocal residential servicein Florida, but there MCI has been
ableto offer service only on alimited basis because of Florida’s UNE prices.

5



But clearing the way for launch isonly the first step, dbeit acrucid one. MCI’s experiencein
other states where it has begun providing higher volume local residentid service has been that after
launch it uncovers myriad OSS problems and flaws that must be corrected. That has been the casein
Georgiaaswell, but unfortunately MCI has found that BellSouth’ s systems are so riddled with problems
that it must devote a disproportionate share of itsinformation technology resourcesto fixing them. This
undue expense is a Sgnificant competitive barrier.

BdlSouth's OSS problems dso affect consumers directly. MCI has seen ahigh rate of Georgia
customers leaving MCI and returning to BellSouth for locd service. Often the problem isthat the
customer has had a bad experience during his or her migration to MCI — perhagps a provisoning delay
or theloss of did tone for some period after migration. No doubt in many cases a poor provisoning
experience combined with BellSouth’ s aggressive win-back efforts have been enough to convince the
customer not to experiment further with MCI’snew service. A competitive marketplace dwayswill
involve some degree of turnover as customers make choices and search for the best dedls. But when
the incumbent provider uses a substandard OSS process as a competitive weapon, regulatory action is
necessary. MCI has found that only with commission support isit possible to prompt a Bell company
to undertake the arduous process of dealing with the many OSS problems that surface during service
roll out and — just asimportantly — implementing an effective process for addressing those problems on
an ongoing basis. Given the seriousness of the problems MCI has encountered, it is critical that they be

addressed quickly, in expedited workshops and proceedings.



[11. OUTSTANDING ISSUESMUST BE ADDRESSED

WorldCom propaoses that the Commission move quickly to address the problem areas identified
in Chairman Powd |’ s gatement — OSS, change management and data integrity. WorldCom respectfully
submits that workshops and other gppropriate proceedings should address outstanding issues that are
identified in each of these three areas. Experts should be required to attend so workable solutions can
be developed and implemented under the Staff’ s supervison. Unresolved issues should be submitted to
the Commission o it can resolve them and order implementation schedules as appropriate. Givenits
grong interest in improving OSS as soon as possible, WorldCom is prepared to address dl identified
problems on an expedited basis. A brief summary of the key issues from WorldCom' s perspective
follows.

A. OSS Issues

1. Migration by ted ephone number and name

In its October 271 Order, the Commission required “BellSouth to implement by November 3,
2001, migration by Telephone Number and name.” The purpose of thisimprovement was to better
integrate the pre-ordering and ordering processes, thus reducing BellSouth’ s high rgject rate and
improving flow through. BellSouth’s implementation was both late and flawed. Itsinitid effort was
accompanied by anumber of glitchesthat ddayed find implementation to November 17. Even then,
unlike other Bell companies, Bell South was not adle to implement the functiondity ordered by the
Commission, but instead implemented migration by telephone number and street address number. This
approach has lead to a Sgnificant problem. MCI obtains the customer’ s street address number from

the Regiona Street Address Guide (“RSAG”) and transmits that number on the order, but Bell South



verifies the street address number againgt both RSAG and the Customer Service Record (“CSR”)
databases. If the street address number does not match both databases, Bell South regjects the order, a
not infrequent occurrence becauise the two databases sometimes do not match. When that is the case,
the CLEC has no way of correcting the regjected order because there is no way to make the address on
the order match both back-end databases. Currently, the only way for MCI to ded with the Stuation is
to cal BdlSouth’s Loca Carrier Service Center to fix the problem, which takes about twenty-five

minutes for each rglected order. A solution to this problem needs to be devel oped.

2. Parsed CSRs

In its October 271 Order, the Commission directed BellSouth “to implement fully fielded parsed
CSRs by January 5, 2002.” BellSouth hasfailed to comply with the Commisson’s Order. BdllSouth
issued its businessrules for the parsed CSR late, and Snce implementation has flagged seventeen
defects that are not scheduled for correction until February 2, 2002. More importantly, BellSouth again
has not provided the full functiondity that was ordered, because it is not providing “fully fielded” parsed
CSRs. In November 2000, CLECs and BdlSouth discussed implementation of the parsed CSR
project. CLECs presented draft user requirements and the parties reached agreement on what would
beincluded. Nearly ayear later, in September 2001, BellSouth provided CLECs with documentation
reflecting a parsed CSR product that was different than what CLECs had requested, even though
BdlSouth did not tell CLECs about any differences in the intervening months. Despite objections from
CLECs, BdlSouth proceeded to implement its revised verson of CSR parsing rather than what CLECs

requested and agreed to.



BdlSouth's CSR parang reease failed to include nineteen fields in parsed format that were
requested by CLECsin November 2000. BellSouth has stated that some of these fields are not part of
the CSR and some cannot be parsed. But all of these fields are used on either the inquiry or response
pre-order CSR transactions. For example, the company code and inquiry number are codes that
CLECs tranamit on the CSR inquiry. BellSouth must send those codes back on the response
transaction to establish the proper handshake between the companies; yet BellSouth’ s documentation
does not say BellSouth will return thisinformation. Moreover, other ILECs have been able to parse
these fields and there is no reason to believe BellSouth cannot do so. And these fields are important.
For example, BellSouth’s implementation of parsed CSRs does not include end user name, unit number

or hunting information.

The purpose of the parsed CSR is to integrate BellSouth’s OSS and thus reduce rgjects and
improve flow through. But BellSouth has approached this project without regard for CLECS stated
needs or the interests of consumers, but rather with the intention of checking abox it perceivesto be
necessary for 271 gpprova. The Commission should not alow this tactic to succeed. It should
supervise discussions between the parties that will upgrade BellSouth’s parsed CSR so it is useful to
CLECs. In the meantime, BellSouth should not be considered to have complied with the Commisson’'s

October 271 Order.

3. Single C Order process

The Commission directed BellSouth to adopt asingle C order processin its back-end systems

by January 2002 to eliminate at least part of the lost did tone problem. But BellSouth has announced it



will not implement this change until April. It dso has gated thet this changeis not “CLEC impacting”
and therefore will not be subject to a CLEC test period, nor will documentation explaining the changed
processes be provided to CLECs despite the significant customer impact should these processes fall.
Two percent of MCI customers continue to lose did tonein the first thirty days after migration, and to
date more than 5000 MCI customers have lost did tone after migration. Bell South’s willingness to incur
a$10,000 aday pendty rather than comply with the Commission’s Order speaks volumes about
BelSouth’'s unwillingness to devote resources to address OSS problems that harm Georgia consumers.
BellSouth should be required to meet with CLECs and the Commission and rethink its cavaier

approach to this serious problem.

4. Interactive Agent

Use of aVaue Added Network (“VAN") delays transmission of orders, aswel as FOCs,
regjects, and completion notices between MCI and Bell South — delays that are not captured in
BdlSouth’ s performance measures. 'Y et Bell South, done among the Bell companies, has refused to
adopt Interactive Agent, the industry standard mode of transmission. WorldCom submitted a change
management request for the Interactive Agent on September 26, 2000, but Interactive Agent has not
been implemented and is not one of the upgrades Bdll South has scheduled for implementation during
2002. Unfortunately, it gppears that Commission action will be required to force BellSouth to

implement this industry standard.

5. Line loss reporting
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About amonth after MCI began its launch, it raised with BellSouth the issue of BellSouth's
falure to provide complete line loss reports. Obtaining complete reportsis critica because without a
lineloss report MCI does not know to stop billing a customer who has migrated to another company (in
most cases, BellSouth). Because of this problem, thousands of former MCI customers have been
double hilled through no fault of MCI. MCI has received more than 1285 complaints of continued local
billing Snce it launched service. After months of sonewadling, BellSouth finaly provided missng line
loss reports from October 1 through December 1, which included 2744 customers who had left MCl in
those two months:  BellSouth till has not provided the data for customers who were left off the line
loss reports prior to October 1, many of whom probably till are being double billed.  BellSouth should
be required to address this issue.

6. Billing problems

Not surprisingly, billing problems are among the last to be detected because of the lag between
provisoning and billing. A number of billing problems have surfaced since MCI’ s launch began. MClI
has found, for example, that sx and a hdf percent of the lines for which MCl is billed do not include a
billing telephone number, which prevents MCI from determining whether bills on these lines were
proper. Another problem with BellSouth’ s wholesale billsis that BellSouth is not using the correct
billing number to bill WorldCom for UNE-P usage. MCI requested that BellSouth fix this problem after
MCI recaived its very firgt bill, but BellSouth still has not done so. MCI dso has discovered that
BdlSouth has improperly routed tens of thousands of intraLATA cdls through its own switches, rather

than through the switches of the intraLATA carriers chosen by MCI’s customers (generdly MCI’slong

? Since then, Bell South has implemented an interim process in which it provides additional lineloss reportson a
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distance operation). This misrouting denies the customer service from the carrier of its choice and leads
to aloss of revenue for the chosen intraLATA carrier. BellSouth itsdlf identified “trandation errors’ as
the cause of the problem. Findly, CLEC orders sometimes drop into various pending billing sates
requiring manual work to correct errors and complete thefind step of the order before BellSouth's
billing systems are updated — which leads to the potentid for double billing. MCI has provided
BdlSouth numerous examples of orders for which MCI has received completion notices but for which
BelSouth has not updated the CSR. MCI believes that in many instances, the cause of this problemiis
that orders have dropped into a billing discrepancy file, but snce no one a BellSouth has answered
MCI’ s questions about the systems and processes used in updating CSRs, it camnot determine whether
thisis the root cause of the problem.

The resolution of these hilling problemsis critica to MCI’ s business and to the experience of
MCI’s cusomers. The Commission should require BellSouth to give these issues the attention and
resources they are due.

B. Change Management

Change Management is criticd for CLECs. Without a change management process that
enables CLECs to obtain needed improvements, allows them effectively to test that changes work and
that the changes do not cause downstream difficulties (including rgects), and ensures rgpid repair of any
defects that are introduced by changes, CLECs lose their ability to compete effectively. BellSouth lacks
such aprocess. BelSouth largely ignores CLEC input on what changes are required, does not perform

effectiveinitid release testing to weed out defects in new releases, failsto provide notice to CLECs of

weekly basis.
12



many key changes, and excludes key functions, such as billing, from the change management process
altogether. Moreover, change requests often take many months or even years before Bell South even
presents them to CLECsto be prioritized; and once change requests are prioritized they take many
months or years before they are implemented.  Perhaps the biggest problem is that BellSouth smply
implements far too few change requests. 1n 2001, Bl South implemented only five prioritized change
requests (four of them from CLECS), and it gppears BdlSouth plans to implement only twenty-five
change requests (eleven of them from CLECS) in 2002. In contrast, from October 2000 to October
2001 Verizon implemented 170 prioritized changes. Verizon has devel oped a satisfactory change

management process, BellSouth should be required to emulate Verizon's example.

As part of the performance measurement docket, Staff has required CLECsto red line
BellSouth’ s change management process document by January 30, 2002 and Bell South to respond by
February 15. No decision has been made how to proceed once the red-line and response have been
filed. WorldCom respectfully submits that a change management workshop should be scheduled after
the filings to work through revisions to the change management process and dso to review and seek
improvements to Bell South’s implementation of that process. CLECs need a process that isfair, that is
followed and that ultimately results in a higher volume of implemented change requests. Commission

focusis necessary to accomplish these objectives.

C. Daa Integrity

During the 271 proceedings before this Commission and the FCC, WorldCom chose to focus

its advocacy on specific problems it has experienced with BellSouth, rather than criticisms of
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BdlSouth's data. But in the aress of central concern to WorldCom, it is clear that BellSouth' s detalis
not accurate — or at least does not accurately represent the underlying problems. For example,
WorldCom has encountered flawsin BellSouth’s flow through data and has found that BellSouth’s
regject data does match WorldCom'sinternd data. Also telling isthat KPMG' stesting of BdlSouth's
performance metricsin Georgia continues to find data problems. Obvioudly, if the Commission cannot
rely on BellSouth' s data, it cannot assess BdllSouth's performance. The Commission should undertake

appropriate proceedings to ensure that it can rely on the performance data being reported by BellSouth.

V. CONCLUSION

WorldCom recognizes that this Commission stands aone in the Southeast because it is the only
commisson in BdlSouth' s territory that has shown the politica fortitude to make locd resdentia
competition aredity. And athough the Commission does not have the most resources or the largest
gaff, it has stepped up to the technica chdlenges involved and done much of the heavy lifting for the
entire region. For that WorldCom is grateful, and so should be Georgia consumers, who are benefiting
from the Commission’s hard work and determination. 'Y et WorldCom hastens to add that successis by
no means assured. If problems described above that affect Georgia consumers every day are not
resolved, if the remaining work is not done, if BdlSouth’s system for addressing those problemsiis not
fixed, there remains the red possbility thet resdential competition will not survive. While WorldCom

recogni zes the resource congtraints confronting the Commission, thiswork is too important to be left
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undone. WorldCom believes the proposa outlined above would address outstanding issues efficiently
and can be implemented with the resources available to the Commission. WorldCom respectfully

requests that its proposal be adopted.

For the foregoing reasons, WorldCom respectfully requests that the Commisson establish
expedited workshops or other proceedings it deems appropriate to address OSS, change management

and dataintegrity issues.
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, this 18" day of January, 2002.

David |. Addman, Esq.

Charles B. Jones, 111, Esg.
Sutherland Agbill & Brennan LLP
999 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

(404) 853-8206

Dulaney L. O'Roark 111
MCI WorldCom, Inc.
Six Concourse Parkway
Suite 3200

Atlanta, Georgia 30328
(770) 284-5498

Attorneys for WorldCom, Inc.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Thisisto certify that copies of the WORLDCOM’'SPETITION TO ADDRESS OSS,
CHANGE MANAGEMENT AND DATA INTEGRITY ISSUES have been served upon the
following persons and parties of record by hand ddlivery or first class mail, postage prepaid, this 18"

day of January, 2002.

Sheryl A. Butler, ESg. Newton M. Galoway, Esq.
Regulatory Law Office, JAG Dean R. Fuchs, Esg.
Department of the Army-Litigation Cir. Smith, Gdloway, Lyndd! & Fuchs, LLP
901 N. Stuart Street, Suite 713 100 South Hill Street
Arlington, VA 22203-1837 Suite 400 Firgt Union Bank Tower
Griffin, Georgia 30224
Bennett Ross, Esg. (viahand ddlivery) Kristy R. Holley, Director
BdlSouth Telecommunications Consumers Utility Counsd Divison
125 Perimeter Center West, Suite 376 2 MLK J. Drive, Suite 356
Atlanta, Georgia 30346 PlazaLevd, East Tower
Atlanta, Georgia 30334
Patrick Wiggins, Esg. Benjamin W. Fincher, Esq.
Wiggins & Villacorta William R. Atkinson, Esg,
Suite 200, 2145 Delta Blvd. Sprint Communications Company LP
Talahassee, FL 32303 3100 Cumberland Circle, GAATLNO0802

Atlanta, Georgia 30339

Mary Ann Walser, Esg. Mari L. Myer, Esq.
Dow Lohnes & Albertson Walt Sapronov, Esq.
One Ravinia Drive, Suite 1600 Friend, Hudak and Harris, LLP
Atlanta, Georgia 30346-2108 Suite 1450
Three Ravinia Drive
Atlanta, Georgia 30339
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Mr. Scott Sapperstein
Intermedia Communications
3625 Queen PAm Drive
Tampa, Florida 33619

Dan Wash, Esg.

Assgant Attorney Generd
40 Capital Square, Suite 132
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Mr. Craig J. Blakely

Gordon & Glickson, P.C.
2555 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037-1301

Richard M. Rindler, Esq.

Eric J. Branfman, Esg.

Swidler Belin Shereff Friedman LLP
3000 K. Street NW, Suite 300

John Silk

Executive Vice Presdent

Georgia Telephone Association
1900 Century Boulevard, Suite 8
Atlanta, Georgia 30345

Nanette Edwards

ITC "DdtaCom

4092 S. Memoria Parkway
Huntsville, AL 35802

Charles F. Palmer, Esq.
Troutman Sanders LLP

5200 Nations Bank Plaza

600 Peachtree Street NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-2216

Stephen B. Rowell, Esq.
ALLTEL Corporate Services, Inc.
One Allied Drive

P.O. Box 2177

Little Rock, Arkansas 72202

John Graham
P.O. Box 1247
Ddton, Georgia 30722-0804

Stephen C. Schwartz
ATA Communicaions
1461 Hagysford Road
Norbeth, PA 19072

Frank B. Strickland, EsQ.
Wilson Strickland & Benson, PC
One Midtown Plaza, Suite 1100
1360 Peachtree Street NE
Atlanta, GA 30309

William Bradley Carver, Eq.
Algon & Bird LLP

One Atlantic Center

1201 West Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30309-3424

James G. Harralson, Esq.
BdlSouth Long Digtance, Inc.
Legd Department

28 Perimeter Center East
Atlanta, Georgia 30346

Catherine Boone, ESQ.

DIECA Communications, Inc.
d/b/a COVAD Communications
10 Glenlake Parkway, Suite 650
Atlanta, GA 30328
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James M. Tennant

Low Tech Desgns, Inc.
1204 Saville Street
Georgetown, SC 29440

Mark M. Middleton, Esg.
Suite 130, Peachtree Ridge
3500 Parkway Lane
Norcross, GA 30092

Mr. Thomas K. Bond

Georgia Public Service Commission
244 Washington Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Mr. Andrew O. Isar
3220 Uddenbert Land, Suite 4
Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Suzanne Ockleberry , EsQ.
AT&T

Suite 8100

1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30309

Mr. William R. Atkinson

Mr. Benjamin W. Fincher

Sprint Communications Company, LP
3100 Cumberland Circle

Atlanta, Georgia 30339

Michael Coleman

Troutman Sanders

600 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 5200
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

David |. Addman
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