IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-11397
AT&T COVMUNI CATI ONS OF THE
SOQUTHWEST, INC.; ET AL.,
Plaintiffs,

AT&T COVMUNI CATI ONS OF THE
SOUTHWEST, | NC.
TAYLOR COMMUNI CATI ONS, | NC.

Pl ai ntiffs-Appell ees,

ver sus

CI TY OF DALLAS, TEXAS,
Def endant ,

SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE
COMPANY,

Appel | ant.

CAPROCK COMMUNI CATI ONS CORP.
GOLDEN HARBOR OF TEXAS, | NC.
WESTEL, | NC
Pl ai ntiffs-Appellees,
ver sus
CI TY OF DALLAS, TEXAS,
Def endant ,

SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COVPANY,

Appel | ant.



SPRI NT COVMUNI CATI ONS COVPANY, LP,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
CI TY OF DALLAS, TEXAS,
Def endant ,

SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COVPANY,

Appel | ant.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the
Northern District of Texas

April 17, 2001

ON PETI TI ON FOR REHEARI NG

(Opinion April 17, 2001, 5" Gir. 2001, F.ad_ )
Before HILL,” JOLLY, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
E. GRADY JOLLY, G rcuit Judge:

The petition for rehearing filed by Sprint Communications
Conpany i s DEN ED.

On March 26, 2001, Teligent, Inc. submtted a letter
requesting a correction in the language of the March 15, 2001
opinion in this case. Treating the letter as a petition for
rehearing, the petitionis granted as follows: Footnote ** will be

added after the first sentence of the first paragraph. Thi s

footnote will read as foll ows:

"Circuit Judge of the Eighth Circuit, sitting by designation.



Sout hwestern Bell filed a notion to dism ss its appeal against
Teligent, Inc. (“Teligent”), which this court granted on March
30, 2000. Thus, the judgnent in favor of Teligent is not
af fected by this appeal.

In all other respects, the opinion remai ns unchanged, and all

other relief is DEN ED.



