advantages and functionality available to SWBT"s retail operation and because they do not provide
a meaningful opportunity to compete. Whether measuring how reject notifications are returned, or
whether orders flow through SWBT’s back end systems without manual handling, or how quickly a
firm installation due date is confirmed, or how quickly a CLEC is made aware that a committed due
date for one of its customers has been or will be missed, or how quickly a service completion record
is updated and returned to show the CLEC that provisioning is complete, or how quickly service is
restored once trouble on the line has been detected, the pattern is the same: either the available
information affirmatively shows a disparity compared to SWBT’s retail operation and/or SWBT has
not provided the underlying data that would permit CLECs to make a parity determination. And, in
critical areas, SWBT has been unwilling even to acknowledge that nondiscriminatory access to OSS
functions is the governing standard.

The FCC’s listed examples of how an incumbent meets the obligation to assist competing
carriers in understanding how to implement and use available OSS functions include “providing
specifications needed for systems design or modification, formatting and processing information
needed for quick and efficient flow-through, and internal "business rules," including USOCs, FIDs,
and other ordering codes).”*® The specifics of how a CLEC must populate a service request in order
to have it process electronically at SWBT’s end are expected to be communicated within the context
of a change management control process. Timely and accurate communication of ordering
requirements is essential in order to permit CLECs to develop the capability at their end to generate
orders that will be accepted and that will flow through SWBT’s back end systems without manual
handling.

SWBT’s communications to CLECs to date, including its latest series of announcements

concerning the most recently implemented special EDI release, raise serious concerns about

» BellSouth--South Carolina Order. 1 97.
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SWBT’s ability to deliver timely information upon which CLECs can rely in the development of
their own systems. SWBT’s published expectations of the content and format of data that a CLEC
is required to provide have not matched the requirements to which SWBT’s systems have been
developed.

In addition, as is discussed in greater detail in the Affidavit of Sean Minter, in critical OSS
performance measures categories, the data that has been reported raises serious issues regarding
compliance with parity standards and established benchmarks. More fundamentally, SWBT
continues to resist measuring the CLECs’ experience against SWBT’s experience in its retail
operations for such critical functions as accessing the pre-ordering and ordering functionality
necessary to provide consumers with comparable service. SWBT’s resistance to providing the data
necessary to conduct a true parity analysis (and its unwillingness to acknowledge parity as the
standard) should raise serious concerns about any regulatory body’s ability to determine in the first
instance (and thereafter continue to monitor) whether limitations in available OSS functioning
impact CLEC:s differently or disproportionately compared with SWBT’s retail experience.

Birch Telecom: SWBT has failed to offer Operational Support Systems which afford
nondiscriminatory access for competitive carriers. As yet the access to pre-ordering, ordering and
provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing information is not nondiscriminatory. OSS
continues to be a bottleneck. Although the OSS has improved since Birch began providing service
in Kansas in 1997, the Systems still have far to go.

MCI: SWBT's OSS currently is deficient, failing to provide just, reasonable and non-
discriminatory access necessary for CLEC’s to obtain unbundled network elements and resale in a

manner consistent with the requirements of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. SWBT’s 0SS

“0 Ameritech Michigan Order, 7 136-37.
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still contains significant deficiencies and limitations, such that it does not provide consistently
reliable, parity-level service to CLECs. Among the current deficiencies of SWBT's OSS are:

(a) SWBT’s OSS lacks automated interfaces for many important OSS functions and for
many CLEC service orders; See, Champlin prefiled rebuttal testimony at pp. 16-67;

(b) SWBT has failed to demonstrate operational readiness to handle commercial volumes of
orders for critical OSS interfaces (e.g., MCI's testing shows SWBT’s EDI is not
operationally ready). (See, Champlin Rebuttal, pp. 44-53);

(c) SWBT’s documentation for its EDI systern has proven to be incomplete and inaccurate,
and has been provided on a piecemeal basis. (See, Champlin Rebuttal, pp. 50-53);

(d) SWBT’s process of order rejection notification is inadequate (even for notices sent
without manual intervention) because SWBT’s process does not identify all errors before
rejecting an order. (See, Champlin Rebuttal, pp. 34-37);

(e) SWBT’s manual intervention in the ordering process delays the return to CLECs of Firm
Order Confirmations (FOCs). (See, Champlin Rebuttal, p. 37);

(f) SWBT’s lack of an EDI interface for providing jeopardy notifications (i.e., SWBT
notifications to CLECs that particular orders will not be completed on the date promised)
prevents CLECs from tracking the status of orders as efficiently as SWBT can
accomplish for its own retail operations. (See, Champlin Rebuttal, pp. 37-40);

(g) SWBT lacks a sufficient order completion notification process. (See, Champlin
Rebuttal, pp. 40-42);

(h) SWBT fails to provide CLECs an on-line process for determining the status of
pending service orders. (See, Champlin Rebuttal, p. 42);

(i) SWBT’s EASE system is a non-standardized interface offering even less
functionality than SWBT’s EDI interface (EASE is unavailable for unbundled
elements, unavailable for large business orders, and unavailable for “complex
services”. (See, Champlin Rebuttal, pp. 42-43);

(j) SWBT’s LEX system requires manual intervention, is not a standardized
interface, is not available for “design services” and does not return FOCs electronically.
(See, Champlin Rebuttal, pp. 43-44);

(k) SWBT’s manual processes for handling CLEC service orders are inadequate. (See,
Champlin Rebuttal, pp. 53-55);

(1) SWBT’s Electronic Bonding (“EB”) process for the OSS maintenance and repair
functions is not fully tested, and SWBT’s “Trouble Administration” feature of “Toolbar”
is deficient. (See, Champlin Rebuttal, pp. 57-62);
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(m)SWBT’s approach of processing orders in two steps — disconnect and connect — results
in interruption of CLECs’ customers” dial-tone; (See, Champlin Rebuttal, pp. 64-65);
and, '

(n) SWBT lacks an adequate process of “loss notification”. (See, Champlin Rebuttal,
pp. 65-67).

Show Me Competition: Show Me Competition has no position on this issue at this time.

Sprint: SWBT falls short on providing OSS systems to competitors sufficient to pass 271 muster.
SWBT does not provide non-discriminatory access to its pre-ordering systems via LEX or EDL
(Wescott Rebuttal, pp. 25-26). CLECs are required to enter customer information twice while
SWBT’s systems allow it to enter the information once. The same applies for SWBT’s ordering
systemns. (Id. at 27). SWBT has not demonstrated that its OSS interfaces can provide full system
flow through of commercial volumes of CLEC orders at parity with its retail operations. (Id. at 28).
SWBT has not tested its usage billing OSS systems for CLECs to determine if they are at parity
with its own systems. Sprint has found it necessary to test the systems independently due to many
billing errors. (Id.) SWBT’s interim proprietary OSS interfaces do not meet the parity requirement.
It is necessary to adopt industry standard OSS systems to implement true competition in Missouri.
(Id. at 29-35).

19. Has SWBT developed adequate performance measures and penalties?

SWBT: Although the 1996 Act nowhere contains any requirement that a Bell company establish
performance measurements to satisfy its obligation of providing nondiscriminatory interconnection
and network access, SWBT has taken very seriously the FCC’s request for “[c]lear and precise”
measurements backed by self-executing contractual enforcement mechanisms. (Michigan Order, 12
FCC Rcd at 20656, ] 209; see Second Louisiana Order Jf 363-364). Working with DOJ, the Texas
Public Utility Commission, and CLECs such as AT&T and MCI WorldCom, SWBT has developed

a comprehensive set of 103 measurements covering preordering, ordering, provisioning,
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maintenance and repair, and billing of interconnection, UNEs, and resold services, as well as DA
services, operator services, and INP. (Dysart Direct, pp. 16-48 & Sch. 1 (describing
measurements)). DOJ has determined that these performance measurements, described in the
testimony of William R. Dysart, “would be sufficient, if properly implemented, to satisfy the
Department’s need for performance measurements for evaluating a Section 271 application filed in
the not-too-distant future.” (Letter from Donald J. Russell, Chief, Telecommunications Task Force,
to Liam S. Coonan, Esq., Senior Vice President and Assistant General Counsel, SBC
Communications at 1 (Mar. 6, 1998); Dysart Direct Sch. 2).

Wherever possible, these measurements compare SWBT’s level of service on behalf of
CLECs to SWBT’s level of service in its own retail operations. “Parity” of service exists where the
difference in performance is no greater than one standard deviation in either direction — a criterion
negotiated under the supervision of the Texas PUC. (Dysart Direct, pp. 9-16). Where no
comparable retail function exists, the level of service provided to CLECsS is tested against standard
intervals that also were established through negotiations with AT&T and MCI and incorporated into
their Commission-approved agreements. (Id. at 3; see, AT&T Agreement § 45 & Attach 17). If a
performance breach occurs, SWBT automatically will incur a penalty that reflects the magnitude of
the breach. Conversely, SWBT will accrue credits against future penalties by giving CLECs
superior performance. (Dysart Direct, pp. 9-10). In this way, SWBT has committed to
“appropriate, self-executing enforcement mechanisms” in accordance with the Commission’s
expressed desire. (Michigan Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 20749,  394; Second Louisiana Order § 364).

SWBT reports its performance monthly, on a geographically disaggregated basis (e.g.,
separately for the Kansas City and St. Louis market areas) where appropriate, using defined service
and facility categories. (Dysart Direct, pp. 5-6). Performance data is accessible via an Internet Web

site. (Id. at 8). CLECs wishing to receive performance measurement reports do not need to have
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specific provisions in their interconnection agreements; they may view the reports on-line on an
interim basis prior to amending their agreements. (Id. at 8). SWBT currently is providing
performance measurement reports to seventeen CLECs throughout its region, including one CLEC
in Missouri. (Dysart Direct, p. 8).

The performance measurements demonstrate that SWBT is providing CLECs with
nondiscriminatory access to facilities and services. Of the 149 measurements for which there is
sufficient data to provide statistically reliable results, more than 120 demonstrate parity between
SWBT’s retail operations and CLECs. (Id. at 46). For the relatively small number of
measurements that do not demonstrate parity, SWBT has undertaken investigations to determine the
cause. (Id.). These investigations showed that for some measurements, the data yield misleading
results. For example, the Kansas City and St. Louis percentage of NFW (“no field work™) missed
due dates appear to be out of parity because the expected number of missed appointments is so low
that even a handfui of missed dates statistically suggests a lack of parity. (Id. at 46-47). However, a
closer look at the data reveals that SWBT met 99.85 percent of these appointments for CLEC
customers in Kansas City, and 99.83 percent in St. Louis -- percentages that hardly suggest
discrimination. (Id. at 48). For other measurements, SWBT’s investigation revealed a significant,
nondiscriminatory difference between SWBT’s retail operations and CLECs’ service, which skews
the performance results. (See, Id. at 46-48).

Although extensive, the performance monitoring commitments contained in the AT&T
agreement are not necessarily exhaustive. Because the need for performance measurements may
evolve along with networks and local competition, SWBT will negotiate additional or different

measurements individual CLECs may deem necessary for their own purposes. (Dysart Direct, pp.

4, 7).
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Staff: It is Staff's positionlthat the Commission needs to determine a set of performance measures
to be used. This could include the performance measures established in the AT&T/SWBT
arbitration (see Schedule 1 to Voight surrebuttal), the performance measures put forth by Mark
Smith in his rebuttal, and/or the Texas Commission's performance measures, using Missouri-
specific data. Regardless of the measures used, SWBT will need to assemble the Missouri-specific
data for each performance measure. The Commission also needs to evaluat;: the results of using any
of the proposed performance measures and determine if additional performance measures are
necessary to address Missodri-speciﬁc concerns. Staff also recommends that there be assurances
that the performance measures will be adhered to subsequent to any Section 271 relief granted to
SWBT.

OPC: In general, the performance standards suggested by SWBT are not fully defined,
incomplete, and are still under development. Missouri should take advantage of the work
conducted on performance standards in other SWBT states and review that work to develop
Missouri specific performance standards. (Meisenheimer Rebuttal, pp. 60-63; 54; 53; 44-48; 41-42;
39-40; 38; 34; 23-25; 21-25).

AT&T: The Federal Act establishes the ILEC obligation to operate in a nondiscriminatory manner
in both sections 251 and 271. See 47 U.S.C. §§ 271(c)(2)(C)(i, ii, and xiv); §§ 251(c)(2-4); First
Report and Order, Implementation of Local Competition Provisions in_the Telecommunications Act

of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98 at J 315, 316, 523, 525 (released August 8, 1996) (“Local

Competition Order”). An obligation to perform in a particular manner is virtually meaningless if no
provisions exist to monitor performance and assure on-going compliance. “Clear and precise
performance measurements are critical to ensuring that competing carriers are receiving the quality
of access to which they are entitled.” Ameritech Michigan Order { 209. An RBOC must provide

empirical evidence that it is providing such access, preferably commercial usage data. Id. at J 160.
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The RBOC must monitor and report data comparing its actual performance for CLECs and for its
own local retail operations as part. of its 271 application. See Id. at ] 204, 212. The FCC
emphasized that "it is essential for [the FCC], as both fact-finder and decision-maker, to have the
empirical evidence necessary to make a reasoned and informed decision.” Id. at J 212.

Performance measurements are taking on an increasingly important role in the assessment of
271 compliance. In rejecting BellSouth’s South Carolina application, the FCC relied in part on its
finding that BellSouth’s “performance measures do not provide sufficient evidence for us to
determine whether it is providing nondiscriminatory access to the ordering and provisioning of

»dl

resale services. Yet more recently, performance data or, to be more precise, the lack of

satisfactory performance data, was key to several of the grounds on which the FCC rejected
BellSouth’s second application for the state of Louisiana. Proof of compliance with a checklist item
requires a BOC to demonstrate that it has a “concrete and specific obligation to furnish the item
upon request pursuant to a state-approved interconnection agreement” and “that it is currently
furnishing, or ready to furnish, the checklist item in the quantities that competitors may reasonably
demand and at an acceptable level of quality.”42 The evidence necessary to demonstrate the latter
standard will vary; for some items, it is clear, however, that the FCC will look to *actual

commercial usage and relevant performance data,”"®

Promises of future performance have no
probative value.* to compete.*” The FCC identified an RBOC’s commitment (or lack of same) to

performance monitoring (including performance standards and reporting requirements) and to

A In the Matter of Application of Bell South Corporation, CC Docket No. 97-208, Memorandum Opinion and

Order § 140 (December 24, 1997) (hereafier “BellSouth South Carolina 271 Order”).

# BellSouth Second Louisiana Order at  54.

# Id. at  56.
b Id. at n, 143,
d Id. at 9 194-99.
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appropriate, self executing enforcement mechanisms as appropriate factors to consider in
determining whether entry by the RBOC into the long-distance market will serve the public interest,

convenience and necessity.*® 1In all, the BellSouth Second Louisiana Order makes clear that the

FCC will require valid performance data, produced under properly defined measures, reported in
sufficiently disaggregated units to identify relevant comparisons with reasonable precision, that
demonstrate sustained, satisfactory performance, when compared against analogous performance
that the RBOC provides itself in support of its retail operations or, where such analogies may be
unavailable, against benchmarks that have been demonstrated to protect a CLEC’s meaningful
opportunity to compete. And the measures should be backed up by a commitment on the RBOC’s
part to incur meaningful, automatic consequences in the event of noncompliance.

As is discussed in the testimony of Sean Minter, SWBT has failed to demonstrate that it has
established and implemented adequate performance measurements. The deficiency here is not in
the number of measures SWBT has agreed to track and report, although there is at least one material
omission from SWBT’s list — the lack of any measurements related to the methods of access
proposed by SWBT for CLECs who wish to combine UNEs. The deficiencies in SWBT’s
measurements instead lie in definitional uncertainties that continue to surround these measures,
inadequate disaggregation to create “apples-to-apples” comparisons, SWBT’s unwillingness to
identify reasonable analogs for use in judging parity of performance in critical areas, and the
absence of sound benchmarks against which to measure SWBT performance where no SWBT retail
analogy is available to provide a parity comparison. More fundamentally, SWBT’s processes for
collecting, analyzing, and reporting this performance data have not been validated. Rigorous
validation of SWBT’s performance measurement, and careful evaluation of validated data,

employing appropriate statistical comparison methods, are essential to determining whether SWBT

6 Id. at §9 363-34.
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is meeting its nondiscrimination obligations. Neither has been accomplished to date, in Texas or
elsewhere. The Texas Commission has called for independent validation of SWBT’s performance
as part of the pending 271 proceedings in that state, and has scheduled that activity for the first
quarter of 1999, but the scope and details of the audit that will be undertaken there remain
uncertain. Finally, SWBT has not agreed to a satisfactory self-executing enforcement mechanism
for breach of its performance obligations. The negotiated terms of the AT&T/SWBT Missouri
interconnection agreement will not serve as a satisfactory enforcement mechanism for Missouri
CLECs and the Missouri consumers they hope to serve. These terms incorporate a credit
mechanism that was imposed by arbitration in Texas but has since been rejected by the Texas
Commission itself as too broad and too lax for suitable self-enforcement. Establishment of an
adequate self-enforcement mechanism remains an open issue in Texas, with SWBT balking at the
most recent recommendaﬁons of the Texas Commission. Unless and until SWBT puts in place an
enforcement mechanism sufficient to deter, and provide prompt correction of, discriminatory
performance, without the need for CLECs to resort to regulatory complaints and litigation, SWBT
cannot show that its entry into the long-distance market is consistent with the public interest.*’
Further, with regard to the data that SWBT has reported to date, that data does not
demonstrate that SWBT is providing the nondiscriminatory support required to satisfy its section
271 obligations. In the first place, until the processes for collecting, analyzing, and reporting that
data have been validated (which will not occur before the first quarter of 1999), the SWBT data

simply does not have the reliability that should be required in order to support a decision with such

47 See In the Matter of Application of BellSouth Corporation et al. For Provision of In-Region, Interl ATA
Services in Louisiana, FCC CC Docket No. 98-121, Memorandum Opinion and Order at ] 363-64 (October
13, 1998) (“BellSouth Second Louisiana Order™) (“as part of our public interest inquiry, we would inquire
whether the BOC has agreed to private and self-executing enforcement mechanisms that are automatically

triggered by noncompliance with the applicable performance standard without resort to lengthy regulatory or
judicial intervention™).
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serious public consequences as a decision to authorize long-distance c‘:ntry by an RBOC that
continues to dominate the local service market. Indeed, SWBT has failed to grant access to much of
the relevant data to date. But even taking the data “for what it’s worth,” it does not support a
conclusion that SWBT is meeting its nondiscrimination obligations. The data show that CLECs in
several cases are receiving service that is worse than what SWBT provides to itself for purposes of
providing retail service, or that fails to meet applicable benchmarks.

SWBT performance data from elsewhere in the five-state region also belies the suggestion
that SWBT is providing parity service to CLECs. The Texas Commission has called for
independent review of SWBT’s reported data and a demonstration of three months satisfactory
performance on the great majority of SWBT’s measures by means of validated performance data.
That process is scheduled for the first quarter of 1999. A similar review would be required for
validated Missouri-specific data before a positive conclusion could be reached about SWBT’s
performance in this state.

Birch Telecom: Birch Telecom takes no position on this issue at this time.

e.spire: e.spire believes that performance standards are critical to an evaluation of whether SWBT
has provided service to CLECs equivalent to the seﬁice it provides to itself and to whether SWBT's
Section 271 petition is in the public interest, convenience, and necessity. Also, performance criteria
are critical to an evaluation of SWBT's OSS. A fairly uniform set of measurement methods should
be in place to gauge SWBT's compliance with statutory and contract requirements. The measures
agreed to by SWBT (SBC) and the Department of Justice are inadequate to provide CLECs or the
PSC with sufficient information on whether SWBT has met its Section 271 obligations. Also, those
measures to not meet the FCC's requirements for performance standards. (See Kaufman Rebuttal,
pp- 21-26).

Show Me Competition: Show Me Competition has no position on this issue at this time.
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Sprint: Sprint advocates the adoption of the performance standards in the Local Competition Users
Group (LCUG) Service Quality Measurements document, Version 7.0. (Smith Rebuttal, p. 6).
Sprint’s local telephone company in Missouri, Sprint Missouri, and Sprint’s CLEC division both
support the adoption of these standards to measure how ILECs provide OSS to CLECs. (Id. at 3-7).
Sprint supports reporting ona geographically disaggregated basis — smaller than a LATA but larger
than a central office basis. (Id. at 8-9). Sprint further urges that 271 relief not be granted until
SWBT can report on a rolling 6 month basis that its OSS systems meet the appropriate service
quality measurements. (Id. at 10-11). Credits should not be given to SWBT to offset poor
performance. This incents SWBT to not comply with all requirements. (Id. at 12-14).

III. HEARING SCHEDULE

ORDER OF WITNESSES:

Pursuant to the Commission's Order Regarding Hearing Procedure, issued February 17,

1999, the following Schedule of Issues and Witnesses is provided.
Opening Statements

Section 272 — Issue 16 Rehmer (SWBT)
Larkin (SWBT)
Lube (SWBT)
Crombie (AT&T)
Morgan (AT&T)
Meisenheimer (OPC)
Winter (Staff)

Track A —Issue 1 Tebeau (SWBT)
Bailey (SWBT)
Turner (AT&T)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Poles, Ducts & C(I)nduits - Issuc 4 Hearst (SWBT)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Public Interest — Issue 17 Bailey (SWBT)

Schmalensee/Brandon (SWBT)
Kahn/Tardiff (SWBT)
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White Pages — Issue 9

Resale — Issue 15

Reciprocal Compensation — Issue 14

Licensing — Issue 3

OSS —-Issue 18

(Public Interest, continued)
Raimondi (SWBT)
Gordon (SWBT)
Morgan (AT&T)
Mayo (AT&T)
Gillan (AT&T)
Kohly (AT&T)
Meisenheimer (OPC)
Stahly (Sprint)
Frigon (Sprint)
Cooper (OPC)
Ensrud (Show Me)

Weckel (SWBT)
Dysart (SWBT)
Tidwell (Birch)
Dalton (AT&T)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Bailey (SWBT)
Auinbauh (SWBT)
Moore (SWBT)
Tidwell (Birch)
Strow (Intermedia)
Flappan (AT&T)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Bailey (SWBT)
Auinbauh (SWBT)
Flappan (AT&T)
Meisenheimer (OPC)
Strow (Intermedia)

Auinbauh (SWBT)
Witcher (AT&T)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Ham (SWBT)
Kramer (SWBT)
Locus (SWBT)
Dalton (AT&T)

"Tidwell (Birch)
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Number Assignment, — Issue 10
INP/LNP, — Issue 12
Local Dialing Parity — Issue 13

LOC/LSC - Issue 15

911/E911, DA & OS - Issue 8

Interconnection/Collocation/
Specific UNEs ~ Issues 2, 3,
5,6,&7

Database & Signaling — Issue 11

Performance Criteria — Issue 19

Adair (SWBT)
Fleming (SWBT)
Deere (SWBT)
Martinez (MCI)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Kramer (SWBT)
Brainard (SWBT)
Antey (SWBT)
Dalton (AT&T)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Deere (SWBT)
Weckel (SWBT)
Schmersahl (AT&T)
Shirar (McLeodUSA)
Dunaye (e.spire)
Martinez (MCI)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Deere (SWBT)
Auinbauh (SWBT)
Moore (SWBT)
Scott (Birch)

Gaul (Brooks)
Falcone (AT&T)
Flappan (AT&T)
Barnes (AT&T)
Wescott (Sprint)
Strow (Intermedia)
Kaufman (e.spire)
Cooper (OPC)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Deere (SWBT)
Meisenheimer (OPC)

Dysart (SWBT)
Minter (AT&T)
Smith (Sprint)
Voight (Staff)
Cooper (OPC)
Meisenheimer (OPC)




ORDER OF CROSS-EXAMINATION:
The Order of Cross-examination given below has been simplified so that it can be followed

for all witnesses. The party whose witness is testifying will simply drop out of the list for that

witness.

AT&T

MCI

Sprint

Birch

Intermedia

e.spire, Digital Teleport, MCTA
McLeodUSA

Show Me Competition
Associated Industries
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State of Missouri

Staff

SWBT
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Mark P. Johnson, #30740

Lisa C. Creighton, #42194 ,
Sonnenschein, Nath & Rosenthal
4520 Main Street, Suite 1100
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Senior Public Counsel

Office of the Public Counsel
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Attorney for
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Attorney General’s Office
P.O. Box 899
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Attorneys for the State of Missouri

W. R. England III, #23975
Brydon, Swearengen & England
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Jefferson City, MO 65102
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William D. Steinmeier, P.C.

P.O. Box 104595
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Attorney for McLeodUSA
Telecommunications, Inc.

James M. Fischer, #27543
101 West McCarty Street, Suite 215
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Attorney for Associated Industries
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221 Bolivar Street
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Attorneys for e.spire Communications, Inc.
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Mark W. Comley, #28847
Newman, Comley & Ruth, P.C.
P.O. Box 537

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Attorney for Show Me Competition, Inc.
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I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing have been mailed or hand-delivered to all counsel of
record as shown on the attached service list this 18th day of February, 1999.
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Ameritech Communications International
9525 W. Bryn Mawr, Suite 600
Rosemont, IL. 60018

Atlas Communications, Ltd.
482 Norristown Road, Suite 200
Blue Bell, PA 19422

Mark P. Johnson

Sonnenschein, Nath & Rosenthal
One Kansas City Place

1200 Main St., Suite 3850
Kansas City, MO 64105

BTI
4300 Six Forks Road, Suite 400
Raleigh, NC 27609

Linda K. Gardner

United Telephone Company Of Missouri
5454 W, 110th Street

Overland Park, KS 66211

Dial Us

333 Park Central E.
Suite 926

Springfield, MO 65806

James C. Stroo

GTE Midwest Inc,

Regulatory & Governmentat Affairs
601 Monroe Street

Jefferson City, MO 65101

Excel Telecommunication Systems, Inc.
8750 N, Central Expressway, Box #6
Dallas, TX 75231

EZ Talk Communications, L.L.C.
4727 South Main
Stafford, TX 77477

Frontier Telemanagement, Inc.
180 S. Clinton
Rochester, NY 14646

Jato Communications Corp.
5660 Greenwood Plaza Blvd.
Suite 220

Englewocod, CO 80111

Camarato Distributing, Inc.
900 Camarato Drive
Herrin, IL 62948

Supra Telecommunications
& Information Systems, Inc.
2620 SW 27th Ave.

Miami, FL 33133

Transwire Missouri Operations
8 West 19th Street
New York, NY 10011

Nextlink Missouri, Inc.
500 108th Ave. NE, Suite 2200
Bellevue, WA 98004

Gary Mann
Advanced Communications Group
390 S. Woods Mill Road
Suite 150

Chesterfield, MO 63017

Navigator Telecommunications
212 Center Street, Suite 1100
Little Rock, AR 72201

Brent Stewart

Stewart & Keevil, LLC
1001 Cherry, Suite 302
Columbia, MO 65201

Karl Zobrist

Blackwell Sanders Peper Martin
2300 Main St., Suite 1100
Kansas City, MO 64108

White River Technologies, Inc
East Hwy 76, PO Box 969
Branson, MC 65615




Fast Connections, Inc.
P.O. Box 130418
Dallas, TX 75313-0418

GE Exchange
6540 Powers Ferry Road
Atlanta, GA 30339

Doug Garreit

Senior Director

Government and External Affairs
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 1000
Oakland, CA 94612

James M. Fischer
101 West McCarty Street, Suite 215
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Kansas City Fiber Network, LP
1111 Main Street, Suite 300
Kansas City, MO 64103

LDD, Inc.
24 South Minnesota
Cape Girardeau, MO 63701

Local Fone Service, Inc.
624 Six Flags Drive, Suite 214
Arlington, TX 76011

Mark W. Comley

Newman, Comley & Ruth

205 E. Capitol Ave., P.O. Box 537
Jefferson City, MO 65102-0537

Mary Ann Young

William D. Steinmeier, P.C.,
P.O. Box 104595
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Max-Tel Communication, Inc.
102 W. Franklin
Alvord, TX 76225

Group Long Distance, Inc.
6455 E. Johns Crossing
Suite 285

Duluth, GA 30097

Intermedia Communications, Inc.
3625 Queen Palm Drive
Tampa, FL. 33619

Jeremiah W. Nixon/Mark E. Long/Ronald
Molteni, Attorney General’s Office
P.O.Box 839

221 West High Street, 8th Floor

Jetferson City, MO 65102

LCI International Telecom Corp.
D/B/A Qwest Communications Services
4250 N. Fairfax Drive

Suite 12w055

Arlington, VA 22203

LDM Systems, Inc.
254 S. Main Street
New York, NY 10956

Local Line America, Inc.
2680 State Road
Cuyahoga Falls, OH 44223

Paul G. Lane, Leo]. Bub

Anthony K. Conroy, Katherine C. Swaller
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company

One Bell Center, Room 3520

St. Louis, MO 63101-197

Paul H. Gardner

Goller, Gardner & Feather
131 E. High Street
Jefferson City, MO 65101

- Maxcom, Inc.
10647 Widmer Road
Lenexa, KS 66215

Mesginet — CLEC, Inc.
225 West Ohio, Suite 200
Chicago, IL. 60610

GTE Arkansas, Inc.
601 Monroe Street, Suite 304
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Missouri CSE Corp.
12835 E. Arapahoe Road, 5th Ficor
Englewood, CA 80112

Williams Communications, Inc.
D/BfA Vyvx, Ing,

2600 One William Center
Tulsa, OK 74172

Worldcom Network Services, Inc.
1705 S. Capital of Texas Highway
Suite 100

Austin, TX 78746

Net-Tel Corp.

Net-Tel Communications Corp
3050 K Street, NW, Suite 250
Washington, D.C, 20007

Kenneth A. Schifman

Sprint Communications Company, L.P.
8140 Ward Parkway

Kansas City, MO 64114

United States Telecom.

Tel Com Plus

13902 N. Dale Mabry, Suite 212
Tampa, FL. 33618

Andrew Q. Isar
Telecommunications Resellers
Association

4312 92nd Ave., NW

Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Choctaw Communications; L.C.
Smoke Signal Communication
8400 S. Gessner

Houston, TX 77074

360* Long Distance, Inc
8725 West Higgins Road, Suite 16-B
Chicago, IL 60631




David Conn, Vice President

Law & Regulatory Affairs

McLeod USA Telecommunications Services
6400 C Street SW

Cedar Rapids, IA 52406

MFS Intelenet Of Missouri, Inc.
1705 S. Capital Of Texas Hwy.
Suite 100

Austin, TX 78746

Microwave Services, Inc.
3 Bala Plaza East, Suite 502
Bala Cynwyd, PA 19004

Missouri Comm South, Inc.
101 Randol Mill, Suite 108
Arlington, TX 76011

Navigator Telecommunications, LLC
212 Center Street, Suite 1100
Little Rock, AR 72201

Richard S. Brownlee, III
Patricia D. Perkins

P.O. Box 1069

221 Boliver Street

Jefferson City, MO 65102

W.R. England III/Sondra Morgan
Brydon, Swearengen & England
312 E. Capital Ave., P.O. Box 456
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Value-Added Communications, Inc.
800 North Jupiter Rd., Suite 200
Plano, TX 75074

Webster Technologies, LLC
1034 Spur Road, PO Box 87
Marshfield, MO 65706

‘Winstar Wireless Of Missouri, Inc.
7799 Leesburg Pike, Suite 401 S.
Tysons Corner, VA 22043

Micomm Services, Inc.
4001 McEwen Drive, Suite 200
Dallas, TX 75244

Midwestern Tel.
3809 Castelman Ave.
Suite 100

St. Louis, MO 63110

The Pager Company
5321 E. 9th Street
Kansas City, MO 64124

Mike Dandino

Office of the Public Counsel
P.O. Box 7800

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Paul S. DeFord

Lathrop & Gage

2345 Grand Boulevard, Suite 2500
Kansas City, MO 64108-2684

Valu-Line Of Kansas, Inc.
4120 C Of E Drive
Emporia, KS 66801

ACC National Long Distance Corp.

D/B/A Vista International Comm.
400 West Avenue
Rochester, NY 14611

World Call Telecommunications
135 East Ortega Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

-+ World Wide Communications, Inc.

1700 Broadway, Suite 1403
New York, NY 10019

Zenex Long Distance , Inc
3705 W. Memorial, Suite 101-Z
Oklahoma City, OK 73134

!hris Long

Associated Industries Of Missouri
P.O. Box 1709
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Comcast Telecommunications, Inc.
D/B/A Comcast Long Distance
211 South Gulph Road

King Of Prussia, PA 19406

Digital Broadcast Network Corp.
977 Charter Commons
Chesterfield, MO 63017

Group Long Distance, Inc.

1451 West Cypress Creek Road, Suite
2001

Fort Lauderdale, FL. 33309

Missouri Comm South, Inc.
101 Randol Mill, Suite 108
Arlington, TX 76011

Worldcom, Inc.

1705 8. Capitat of Texas Highway
Suite 100

Austin, TX 78746

Bellsouth BSE, Inc.
2727 Paces Ferry Road
Atlanta, GA 30339

Quintelco, Inc
1 Blue Hill Plaza
Pearl River, NY 10965

Ominiplex Communications Group
743 Sprint 40 Park, Suite 250
Chesterfield, MO 63005

Zocom Technologies Of Missouri
801 Convention Plaza
St. Louis, MO 63101




!ock Port Telephone Co.

World Link Communications, Inc 107 Opp St
2839 Paces Ferry Road, Suite 500 pp St

Worldxchange Communications
9999 Willow Creek Road

San Diego, CA 92131

Winstar Gateway Network; Inc
1577 Spring Hill Road, 6th Floor
Vienna, VA 22182

Valu-Call International, Inc
1921 Broadway
Schenectady, NY 12306

Z-Tel, Inc
4403 S.E.16th Place, Suite 1
Cape Coral, FL 33904

Working Assets Long Distance
701 Montgomery St, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94111

Vartec Telecom Inc.
3200 West Pleasant Run Road
Lancaster, TX 75146

1010 123 Ameicatel
4045 N.W. 97th Ave
Miami, FL 33178

U.S. Telco, Inc
1600 Pacific Avenue # 2700
Dallas, TX 75201-3565

The Cube
1063 Wirt Road, Suite 202
Houston, TX 77005

Tel-Save, Inc. of Pennsylvania
6805 Route 202
New Hope, PA 18938

Atlanta, GA 30339

Vista Group International, Inc
821 Westpoint Pkwy, Suite 920
Westlake, OH 44145

Z-Tel Communications, Inc

777 South Harbour Island Boulevard

Suite 900
Tampa, FL. 33602

Westel, Inc
111 Congress Ave, Suite 600
Austin, TX 78701

Vocall Communications Corp.
284 Sheffield Street
Mountainside, NJ 07092

Valu-Line Of St. Joseph, Inc.
2921 N. Belt Hwy, Suite M10
St. Joseph, MO 64506-2044

USLD Communications, Inc
4250 North Fairfax Drive
12w002

Arlington, VA 22203

Transamerican Telephone
209 E University
Danton, TX 76201

Tetigent, Inc, -
8065 Leesburg Pike, Suite 400
Vienna, VA 22182

Tel-Link, L.C.C.

1001 Third Avenue West
Suite 254

Bradenton, FL 34205

P.O. Box 147
Rock Port, MO 64482

Reconex

9620 S.W. Barur Blvd.,
Suite 330

Portland, OR 97219

USN Communications Southwest
10 8. Riverside Plaza, Suite 401
Chicago, IL 60606

Universal Telephone
2611 E. Harry
Wichita, KS 67211

Bartel Communications, Inc,
14 Cliff-Side
Glendale, MO 63122

Simply Local Services, Inc.
11406 Gravotis Road, Suite 100
St. Louis, MO 63126

Level 3 Communications, LLC
1450 Infinite Drive
Louisville, CO 80027

Diane Miller

Show Me Competition, Inc.
112 East High Street
Jefferson City, MO 65101

QCC, Inc
2829 Bond Street
Overland Park, KS 66214

Preferred Carrier Services, Inc.
500 Grapevine Highway, Suite 300
Hurst , TX 76054




Ren-Tel Communications, Inc.

85 Pine Haven Drive
Carrollton, GA 30116

ACI Corp.
7337 S. Revere Parkway
Englewood, CO 80112

pDS Engineering, L.L.C.

229 East Fourth Street
P.O. Box 297
Carthage, MO 64836

Now Communications, Inc.

713 Country Place Drive
Jackson, MS 39208-6619

Xtracom, Inc.
935 W Chestnut, Suite 206
Chicago, TL 60622

ICG Telecom Group, Inc.
161 Inverness Drive West
Englewood, CO 80112




