
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
 
In the Matter of an Investigation of the Actual Costs  ) 
Incurred in Providing Exchange Access Service and  )  
The Access Rates to be Charged by Competitive Local )      Case No. TR-2001-65 
Exchange Telecommunications Companies in the   ) 
State of Missouri.      ) 

 
 

SBC MISSOURI’S RESPONSE TO 
STAFF’S SECOND PHASE PROPOSAL 

 
 COMES NOW Southwestern Bell Telephone, L.P., d/b/a SBC Missouri (SBC 

Missouri), and for its Response to Staff’s Second Phase Proposal, states to the Missouri 

Public Service Commission (Commission) as follows: 

 1. As the Commission noted in its June 16, 2003, Order Directing Filing, 

this case was established as a follow-up to an earlier case, Case No. TO-99-596, in 

which the Commission conducted an investigation into provisions of orders granting 

certification which capped competitive local exchange carriers’ (CLECs’) switched 

access rates in exchange for granting CLECs competitive classification under Section 

392.361.3 RSMo. 2000.1  Beginning in 1996 when CLECs first started seeking 

certification in Missouri, numerous parties, including the Commission Staff, SBC 

Missouri, and CLECs, agreed and stipulated to the Commission that all services offered 

by CLECs -- including switched exchange access service -- could be classified as 

“competitive” telecommunications services, and CLECs could be classified as 

“competitive telecommunications companies,” under Section 392.361.3 RSMo. 2000, so 

long as CLECs agreed to cap their switched access rates at the level of the incumbent 

LEC.  At that time, and up through the hearing in this case, nearly all parties have 
                                                 
1 Order Directing Filing, p. 1. 
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recognized that the provision of switched exchange access service by CLECs was not 

truly a competitive service, but were willing to treat it as such subject to appropriate 

conditions that would restrain CLECs from imposing excessive rates for exchange 

access service. 

 2. In its June 1, 2000 Order in Case No. TO-99-596, the Commission 

determined that a cap on CLEC access rates was in the public interest and should be 

maintained, but should apply on an incumbent LEC-specific basis.  Thus, where a CLEC 

competes against SBC Missouri, the CLEC’s access rates in SBC Missouri’s exchanges 

would be capped at SBC Missouri’s lower level, while the CLEC’s access rates in the 

Sprint exchanges would be capped at the higher Sprint level. 

 3. In its June 1, 2000 Order in Case No. TO-99-596, the Commission 

determined that the exchange-specific CLEC access rate cap mechanism it adopted 

should be an “interim” solution.  The Commission did so because it found that there was 

not sufficient evidence in the record regarding CLECs’ costs to provide switched 

exchange access service.  The Commission indicated that it would open a new case (the 

present case) to investigate the cost of providing switched exchange access service, and 

to develop a permanent, long term solution which would result in just and reasonable 

rates for CLECs’ switched exchange access services, while continuing to permit CLECs 

to be classified as “competitive telecommunications companies” under Section 

392.361.3 RSMo. 2000. 

 4. The appropriate scope of this case was reflected in its caption: 

In the Matter of an Investigation of the Actual Costs Incurred in 
Providing Exchange Access Service and the Access Rates to be Charged 
by Competitive Local Exchange Telecommunications Companies in the 
State of Missouri. 
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This caption is consistent with the lengthy history of this case, and established a clear 

two-fold purpose of this case.  This case was established to (1) obtain additional 

evidence regarding the cost of providing switched exchange access service (which the 

Commission previously found was lacking from the evidentiary record in Case No. TO-

99-596), and (2) based upon that cost evidence, determine whether the access rate cap 

solution adopted by the Commission on an “interim” basis in June, 2000, should be 

made permanent, or some other permanent solution adopted. 

 5. This brief history of this case is important because it illustrates how far 

off track some parties have attempted to derail this case for their own benefit.  This 

history is also important because it illustrates why Staff’s proposal for a second phase of 

this case is ill-conceived. 

 6. Instead of detailing a straight forward proposal for a meaningful second 

phase of this case, Staff simply proposes that the Commission decide the costing issues 

identified by the parties at the hearing conducted in this case in September, 2002.  

Clearly, no second phase of this case is necessary to determine the general type of 

costing methodology that is appropriate to estimate the cost to provide exchange access 

service.  Next, Staff proposes that the Commission further expand the scope of this case 

to include contentious and irrelevant issues from the Commission’s Missouri universal 

service fund (MoUSF) case (Case No. TO-98-329).  Clearly, those issues have 

absolutely no place in this case.  Finally, Staff proposes that the Commission open a new 

case (with a new caption that recognizes Staff is proposing to fundamentally change the 

purpose of this case as originally intended by the Commission), in which the 
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Commission would determine whether current exchange access rates are “just and 

reasonable.” 

 7. Staff’s proposal misses the mark in nearly all respects.  Instead of 

continuing to expand the scope of this case, injecting MoUSF high cost fund issues into 

this case, and opening a new case to examine whether current exchange access rates are 

“just and reasonable,” the Commission should instead decide the one central issue this 

case was opened to address, i.e., “Is the current capping mechanism for intrastate CLEC 

access rates appropriate and in the public interest?”2  To this question, the answer is 

unequivocably “yes.” 

 8. At the week-long hearing in this case, numerous parties, including Staff, 

presented substantial information to the Commission regarding the costs incurred to 

provide switched access service in Missouri.  Several parties, including SBC Missouri, 

presented evidence regarding the forward-looking, long run incremental cost to provide 

switched access service.  Other parties, primarily the small incumbent LECs, argued that 

their costs to provide switched access service should be based on their historical costs as 

determined under Parts 36 and 69 of the FCC’s interstate rules, and presented 

information regarding those costs to the Commission.  The Commission Staff hired a 

consultant who submitted reams of information and testimony regarding his estimates of 

the costs to provide switched access service in Missouri, utilizing a variety of costing 

methodologies. 

 9. At the hearing, the diverse parties to this case were not able to agree on a 

single cost estimate relating to CLECs’ provision of switched access services, nor did 

the parties agree on a single cost methodology or input values to determine such a cost 
                                                 
2 See, Joint Issues List, Issue 5. 
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estimate.  As a result, the cost estimates vary widely.  On the central relevant issue in 

this case, however, there was widespread agreement that the cost information presented 

to the Commission supported a Commission decision to make permanent the CLEC 

access rate cap mechanism it adopted on an “interim” basis in Case No. TO-99-596.  No 

CLEC presented any evidence of its own costs to provide switched exchange access 

service, and no CLEC argued that the Commission should not adopt, on a permanent 

basis, the incumbent LEC-specific access rate cap the Commission adopted on an 

interim basis in Case No. TO-99-596.  Under these circumstances, it is clear that a cap 

on CLEC switched exchange access rates remains appropriate and should be made 

permanent in this proceeding. 

 10. No second “phase” of this case is either necessary or appropriate.  The 

purpose of this case -- to determine whether the interim CLEC access rate capping 

mechanism adopted in Case No. TO-99-596 should be made permanent -- has been 

satisfied.  The overwhelming evidence in this case is that the access rate cap mechanism 

the Commission adopted on an interim basis in Case No. TO-99-596 is in the public 

interest, and should be adopted on a permanent basis. 

 11. If the Commission desires to investigate whether the existing switched 

exchange access rates of rate of return regulated incumbent local exchange carriers 

(ILECs) are “just and reasonable,” it should open a new case to do so.  As SBC Missouri 

has repeatedly pointed out in this case, SBC Missouri believes it would be appropriate -- 

and within the scope of the Commission’s authority -- to investigate the intrastate 

switched exchange access rates of rate of return regulated ILECs.  Among other impacts, 

these high switched access rates disincent other local carriers from offering expanded 
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rural calling plans, and disincent interexchange carriers from serving or continuing to 

serve rural areas. 

 12. The Commission should not and indeed cannot utilize a second phase of 

this case, or a new case, to take any action with respect to the current switched exchange 

access rates of price-cap regulated ILECs, including SBC Missouri.  Staff proposes that 

a second phase of this case could include an examination of “whether the current 

exchange access rates are just and reasonable, and to identify solutions for exchange 

access reform.”3  However, with respect to price cap regulated ILECs, the Commission 

has no authority under the price cap statute (Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000) to force an 

ILEC subject to price cap regulation to lower its switched access rates. 

13. Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000 contains a comprehensive regulatory 

framework applicable to price cap regulation in Missouri.  Section 392.245.1 RSMo. 

2000 defines “price cap regulation” as follows: 

As used in this chapter, “price cap regulation” shall mean establishment of 
maximum allowable prices for telecommunications services offered by an 
incumbent local exchange telecommunications company, which maximum 
allowable prices shall not be subject to increase except as otherwise 
provided in this section. 

 
Under Section 392.245.2 RSMo. 2000, a large incumbent LEC (such as SBC Missouri) 

shall be subject to price cap regulation: 

Upon a determination by the commission that an alternative local 
exchange telecommunications company has been certified to provide basic 
local telecommunications service and is providing such service in any part 
of the large incumbent company’s service area. 

 
While price cap regulation is mandatory for large incumbent LECs once the threshold 

criteria contained in the statute is met, Section 392.245.2 RSMo. 2000 provides that price 

                                                 
3 Staff, Second Phase Proposal, p. 10. 
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cap regulation is optional for small incumbent LECs, who may elect to be regulated 

under price cap regulation once the same threshold criteria applicable to large incumbent 

LECs is met. 

 14. Section 392.245.3 RSMo. 2000 provides that the initial “maximum 

allowable prices” for a price cap regulated company “shall be those in effect on 

December thirty-first of the year preceding the year in which the company is first subject 

to regulation under this section.”  On September 26, 1997, in Case No. TO-97-397, the 

Commission confirmed that SBC Missouri had met the threshold criteria required for 

SBC Missouri to be subject to price cap regulation under Section 392.245.2 RSMo. 2000, 

and as a result, the “maximum allowable prices” established for SBC Missouri were those 

rates in effect on December 31, 1996 (i.e., December thirty-first of the year (1996) 

preceding the year (1997) in which SBC Missouri first met the threshold criteria to be 

subject to price cap regulation). 

 15. Under Section 392.245.4 RSMo. 2000, the “maximum allowable prices” 

for “exchange access and basic local telecommunications services” of a large incumbent 

LEC such as SBC Missouri “shall not be changed prior to January 1, 2000.  After that 

date, the maximum allowable prices for exchange access and basic local 

telecommunications services are annually changed, based on one of two methods: (1) by 

the change in the telephone service component of the Consumer Price Index (CPI-TS) or, 

(2) by the change in the Gross Domestic Product Price Index (GDP-PI).4  Pursuant to and 

consistent with these provisions, SBC Missouri’s maximum allowable prices for switched 

access service have been adjusted by the change in the CPI-TS.  SBC Missouri’s 

                                                 
4 The “maximum allowable prices” for nonbasic telecommunications services subject to price cap 
regulation under Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000 may be annually increased after January 1, 1999 by up to 
eight percent for each twelve month period, as provided under Section 392.245.11 RSMo. 2000. 
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switched access rates are lower today than in September, 1997 when it first became 

subject to price cap regulation. 

 16. Under Section 392.245.6 RSMo. 2000, the Commission retains 

jurisdiction “over quality and conditions of service or to relieve telecommunications 

companies from the obligation to comply with Commission rules relating to minimum 

basic local and interexchange telecommunications service.”  Under subsection 7 of 

Section 392.245, a telecommunications company subject to price cap regulation” shall 

not be subject to regulation under subsection 1 section 392.240,” i.e., rate of return 

regulation. 

 17. Subsections 8 and 9 of Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000 permit certain 

incumbent local exchange telecommunications companies subject to price cap regulation 

to exercise a certain amount of “price rebalancing” by increasing their local rates and 

reducing their intrastate access rates: 

to a level not to exceed one hundred fifty percent of the company’s 
interstate rates for similar access services in effect as of December thirty-
first of the year preceding the year in which the company is first subject to 
regulation under this section. 

 
Thus, if an incumbent LEC’s intrastate access rates exceeded 150% of its interstate 

access as of December 31st of the year prior to becoming eligible for price cap regulation, 

the incumbent LEC is permitted to reduce its intrastate switched access rates to a level 

not to exceed 150% of its interstate switched access rates.   

18. If an incumbent LEC is eligible for this provision (i.e., if the incumbent 

LEC’s intrastate access rates exceeded 150% of its interstate access rates as of December 

31 of the year preceding the year in which the LEC became subject to price cap 

regulation), under subsection 9 of Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000, this incumbent LEC 

 8



may offset the revenue loss resulting from the switched access service rate reduction by 

increasing its monthly maximum allowable prices for basic local service subject to 

express limitations (i.e., the annual local price increase may not exceed one dollar fifty 

cents).  However, this limited exception to the price cap regulatory regime enacted by the 

Missouri legislature in Senate Bill 507 is not applicable to SBC Missouri.  At the time 

SBC Missouri became eligible for price cap regulation, SBC Missouri’s intrastate access 

rates did not exceed 150% of its interstate access rates, and it is therefore not eligible for 

the limited “rebalancing” of rates permitted under Section 8 and 9 of Section 392.245 

RSMo. 2000. 

 19. Finally, subsections 4(5) and 11 of Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000 provide 

that an incumbent LEC subject to price cap regulation may change the rates for its 

services, consistent with the provisions contained in Section 392.200 RSMo. 2000, but 

not to exceed the “maximum allowable prices” established under Section 392.245 RSMo. 

2000.  These provisions make clear that it is the price cap regulated company, and not the 

Commission, which is given the authority to set its rates at any level so long as those 

rates do not exceed the cap. 

 20. Part of Staff’s Second Phase Proposal is for the Commission to establish a 

new case to investigate whether the current switched access rates are “just and 

reasonable.”  With respect to price cap regulated ILECs, Staff’s proposal is clearly 

inappropriate, as the Missouri legislature has already determined that issue.  Against the 

lengthy backdrop of the detailed and comprehensive price cap regulatory regime 

contained in Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000, it is readily apparent that the Commission 

does not have jurisdiction to direct an incumbent LEC subject to price cap regulation 
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pursuant to Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000 to reduce its switched access rates below the 

“maximum allowable prices” established by Sections 392.245.3 and 4 RSMo. 2000.  

Section 392.245.3 and .4 RSMo. 2000 preemptively establish the maximum allowable 

prices an incumbent LEC subject to price cap regulation may charge.  Nothing in Section 

392.245 RSMo. 2000 or any other statutory provision permits the Commission to use 

some other metric to force a price cap regulated incumbent LEC to reduce its rates for 

any service below the maximum allowable prices established by Section 392.245 RSMo. 

2000.  In fact, subsection 7 of Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000 specifically provides that any 

company subject to price cap regulation under Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000 “shall not be 

subject to regulation under subsection 1 of section 392.240” (the statutory provision 

which authorizes the Commission to determine that a telecommunication company’s 

current rates are unlawful based on traditional rate of return regulation).   

21. Further, as described above, subsections 4(5) and 11 of Section 392.245 

RSMo. 2000 clearly give the price cap company, not the Commission, authority to set its 

rates at any level which does not exceed the maximum allowable price.  The 

comprehensive price cap regulation framework enacted by the Missouri legislature in 

1996 simply does not grant the Commission any authority to reduce or otherwise change 

the maximum allowable prices established by Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000, except as 

provided therein. 

 22. The Commission should reject Staff’s Second Phase Proposal.  To resolve 

this case, the Commission should order that the exchange access rate cap mechanism it 

adopted on an interim basis in Case No. TO-99-596 be made permanent.  If the 

Commission is inclined to take further action with respect to access rates, it may only do 
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so with respect to non-price cap regulated companies.  If the Commission believes that it 

has authority under the Missouri price cap statute to examine whether the existing 

exchange access rates of a price cap regulated ILEC are “just and reasonable,” and force 

an ILEC subject to price cap regulation to reduce its switched access rates, the 

Commission should permit the parties impacted by such a decision (i.e., the ILECs 

subject to price cap regulation under Section 392.245 RSMo. 2000) to pursue 

appropriate appellate review before the Commission takes any further action in the case. 

 WHEREFORE, SBC Missouri respectfully requests that the Commission reject 

Staff’s Second Phase Proposal, in whole, and instead proceed to conclude its 

investigation in this case as described herein. 

    Respectfully submitted, 

    Southwestern Bell Telephone, L.P., 
    d/b/a SBC Missouri 

 

         
         PAUL G. LANE    #27011 
         LEO J. BUB   #34326  
         ANTHONY K. CONROY  #35199 
         MIMI B. MACDONALD  #37606 
    Attorneys for SBC Missouri 
    One SBC Center, Room 3516 
    St. Louis, Missouri  63101 
    314-235-6060 (Telephone) 
    314-247-0014 (Facsimile) 
    anthony.conroy@sbc.com  
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 The undersigned certifies that a copy of this document was served on all counsel of 
record by electronic mail or by first class, postage prepaid U. S. Mail on August 15, 2003.  
Notice of this filing was provided to all parties not represented by counsel, by first class, 
postage prepaid U. S. Mail. 
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Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
 

 

Thomas R. Parker 
GTE d/b/a Verizon Midwest 
601 Monroe Street, Suite 304 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 
 

Craig S. Johnson 
Andereck/Evans/Milne, Peace & 
Johnson LLC 
700 E. Capitol Ave., P. O. Box 1438 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 

 

Mary Ann Garr Young 
P.O. Box 104595 
Jefferson City, MO 65110-4595 
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312 E. Capitol Ave., P.O. Box 456 
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Sheldon K. Stock 
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St. Louis, MO 63102 
 

 

Carl J. Lumley/Leland B. Curtis 
Curtis, Oetting, Heinz, Garrett & 
Soule, P.C. 
130 S. Bemiston, Suite 200 
St. Louis, MO 63105 

 

Stephen F. Morris 
MCI Telecommunications Corp. 
701 Brazos, Suite 600 
Austin, TX 78701 
 

Carol Keith 
Gabriel Communications of Missouri 
16090 Swingley Ridge Rd, Ste 500 
Chesterfield, MO 63017 
 

 

Paul H. Gardner 
Goller, Gardner & Feather 
131 East High Street 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 
 

 

Lisa C. Hendricks, Esq. 
Sprint 
6450 Sprint Parkway, Bldg 14 
Mail Stop KSOPHN0212-2A253 
Overland Park, KS 66251 

James M. Fischer/Larry W. Dority 
Fischer & Dority, P.C. 
101 Madison St., Suite 400 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 
 

 

J. Steve Weber 
AT&T Communications of the 
Southwest 
101 W. McCarty, Suite 216 
Jefferson City, MO 65101 

 

Rebecca B. DeCook 
AT&T Communications of Southwest 
1875 Lawrence Street, Suite 1575 
Denver, CO 80202 
 

Cathleen A. Martin 
Newman, Comley and Ruth 
601 Monroe St., Ste. 301 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
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UNREPRESENTED LIST: 
 

BTI 
Business Telecom, Inc. 
4300 Six Forks Rd., Suite 400 
Raleigh, NC 27609 

 
Allegiance Telecom of Missouri, Inc. 
1950 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 3026 
Dallas, TX 75207 

BroadStream Corporation 
4513 Pin Oak Court 
Sioux Falls, SD 57103 

Adelphia Business Solutions 
Operation 
121 Champion Way 
Canonsburg, PA 15317 

 

Buy-Tel Communications, Inc. 
6409 Colleyville Blvd. 
P.O. Box 1170 
Colleyville, TX 76034 

Camarato Distributing, Inc. 
900 Camarato Drive 
Herrin, IL 63948 

Missouri Comm South, Inc. 
(Comm S. Companies, Inc.) 
6830 Walling Lane, P.O. Box 821269 
Dallas, TX 75382 

 

Smoke Signal Communications 
(Choctaw Communications, L.C.)  
8700 South Gessner 
Houston, TX 77074 

Delta Phones, Inc. 
245 Illinois Street 
P.O. Box 784 

Delhi, LA 71232 

DMJ Communications, Inc. 
2525 N. Grandview, Suite 900 
Odessa, TX 79761 

 

IG2, Inc. 
(Computer Business Sciences, Inc.) 
80-02 Kew Gardens Rd., Suite 5000 
Kew Gardens, NY 11415 

EZ Talk Communications, L.L.C. 
4727 S. Main 
Stafford, TX 74777 

American Communication Services 
of Kansas City, Inc. 
131 National Business Pkwy, Suite 
100 
Annapolis Junction, MD 20701 

 

Alltel Communications, Inc. 
One Allied Drive 
P.O. Box 2177 
Little Rock, AR 72203 

BarTel Communications, Inc. 
333 Leffingwell, Suite 101 
St. Louis, MO 63122-6400 

Global Crossing Local Services, Inc. 
(Frontier Local Services) 
P. O. Box 19052 
Green Bay, WI 54307-9052 

 
Ciera Network Systems, Inc. 
1250 Wood Branch Park Dr. 
Houston, TX 77079 

Quintelco, Inc. 
1 Blue Hill Plaza 

Pearl River, NY 10965 

Ionex Communications, Inc. 
5710 LBJ Freeway, Suite 215 
Dallas, TX 75240 

 

Intermedia Communications, Inc. 
1 Intermedia Way 
MCFLTHQ3 
Tampa, FL 33647-1752 

LDD, Inc. 
24 S. Minnesota 
Cape Girardeau, MO 63702 

Level 3 Communications, LLC 
1025 Eldorado Blvd. 
Broomfield, CO 80021-8869 

 

KMC Telecom III, Inc. 
1543 Route 206, Suite 300 
Bedminster, NJ 07921 
 

Winstar Wireless, Inc. 
1615 L Street, NW, Suite 1250 
Washington, DC 20036 
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Maxcom, Inc. 
10647 Widmer Rd. 
Lenexa, KS 66215 

 
Maxcess, Inc. 
100 W. Lucerne Plaza, Suite 200 
Orlando, FL 32801 

Mark Twain Communications Co. 
P.O. Box 128 
Hurdland, MO 63547 

Navigator Communications, LLC 
P.O. Box 13860 
Little Rock, AR 72113-0860 

 

Max-Tel Communications, Inc. 
102 W. Franklin 
P.O. Box 280 
Alvord, TX 76225 

Missouri Telecom, Inc. 
515 Cleveland, Suite C 
P.O. Box 419 
Monett, MO 65708 

Tel Com Plus 
(U.S. Telecommunications, Inc.) 
525 110th Ave., North, Suite 118 
Clearwater, FL 33760-4837 

 

Spectra Communications Group, 
LLC 
9200 Ward Parkway, Suite 600 
Kansas City, MO 64114 

NOW Communications, Inc. 
713 Country Place Drive 
Jackson, MS 39208 

QCC, Inc. 
8829 Bond Street 
Overland Park, KS 66124 

 

ACSI Local Switched Services, Inc. 
131 National Business Pkwy, Suite 
100 
Annapolis, MD 20701 

U.S. Telepacific Corp. 
d/b/a TelePacific Communications 
515 S. Flower Street, 49th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

South West TeleConnect 
(Reitz Rentals, Inc.) 
P. O. Box 200606 
Austin, TX 78720-0606 

 

Afford A Phone 
Quick-Tel Communications, Inc. 
1703 16th Street 
P.O. Box 1220 
Bridgeport, TX 76426 

Z-Tel Communications, Inc. 
601 S. Harbour Island Blvd, Suite 220 
Tampa, FL 33602 

Snappy Phone of Texas, Inc. 
d/b/a Snappy Phone 
6901 W. 70th St. 
P.O. Box 29620 
Shreveport, LA 71129 

 
Ren-Tel Communications, Inc. 
1734 Highway 113 North 
Carrollton, GA 30117 

Convergent Communications Services 
P. O. Box 746237 
Arvada, CO 80006-6237 

AccuTel of Texas, Inc. 
7900 John W. Carpenter Freeway 
Dallas, TX 75247 

 

Cypress Communications Operating 
Co 
15 Piedmont Center, Suite 100 
Atlanta, GA 30305 
 

TCG Kansas City, Inc. 
Teleport Communications Group 
2 Teleport Drive, Suite 300 
Staten Island, NY 10311 

TCG St. Louis 
Teleport Communications Group 
2 Teleport Drive, Suite 300 
Staten Island, NY 10311 

 
Suretel, Inc. 
5 N. McCormick 
Oklahoma City, OK 73127 

Tel-Link, LLC 
1001 Third Avenue West, Suite 500 
Bradenton, FL 34205 

The Cube 
Tin Can Communications Co. 
1400 W. Sam Houston Parkway 
North 
Houston, TX 77042 

 
Teligent, Inc. 
8065 Leesburg Pike, Suite 400 
Vienna, VA 22182 

Broadband Office Inc. 
P. O. Box 37 
Springfield, VA 22150-0037 
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MVX.com Communications, Inc. 
100 Rowland Way, Suite 145 
Novato, CA 94945 

 
Orchard Farm Telephone Company 
5065 N. Highway 94 
St. Charles, MO 63301 

Metro Connection,  
d/b/a Transamerican Telephone 
209 E. University 
Denton, TX 76201 

Pathnet, Inc. 
11720 Sunrise Valley Drive 
Reston, VA 20191 

 
USLD Communications, Inc. 
4250 N. Fairfax Drive, Ste 12W002 
Arlington, VA 22203 

1-800-Reconex, Inc. 
(U.S. Telco, Inc.) 
2500 Industrial Avenue 
P.O. Box 40 
Hubbard, OR 97032 

Onfiber Carrier Services, Inc. 
11921 N. MO PAC Expwy, Suite 100 
Austin, TX 78759 

 

2ND Century Communications 
P. O. Box 710080 
Oak Hill, VA 20171-0080 
 

Advanced Telcom Group, Inc. 
110 Stony Point Road, 2nd Floor 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 

American Fiber Network, Inc. 
9401 Indian Creek Parkway, Suite 
140 
Overland Park, KS 66210 

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

Payroll Advance, Inc. 
808 S. Baker 
Mountain Home, AR 72643 

BellSouthBSE, Inc. 
32 Perimeter Center East 
Atlanta, GA 30346 

 
Bluestar Communications 
P. O. Box 190624 
Nashville, TN 37219-0624 

TransNational Telecom 
17120 Classen Rd. 
San Antonio, TX 78247-2001 

CapRock Telecommunications Corp. 
15601 N. Dallas Parkway, Suite 700 
Addison, TX 75001 

 
Lathrop and Gage 
P.O. Box 167 
Princeton, MO 64673 

Tel-Save, Inc. of Pennsylvania 
6805 Route 202 

New Hope, PA 18938 

Connect 
(CCCMO, Inc.) 
124 W. Capitol, Suite 250 
Little Rock, AR 72203 

 
The Pager Company 
3030 East Truman Road 
Kansas City, MO 64127 

Supra Telecommunications & 
Information Systems, Inc. 
2620 S.W. 27th Avenue 
Miami, FL 33133 

Dial & Save of Missouri, Inc. 
8750 N. Central Expressway, Ste 
1500 
Dallas, TX 75231 

 
Rocky Mountain Internet 
7100 E. Belleview Ave., Ste. 201 
Denver, CO 80111-1635 

Digital Teleport, Inc. 
8112 Maryland Avenue, 4th Floor 
St. Louis, MO 63105 

dPi-Telconnect LLC 
2997 LBJ Freeway, Suite 225 
Dallas, TX 75234 

 
Eagle Communications Missouri, Inc. 
60 E. 56th Street 
New York, NY 10022 

Fidelity Telephone Company 
64 N. Clark Avenue 
Sullivan, MO 63080 
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Cass County Telephone Company 
P.O. Box 398 
260 West First Street 
Peculiar, MO 64078 

 

Excel Telecommunication Systems, 
Inc 
8750 N. Central Expressway, Ste 
2000 
Dallas, TX 75231 

Fairpoint Communications Solutions 
6324 Fairview Rd., Suite 400 
Charlotte, NC 28210 

Focal Communications Corp of 
Missouri 
200 N. LaSalle Street, Suite 800 
Chicago, IL 60601 

 

GE Capital Communications Services 
d/b/a GE Exchange 
6540 Powers Ferry Road 
Atlanta, GA 30339 

Group Long Distance, Inc. 
400 E. Atlantic Blvd. 
Pompano Beach, FL 33060-6200 

GTE Communications Corp. 
6665 N. MacArthur 
Irving, TX 75038 

 

HJN Telecom, Inc. 
3235 Satellite Blvd, Bldg 400, Ste 
300 
Duluth, GA 30096 

JATO Operating Corporation 
303 E. 17th Ave., Ste. 930 
Denver, CO 80203-1262 

Kansas City Fiber Network, LP 
111 Main Street, Suite 300 
Kansas City, MO 64105 

 

RSL Com USA 
f/k/a LDM Systems, Inc. 
49 W. 37th St., Flr. 13 
New York, NY 10018-0178 

Local Line America, Inc. 
P.O. Box 4551 
Akron, OH 44310 
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