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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Request of Southwestern Bell )

Telephone, L.P., d/b/a SBC Missouri, for Competitive ) Case No. TO-2006-0093
Classification Pursuant to Section 392.245.6, RSMo 2005 )

— 30-day Petition

AFFIDAVIT OF CRAIG A. UNRUH

STATE OF MISSOURI )
) SS
CITY OF ST. LOUIS )

I. Craig A. Unruh. of lawful age. being duly sworn. depose and state:

1. My name is Craig A. Unruh. I am presently Executive Director — Regulatory for
Southwestern Bell Telephone, L.P., d/b/a/ SBC Missouri.

2. Artached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my direct testimony.

3. [ hereby swear and affirm that my answers contained in the attached testimony to the
questions therein propounded are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and

AR Y /dA

Crdig A. Unruh

Subscribed and sworn to before this 4\5 2‘Zé:day of September, 2005.

“Plspon S Aot r

Notéry Public
My Commission Expires: 04’0520@ MARYANN PURCELL
Notary Public - Notary Seal
STATE OF MISSOUR}

City of St. Louis
My Commission Expires: Jan. 5, 2008
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CASE NO. TO-2006-0093
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE, L.P.
D/B/A/ SBC MISSOURI
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CRAIG A. UNRUH
INTRODUCTION
Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
A. My name is Craig A. Unruh and my business address is One SBC Center, Room

3528, St. Louis, Missouri, 63101.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT POSITION?

A. I am employed by Southwestern Bell Telephone, L.P. d/b/a SBC Missouri (SBC
Missouri) and serve as its Executive Director — Regulatory. I am responsible for
advocating regulatory policy and managing SBC Missouri’s regulatory

organization.

Q. HAVE YOU PREPARED AN EXHIBIT THAT SUMMARIZES YOUR
PROFESSIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND
EXPERIENCE BEFORE THE MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION (COMMISSION)?

A. Yes. This information is contained in Unruh - Schedule 1.

PURPOSE AND MAIN POINTS OF TESTIMONY

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?
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A

My testimony explains that the 30 day process for competitive classifications is a
simple process where the Commission grants competitive classification in the
exchanges where the statutory provisions of two or more providers using their
own facilities in whole or in part are met. My testimony also presents the
evidence that was provided in SBC Missouri’s petition demonstrating that the 30
day trigger provisions have been met for the exchanges requested by SBC

Missouri,

WHAT ARE THE MAIN POINTS THE COMMISSION SHOULD
UNDERSTAND ABOUT YOUR TESTIMONY?

The Commission should understand the following points about my testimony and
this case in general:

SB 237 significantly changed the manner in which the Commission grants
competitive classifications.

The Commission no longer determines whether “effective competition” exists and
is not to review the “extent” of competition or make pricing and service
comparisons.

The focus of the statute is now on “choice.” The law recognizes that as long as
there is choice for consumers, the competitive marketplace should be permitted to
work.

This is a 30 day trigger case where the Commission must grant competitive
classifications within 30 days after reviewing whether the statutory requirements

have been met. This is meant to be a simple “counting” of providers to ensure
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that there are at least two providers using their own facilities in whole or in part to
provide service to business and/or residential customers in an exchange.

Lack of confirmation from Staff that a company is a 30 day trigger company is
not sufficient reason to reject SBC Missouri’s request for that exchange. SBC
Missouri presented evidence that it meets the criteria that must be considered.
From a legal and practical standpoint, all exchanges that meet the 30 day criteria,
whether they were identified in SBC Missouri’s 30 day request, 60 day request, or
not specifically identified, should be granted a competitive classification in the

present 30 day case.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS CASE?

SBC Missouri seeks a competitive classification, under the provisions of Section
392.245.5 RSMo, for the 28 residential exchanges and for the 51 business
exchanges that it specifically identified in its Petition plus any additional
residential and/or business exchanges that meet the statutory criteria for the 30
day process, including those identified by Staff. This statutory provision provides
for a 30 day peried in which the Commission is to grant the petition where the

criteria spelled out in 392.245.5 are met in the requested exchanges.
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STATUTORY CRITERIA FOR OBTAINING A COMPETITIVE

CLASSIFICATION UNDER THE 30 DAY PROCESS

Q. WHAT ARE THE CRITERIA SPELLED OUT IN 392.245.5 FOR
OBTAINING A COMPETITIVE CLASSIFICATION UNDER THE 30 DAY
PROCESS?

A. The 30-day track establishes a competitive “trigger” that focuses solely on the
number of carriers providing “basic local telecommunications service” within an
exchange. Under the 30-day track, the Commission must classify the ILEC’s
services (business, residential, or both), as competitive in any exchange in which
at least two other carriers are also providing such basic local telecommunications
services within an exchange:

Each telecommunications service offered to business
customers, other than exchange access service, of an incumbent
local exchange telecommunications company regulated under
this section shall be classified as competitive in any exchange
in which at least two non-affiliated entities in addition to the
incumbent local exchange company are providing basic local
telecommunications service to business customers within the
exchange. Each telecommunications service offered to
residential customers, other than exchange access service, of an
incumbent local exchange telecommunications company
regulated under this section shall be classified as competitive in
an exchange in which at least two non-affiliated entities in
addition to the incumbent local exchange company are

providing basic local telecommunications service to residential
customers within the exchange...'

For the purpose of the 30-day investigation, the statute requires a commercial

mobile radio service (“CMRS” or “wireless”) provider to be considered an entity

! Section 392.245.5 RSMo (2005), (emphasis added).
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providing “basic local telecommunications services.” It also requires the
Commission to recognize as a “basic local telecommunications service provider”
any entity providing “local voice™ service “in whole or in part” over facilities in

which it or one of its affiliates has an ownership interest.*

As one can see, the focus is on ensuring the customer has a choice of service
providers. The intent is clear. The legislature created a simplified manner for
obtaining a competitive classification — one which requires the Commission to

grant a competitive classification once the statutory criteria have been satisfied.

Q. HOW DOES SB 237 CHANGE THE PROCESS FOR GAINING
COMPETITIVE CLASSIFICATIONS?

A. SB 237 was overwhelmingly passed by both the Missouri Senate and House of
Representatives®, was signed by the Governor and became law on August 28,
2005. SB 237 reinforces the legislature’s intent to allow full and fair competition
to function instead of regulation where specific and objective criteria are met.
Among other things, SB 237 creates a simplified manner in which competitive
classifications are to be gained. As explained above, the 30 day process simply
requires a count of providers using their own facilities in whole or in part. As

long as there are two providers that meet the statutory requirements, then a

* Section 392.245(1) RSMo (2005) (however, only one such non-affiliated provider will be counted as
providing basic local telecommunications service within an exchange).

? Section 392.245.5(3) RSMo (2005) defines “local voice service” as meaning “[rlegardless of the
technology used...two-way voice service capable of receiving calls from a provider of basic local
telecommunications services as defined by subdivision {(4) of section 386.020, RSMo.

* Section 392.245.5(2) RSMo (2005).
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competitive classification is granted. Prior to SB 237, the Commission was
required to determine if “effective competition” existed in the exchange. This led
to a service-by-service analysis where the Commission examined the “extent” of
competition, made pricing comparisons and assessed service coniparability. The
process established by SB 237, however, simply requires the Commission to
determine if choice is available in the exchange. The new law recognizes that as
long as customers have the ability to choose an alternative provider of voice
service other than the ILEC, customers are better served by letting competitive
forces manage the marketplace. Once customers have choice, the law makes clear

that competitive classification must be granted.

SBC MISSOURI’S REQUEST FOR COMPETITIVE CLASSIFICATION MEETS

THE SIMPLIFIED 30 DAY PROCESS CRITERIA

WHAT IS SBC MISSOURI SEEKING IN THIS CASE?

SBC Missouri seeks a competitive classification for the 28 residential exchanges
and for the 51 business exchanges (out of 160 total exchanges) plus any additional
residential and/or business exchanges that meet the statutory criteria under the 30
day trigger process, including those identified by Staff. I have attached the
following exhibits which identify the exchanges where SBC Missouri seeks a
competitive classification under the 30 day criteria plus information regarding the

competitors that meet the 30 day criteria:

* The Senate voted 29 to 3 and the House of Representatives voted 155 to 3 in favor of SB 237.
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Exhibit A-1(HC), which identifies the SBC Missouri exchanges in which
at least two non-affiliated entities are providing basic local
telecommunications service to business customers; the names of two
entities providing such service in each exchange; and the method through
which SBC Missouri confirmed those carriers’ provision of such service in
each exchange.

Exhibit A-2(HC), which identifies the SBC Missouri exchanges in which
at least two non-affiliated entities are providing basic local
telecommunications service to residential customers; the names of two
entities providing such service in each exchange; and the method through
which SBC Missouri confirmed those carriers’ provision of such service in
each exchange.

Exhibit A-3, which is a map geographically depicting the exchanges
identified in Exhibit A-1(HC).

Exhibit A-4, which is a map geographically depicting the exchanges
identified in Exhibit A-2(HC).

Exhibit A-3, which provides information depicting competitor’s switching
and interconnection information obtained from the Local Exchange
Routing Guide (LERG).

These are duplicates of the exhibits, including the same exhibit names, that were

included in SBC Missouri’s petition.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW SBC MISSOURI IDENTIFIED THE VARIOUS

TRIGGER COMPANIES FOR EACH EXCHANGE.

A. SBC Missouri identified the 30 day trigger companies through:

Contacting the company by phone - SBC Missouri, in cases where it could
not find published information confirming a company’s provision of
business or residence services in a particular exchange, directly contacted
the company by telephone and inquired whether it provided business

service, residence service, or both 1n a particular exchange.
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Let’sTalk.com - A publicly available website that lists, for any Zip Code
entered, the wireless carriers providing service in that area and various
wireless rate plans offered by each carrier, There is at least one provider
of wireless service in each exchange served by SBC Missouri.

CLEC Annual Reports filed with the Commission - The Commission
requires every certificated CLEC offering local service in Missouri to file
a report each year specifically quantifying the amount of business and
residence service it is actually providing in each exchange served. The
Commission’s report requires CLECs to separately state for residential
and business customers the voice grade equivalent lines it provides using
the pure resale, UNE-L, UNE-P, and full facility-based methods of
provisioning service. While many CLEC:s file this report with the
Commission on a Highly Confidential basis, other CLECs do not request
such protection and file their report on a Non-Proprietary basis. To the
extent SBC Missouri was able to locate such Non-Proprietary CLEC
Annual Reports, SBC Missouri utilized that data to help identify CLECs
providing business service, residential service or both in an exchange.
Migrations from UNE-P to CLEC facilities - When a CLEC migrates from
UNE-P (under which a CLEC purchases switching and loop elements
from an incumbent LEC) to a CLEC’s own facilities, SBC Missouri’s
internal business records reflect the disconnection of a particular CLEC
customer’s loop from SBC Missouri’s switch. For the purpose of these

exhibits, SBC Missouri included UNE-L CLECs that ported UNE-P
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customer telephone numbers to the UNE-L provider’s switch (i.e., CLECs
migrating a telephone number and a loop); and CLECs utilizing only
Local Number Portability (i.e., CLECs migrating a telephone number
without an associated UNE loop or switch port). Using the LERG, SBC
Missour: validated that each CLEC had NPA-NXXs for each exchange
identified.

E-911 Listings - The appearance of a CLEC’s customer in the E-911
database reftects the CLEC’s provision of service in an exchange utilizing
its own switching.

Directory Listings for companies providing service using their own
facilities - starting with CLECs listed in the LERG as having switching
facilities. SBC Missouri cross-referenced those CLECs in the directory
listing database to confirm that the NPA-NXXs assigned to them for SBC
Missoun exchanges (or ported by them from another carrier) were actually

being used by them to serve customers.

Q. WHICH COMPANIES DID SBC MISSOURI EXCLUDE FROM THE 30

DAY TRIGGER REVIEW?

A SBC Missouri excluded Cingular since the statute requires the trigger

company to be a non-affiliated entity. SBC Missouri also excluded the

AT&T

companies from its review. While AT&T remains a competitor of

SBC Missouri’s, SBC Missouri chose to exclude the AT&T companies

10
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from its analysis to avoid issues that parties might raise given the pending

acquisition of AT&T by SBC Communications.

DOES SBC MISSOURI’S REQUEST FOR COMPETITIVE
CLASSIFICATION IN THE IDENTIFIED EXCHANGES MEET THE 30
DAY STATUTORY CRITERIA?

Yes. The Commission should grant a competitive classification in all the
requested exchanges no later than September 29, 2005 (i.e., within 30 days of the
request). In addition, as requested by SBC Missouri in its Petition (para. 21) and
pursuant to the requirements of the statute, the Commission should also grant
competitive classification in those exchanges where the Commission’s records or

its inquiries of regulated providers indicates the statutory criteria have been met.

PLEASE ELABORATE ON YOUR COMMENT THAT, PURSUANT TO
SECTION 392.245.5, THE COMMISSION SHOULD USE ITS OWN
RECORDS AND INQUIRIES OF REGULATED PROVIDERS IN
IDENTIFYING COMPETITION FOR COMPETITIVE
CLASSIFICATION CASES.

Since passage of SB 237, the law now requires the Commission to maintain and
consider its own records and make inquiries of regulated providers when
considering competitive classification requests. SB 237 requires the Commission
to go beyond the data that carriers provide it in the ordinary course of business

and pro-actively seek other necessary and appropriate data from competitors it

11
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regulates. SBC Missouri’s petition directs the Commission’s attention to several
pieces of information that are contained in the Commission’s records that would
be helpful in fulfilling this statutory obligation. While the Commission should
review these cited sources of information, it should not limit its investigation to
this data alone since the statute requires a pro-active gathering of relevant

information from the companies it regulates.

WHAT IF THE COMMISSION FINDS THAT ANY OF THE REQUESTED
EXCHANGES DO NOT MEET THE 30 DAY TRIGGER CRITERIA?
While I believe that all of the requested exchanges meet the 30 day criteria, I
would request that the Commission grant a competitive classification in Case No.
TO-2006-0102 (SBC Missouri’s 60 day case) for any exchanges the Commission
determines does not meet the 30 day criteria. Case No. TO-2006-0102 is the case
created by the Commission when it split SBC Missouri’s competitive
classification petition into two separate cases — the present case, and a new case
dealing with the exchanges requested by SBC Missouri for a competitive

classification under the 60 day process established by SB 237.

OBJECTIONS TO SBC MISSOURI’S 30 DAY REQUEST ARE MISGUIDED

Q.

HAVE YOU PREPARED SOME RESPONSES TO THE OBJECTIONS
AND TESTIMONY ALREADY FILED IN THE CASE?
Yes, I have some limited response to Staff’s objections and Mr. Van Eschen’s

testimony, both of which were filed yesterday. Given the short amount of time to

12
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respond to the objections and the fact that Staff may be modifying its
recommendations based on anticipated feedback from certain CLECs, I may have
additional rebuttal testimony to present at the hearing as anticipated in the
Commission’s Order establishing the proce&ural schedule for this case.
Additionally, Mr. Van Eschen includes several pages of testimony pertaining to
SBC Missouri’s 60 day case (TO-2006-0102) which I will not address in this

testimony.

MR. VAN ESCHEN SUGGESTS THAT SBC MISSOURI’S REQUEST
SHOULD BE DENIED IN ANY EXCHANGE WHERE STAFF HAS BEEN
UNABLE TO CONFIRM THAT A TRIGGER COMPANY IDENTIFIED
BY SBC MISSOURI IS PROVIDING SERVICE IN THE EXCHANGE (P.
14-17). DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS POSiTION?

No. Staff indicates that it has been unable to confirm a 30 day trigger company in
certain exchanges because they have not heard back from the 30 day trigger
company in question.6 The fact that a company has not responded to Staff’s
questions is not a reason to deny SBC Missouri’s request. SBC Missouri has
presented evidence that the trigger company is providing service in the exchange
and that evidence is a sufficient basis to grant competitive classification. Staff has
not sought additional information or verification from SBC Missouri of any of the

evidence it presented in the Petition.

13
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Q.

DO YOU AGREE GENERALLY WITH STAFF’S STANDARDS FOR ITS
RECOMMENDATIONS?

No. Staff essentially ignored the evidence SBC Missouri utilized to support its
Petition, except for the identification of the exchanges where SBC Missouri seeks
competitive classification and the CLECs which SBC Missouri identified as
serving those exchanges. Unless Staff could “independently” verify competition
based on annual reports and calls to selected CLECs, Staff did not recommend
competitive classification. Staff should have included an evaluation of SBC

Missouri’s evidence in its recommendation.

IS IT APPROPRIATE TO EVALUATE COMPETITIVE
CLASSIFICATION BASED ONLY ON ANNUAL REPORTS AND CALLS
TO SELECTED CLECS?

No. As Staff noted, the use of annual reports can be problematic as the annual
reports may be dated and may not reflect new exchanges where CLEC may now
be serving. Also, as Staff indicated, there can be compliance issues with CLECs
accurately filing annual reports. In addition, making SBC Missouri’s competitive
classification dependent on whether CLECs cooperate in response to Staff is not
consistent with the statute nor a fair way to evaluate whether SBC Missouri meets

the statutory criteria.

¢ Based on Staff’s testimony, it appears they are waiting on responses from Big River, Birch, NuVox, and

Sprint.

14
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Q.

STAFF RECOMMENDS APPROVAL OF ONE RESIDENTIAL
EXCHANGE’ AND NINE BUSINESS EXCHANGES® IN SBC
MISSOURI’S 60 DAY CASE (T0-2006-0102) BASED ON STAFF’S
DETERMINATION THAT THESE 10 EXCHANGES MEET THE 30 DAY
STATUTORY CRITERIA (P. 26-27). SHOULD THESE EXCHANGES BE
APPROVED IN SBC MISSOURI’S PRESENT 30 DAY CASE?

Yes. SBC Missouri did not identify these exchanges for 30 day approval because
it was not aware of the existence of competition from companies using their own
facilities in whole or in part in those exchanges. Staff, which has access to
information such as annuai reports which are not available to SBC Missouri, has
now identified these additional exchanges as meeting the statute. In its Petition,
SBC Missouri requested that the Commission grant a competitive classification
for any exchange that meets the 30 day criteria based upon the Commission’s own
investigation as required by the statute. Since the Commission is now aware that
these 10 exchanges meet the 30 day criteria, it should grant a competitive
classification in this 30 day case. Not only does the statute require this result, so
does good administrative practice. It would be a waste of resources to require
SBC Missouri to file another Petition under the 30 day process when the
information to determine that the statutory requirements have been met is already

in the case.

7 Joplin,

® Archie, Ash Grove, Billings, Boonville, Carthage, Cedar Hill, Farley, Marshall, and Mexico.

15
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Q.

STAFF IDENTIFIED SIX EXCHANGES WHERE IT HAS CONFIRMED
THAT THE 30 DAY CRITERIA ARE MET FOR BUSINESS SERVICE®,
HOWEVER, STAFF INDICATES THAT SINCE SBC MISSQURI DID
NOT ASK FOR THESE SIX EXCHANGES TO BE COMPETITIVELY
CLASSIFIED, THEN THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT GRANT A
COMPETITIVE CLASSIFICATION IN THIS CASE (P. 13). PLEASE
COMMENT.

First, I want to point out that SBC Missouri’s petition did request a competitive
classification for three of the six exchanges identified by Staff. The Moberly, St.
Clair and Union exchanges were identified in SBC Missouri’s 60 day request.
Regardless, though, the Commission should grant a competitive classification for
these six exchanges in the 30 day case because the 30 day statutory criteria have
been met. The statute makes clear that the Commission is to review its own
records and make inquiries as necessary and appropriate of regulated providers to
determine where there are voice providers. SBC Missouri requested the
Commission to grant a competitive classification for any exchange where its own
investigation identified that a competitive classification should be granted.!”
Moreover, from a practical standpoint, the Commission should grant a
competitive classification for these exchanges since the Commission now knows
that they meet the 30 day criteria, rather than requiring a new case to be filed
which would be a waste of the Commission’s and other parties’ time and

resources.

® Chaffee, Linn, Moberly, Montgomery City, St. Clair, and Union.

16
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STAFF RAISES A CONCERN THAT SEMO HAS NOT BEEN GRANTED
ANY TYPE OF CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE AUTHORITY TO
PROVIDE BASIC LOCAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE (P. 15)
POSSIBLY IMPLYING THAT SEMO COULD NOT BE COUNTED AS A
30 DAY TRIGGER COMPANY. PLEASE COMMENT.

Whether or not a company is certificated to provide basic local
telecommunications service is not relevant under the statute for determining
whether or not to grant a competitive classification. Section 392.245.5(2) makes
clear that any entity providing local voice service in whole or in part over its own,
or its affiliates, facilities is to be considered a basic local service provider
regardless of whether or not the entity is subject to regulation by the Commission.

There 1s no requirement that the competitor be certificated by the Commission.

STAFF GOES ON TO STATE THAT SEMO MAY BE CONTRACTING
WITH A CLEC FOR THE PROVISION OF VOICE SERVICE AND
INDICATES THAT THE EXCHANGES SERVED BY SEMO WOULD
QUALIFY PROVIDED THE CLEC SEMO HAS CONTRACTED WITH IS
PROVIDING SERVICE ON A FULL FACILITY-BASIS OR BY USING
UNE-L (P. 15). PLEASE COMMENT.

Whether SEMO is providing service using its own loops and a CLEC’s switching

functions or a CLEC is providing service using its own switching functions and

% See SBC Missouri’s petition, para. 21.

17



10

11

® -

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

Direct Testimony
Craig A. Unruh
Case No. TO-2006-0093

SEMO’s loops, the 30 day criteria are met and competitive classification should
be granted in the cxchangés where SBC Missouri has identified SEMQO as a 30

day trigger company.""

STAFF’S TESTIMONY RECOMMENDS AGAINST A COMPETITIVE
CLASSIFICATION IN THE FULTON EXCHANGE FOR BUSINESS
SERVICES BECAUSE STAFF HAD CONTACTED SOCKET AND
SOCKET INDICATED THAT IT ONLY PROVIDED SERVICE TO AN
INTERNET SERVICE PROVIDER (ISP) IN FULTON (P. 17) AND

STAFF’S POSITION IS THAT SERVICE TO AN ISP DOES NOT MEET

. THE 30 DAY CRITERIA (P. 11). DO YOU HAVE ADDITIONAL

EVIDENCE THAT SOCKET IS PROVIDING VOICE SERVICE TO NON-
ISP BUSINESSES IN FULTON?

Yes. I have attached a news release issued by Socket last month which includes a
quote from the President of a community healthcare company speaking to the fact
that Socket provides voice services to the company (Unruh - Schedule 2). Based
on this additional information, it is my understanding that Staff again contacted
Socket and that Socket has now confirmed that it is providing voice service in
Fulton. It is my understanding that Staff plans to modify its recommendations to
include Fulton. Whether Staff modifies its recommendation or not, the evidence
establishes that the statutory criteria have been met and competitive classification

should be granted.

'! Advance, Bell City, Delta, Pocahontas-New Wells, and Wyatt,

18
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MR. VAN ESCHEN DISCUSSES STAFF’S VIEW THAT THERE
SHOULD BE A MINIMUM THRESHOLD FOR QUALIFYING AS A 30
DAY TRIGGER COMPANY. SPECIFICALLY, STAFF BELIEVES THAT
LINES SERVED ON A FULL FACILITY BASIS OR LINES SERVED BY
A CLEC THAT USES ITS OWN SWITCH AND PURCHASES
UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENT LOOPS (UNE-L) IS THE
MINIMUM THRESHOLD TO MEET THE 30 DAY STATUTORY
CRITERIA THAT A COMPANY MUST USE ITS OWN FACILITIES IN
WHOLE OR IN PART TO BE COUNTED AS A 30 DAY TRIGGER
COMPANY (P. 7-8). DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS POSITION?

No. Staff’s position is inconsistent with the statute. As explained more fully in
SBC Missouri’s petition, the statute defines telecommunications facilities in broad
terms and would not be limited to companies using UNE-L. The statutory criteria
would include, for example, companies which use their own loops and another
carrier’s switching functions. In the present case, at this time there do not appear
to be any exchanges where Staff’s minimum threshold concept creates a dispute
regarding this issue so the Commission does not need to address Staff’s minimum

threshold concept in this case.

HAVE YOU HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO FULLY CONSIDER ALL OF

STAFF’S RECOMMENDATIONS.
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Direct Testimony
Craig A. Unruh
Case No. TO-2006-0093

A. . lam still evaluating Staff’s proposal and reserve the right to provide additional

comments at the hearing,

SUMMARY

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY.

A. My testimony has explained that SB 237 significantly alters the manner in which
competitive classification requests are to be reviewed. The legislature has created
a defined and simplified approach where the Commission is to grant a competitive
classification where there are at least two alternative providers, one of which may
be a wireless provider, which use their own facilities in whole or in part to
provide service in the exchange. The Commission is not to determine whether
there is “effective competition” or examine the “extent” of competition, make
pricing comparisons, or assess service comparability as it did under the old
statutory framework. The process now focuses on “choice” where the
Commission now simply has to confirm that there are at least two providers in the
exchange that meet the 30 day statutory criteria. The exchanges requested by
SBC Missouri meet these criteria and the Commission should grant a competitive
classification for these exchanges by September 29, 2005 (i.e., within 30 days of

the request).

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

A. Yes, it does.
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SUMMARY OF EDUCATION, WORK EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS

Q.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR PROFESSIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL

BACKGROUND?

I received a Bachelor of Science in Computer Science from Kansas State

University in 1986. Ireceived a Master of Business Administration from

Washington University in St. Louis in 1995. Thave been employed by SBC

Missouri since 1986 and have held several positions in the company mostly

working in the regulatory area. I have worked on regulatory issues at both the

federal and state level.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

Yes, I have previously testified in the following Missouri cases:

Missouri Case No. TO-98-212, In the Matter of the Investigation into the
Exhaustion of Central Office Codes in the 314 Numbering Plan Area
Missouri Case No. TO-97-217, In the Matter of an Investigation Conceming
the Continuation or Modification of the Primary Toll Carrier Plan (PTC)
When IntraLATA Presubscription is Implemented in Missouri

Missouri Case No. TO-99-14, In the Matter of the Implementation of Number
Conservation Methods in the St. Louis, Missouri Area

Missouri Case No. TO-99-254, et al., In the Matter of an Investigation
Concerning the Primary Toll Carrier Plan and IntraLATA Dialing Parity
Missouri Case No. TO-99-483, In the Matter of an Investigation for the

Purpose of Clarifying and Determining Certain Aspects Surrounding the

Uniruh - Schedule 1-1



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Provisioning of Metropolitan Calling Area Service after the Passage and
Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

Missouri Case No. TR-2001-344, In the Matter of Northeast Missouri Rural
Telephone Company’s Rate Case in Compliance with the Commission’s
Orders in TO-99-530 and TO-99-254

Missouri Case No. TO-98-329, Investigation into Various Issues Relating to
the Missouri Universal Service Fund

Missouri Case No. TT-2002-227, et al., In the Matter of Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company’s Proposed Revisions to PSC MO No. 26, Long
Distance Message Telecommunications Service Tariff

Missouri Case No. TR-2001-65, Investigation of actual costs incurred in
providing exchange access service and the access rates to be charged by
competitive local exchange telecommunications companies

Missouri Case No. IT-2004-00135, In the Matter of Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company, d/b/a SBC Missouri's Proposed Revised Tariff Sheet
Intended to Increase by Eight Percent the Rates for Line Status Verification
and Busy Line Interrupt as Authorized by Section 392.245, RSMo, the Price
Cap Statute

Missouri Case No. TO-2005-0035, In the Matter of The Second Investigation into the State of

Competition in the Exchanges of Southwestern Bell Telephone, L. P., d/b/a SBC Missouri

Unruh - Schedule 1-2
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Socket Telephone Services Expands to
Fulton, MO

SOCKET OFFERS LOCAL AND LONG-DISTANCE TELEPHONE SERVICES IN
FULTON

FULTON, Mo- Socket Telecom, a new Missouri telephone service provider under the
parant company Socket Holdings Corp., recently announced it is offering local and long-
distance telephone service to Fulton businesses. Combined with the partner company,
Socket Internet, this announcement means business owners can choose to get both
telephone service and Internet service from one local company, and marks a significant
change to the Fuiton, Mo business climate.

Arthur Center, a community health center in Fulton and Mexico, went to Socket when
their ISDN Internet and network connection had frequent drop offs and speed
disruptions. "Socket provided us with customized voice, data and Internet combined in
one T1 connection, which has dramatically increased our network speed and reliability,"
stated Terry Mackey, President. When asked about the transition from SBC to Socket,
Mackey had the following to say. "We actually encountered a problem with SBC before
the switch over and our telephone service went down. We contacted Socket for help and
their people took charge of the situation with SBC and had us back up in minutes. No
passing the buck. I liked how they took great care in making sure we were running
smoothly."

"Businesses with multiple teiephone lines and bandwidth intensive applications are now
learning they can choose to work with a different telephone company for their
teilecommunication needs," said Carson Coffman, one of the company's three owners
and Vice-President of Sales and Marketing.

Customers choosing to use Socket can keep their telephone numbers and directory
listings, and will have personal access to customer service representatives, engineers
and company owners during the conversion process. Socket TelecomIfs local telephone
service packages can be customized to include any of the most popular features such as
Direct Inward Dial, Caller ID, Call Waiting, Voice Mail, Cali Accounting, Remote Access
and Call Forwarding.

Socket Telecom also offers business telephone service to other mid-Missouri business
communities, including Columbia, Jefferson City, Mexico, Lake Qzark, Camdenton,
Kirksvilie, Moberly and Sedalia.

Businesses interested in receiving a free audit of their current telephone bills to see if

Socket can help find a better solution for their voice, data and Internet needs should call
Socket at 592-0700 in Fulton, MO. Please ask for one of their business representatives.

Unryh Schedule 2
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Qualifying SBC Exchanges
30-Day Trigger for Business

Exhibit A-1{HC)

Line Exchange Competitor 1 Source of Data Competitor 2 Source of Data
1 Advance SEMO Communications | Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com
2 Antonla *NuVox™ *E911 Listings™* Verizon LetsTalk.com
3 Bell City SEMO Communications | Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com

**Migrations from UNE-P to
4 Bonne Terre **Big River** CLEC facilities™ Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
5 Camdenton **Sockel™ "E911 Listings™ Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
6 Cape Girardeau Big River Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
7 Chesterfield *Mcleod** *EQ11 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
8 Clever “NuVox** **E911 Listings** Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
2] Deita SEMOQ Communications | Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com
10 |Eldon **Socket** **£911 Listings™ Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
11 Eureka Nuvox** *E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
12 Excelsicr Springs *NuVox** E011 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.comn
**Migrations from UNE-P to
13 (Farmington Big River™ CLEC facilities** Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
14  |Fenton **Mcleod** TEQ911 Listings™™ Verizon LetsTatk.com
15  |Festus-Crystal City Big River Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
“*Migrations from UNE-P to
16 Flat River **Big River** CLEC facilities** Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
*Migrations from UNE-P to
17 Fredericktown "Big River™ CLEC facilities™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
18  |Fulton *Socket™ “*Directory Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
19 Grain Valley **NuVox™ *E0911 Listings** Verizon L etsTalk.com
20 Gravois Mills *Socket** E911 Listings™ Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
21 |Greenwood *Evergst™ ~E811 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
22 Harvester “McLeod™ **E£911 Listings™* Verizon LetsTalk.com
23 Herculangum-Pevely “*NuVox™ ™E911 Lislings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
24 High Ridge *NuVox™™ **E911 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
25 Imperiat “*NuVox* **E911 Listings*™* Verizon LetsTalk.com
26  |Jackson Big River Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
27  |Joplin *MCI™ "E911 Listings*™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
28 |Kansas City Global Crossing Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
29  |Lake Ozark-Osage Beach Socket"™ Directory Listings** Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
30 Manchester “*Charter** **EQ11 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
**Migratigns from UNE-P to
kil Marble Hill **Big River** CLEC facilitieg** Verizon LetsTalk.com
32 [Maxville *Nuvox** *E911 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
33 Monett Missouri Telecom Annual Report Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
34 |Nevada Missouri Telecom Annual Report Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
35 |Pacific NuVox™ *E911 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
**Migrations from UNE-P to
36 Perryville **Big River** CLEC facilifies™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
37 Pocohontas-New Wells SEMO Communications | Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com
38 Pond “NuVox* **E911 Listingg™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
39 Poplar Bluff Big River Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
**Migrations from UNE-P to
40  |Scott City **Big River** CLEC facilities** Verizon LetsTalk.com
41 Sedalia **Socket™ **E911 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
42 Sikeston Big River Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
43 [Smithville **Sprint** **E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
44 Springfield Missouri Telecom Annual Report Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
45 |StCharles *Mcleod"* "EQ11 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
**Migrations from UNE-P to
46 1St Genevieve **Big River™ CLEG facilities** Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
47 |5t Joseph “Birch** *E911 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
48  |St Louis Winstar Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
49 Valley Park *MCI* “EQ11 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
*Migrations from UNE-P to
50  |Washington “*Big River** CLEC facilitieg** Verizon LetsTafk.com
51 Wyalt SEMO Communications | Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com

Highly Confidential




Qualifying SBC Exchanges
30-Day Trigger for Business

Exhibit A-1(HC)

Line Exchange Competitor 1 Source of Data Competitor 2 Source of Data
1 Advance SEMO Communicafiens | Contacted compary by phone | Verizon LetsTalk.com
2 |Antonia PNuVex*™ *E911 Listings™~ Verizon LetsTalk.com
3 Bell City SEMO Communications Contacted company by phone Verizon_ | LetsTalk.com

**Migrations from UNE-P to
4 Bonne Terre **Big River™ CLEC facilities™™ Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
5 Camdenton *Socket** *Eg11 Lislings** Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
6 Cape Girardeau Big River Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
7 Chesterifleld *Mcleod™ **E911 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
8 Clever *NuVex™ **E911 Listings™* Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
) Delta SEMOQ Communications | Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com
10 Eldon Socket™ *Eg11 Listings** Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
11 |Eureka H *NuVox™ “E911 Listings*™* Verizon LetsTalk.com
12 |Excelsior Springs **NyVox** **E911 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
**Migrations from UNE-P to
13 |Farmington **Big River™ CLEC facilities™ Sprint/Nextel | LetsTatk.com
14 Fenton **McLeod™ *E911 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
15  |Festus-Crystal City Big River Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
**Migrations from UNE-P to
16 |Fiat River *Big River™ CLEC facilities™ Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
*Migratiops from UNE-P to
17 Fredericktown **Big River™ CLEC facilities** Verizon LetsTalk.com
18 Fulton *Socket** **Directory Listings™ Verizan LetsTalk.com
19 |Grain Valley NuVox* ™EQ911 Lislings*™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
20  |Gravois Mills *Socket* ~E911 Listings** Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
21 Greenwood *“Everest" ~E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
22  |Harvester =MclLeod* **E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
23 Herculaneum-Pevely NyVox** ~E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
24  |High Ridge *NuVox** ™EOQ11 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
25 Iﬁ%erial MNyVox™ *E911 Listings™* Verizon LetsTaik.com
26 Jackson Big River Annuzal Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
27 |Joplin =*MCI* **E911 Listings™ Vetizon LetsTaik.com
28  |Kansas City Global Crossing Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
29 Lake Ozark-Osage Beach Socket*” | **Directory Listings** Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
30 |Manchester Charter* | “E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
**Migrations from UNE-P to
31 Marble Hill **Big River™ CLEC fagcilities** Verizon LetsTaik.com
32 |[Maxville NuVox*™ “*ES11 Listings** Verizon LetsTaik.com
33 Monett Missouri Telecom Annual Report S‘anb’Nextel LetsTalk.com
34 Nevada Missouri Telecom Annual Report | Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
35  |Pacific *NuVox* *E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com_|
*Migrations from UNE-P to
36 |Perryville *Big River™ CLEC facilities™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
37 Pocohontas-New Wells SEMO Communications | Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com
38 Pond *NuVox** **E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
39 Poplar Biuff Big River ] Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
*Migrations from UNE-P to
40  |Scott City *Big River*” CLEC facilities** Verizon LetsTalk.com
41 |Sedalia *Socket™ **E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
42  |Sikeston Big River Annual Report | Verizon LeisTalk.com
43  |Smithville **Sprint** **E911 Listings** Verizon LetgTalk.com
44  |Springfield Missouri Telecom Annual Report Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
45 St Charles **Mcleod** **E911 Listings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
*Migrations from UNE-P to
46 St Genevieve **Big River™ CLEC facilitigs™ Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
47 |StJoseph Birgh™* **E911 Ligtings** Verizon LetsTalk.com
48 St Louis Winstar Annuai Report | Verizon LetsTalk.com
49  [Valley Park “MCI* **E911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.cormn
**Migrations from UNE-P to
50 Washington **Big River** CLEC facilities** Verizon LetsTalk.com
51 Wyatt SEMO Communications | Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com

Highly Confidential




Qualifying SBC Missouri Exchanges
30-Day Trigger for Residence

Exhibit A-2(HC}

Source of Data

Line Exchange Competitor 1 Compefitor 2 Source of Data
1 |Advance SEMO Communications Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com
2 |Bell City SEMO Communications | Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk com |
3 [Chesterfield Charter Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
4 [Delta SEMO Communications Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com
5 |Eureka Charter Annyal Report Verizon LetsTalk.com

**Migrations from UNE-P to CLEC
6 [Farmington **Big River** faciliies™* Sprint/Nextel | LetsTalk.com
7 |{Fenton Charter Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
“Migrations from UNE-P to CLEC
8 |Fredericktown *Big River*™ facilities** Verizon LetsTalk.com
9 [Harvester Charter Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
10 |Kansas City Time Wamer Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
11 |Manchester Charter Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
12 |Monett Missouri Telecom Annual Report Sprint/Nextel LetsTalk.com
13 iNevada Missouri Telecom Annual Report Sprint/Nextel LetsTalk.com
14 |Pacific Charter Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
*Migratigns from UNE-P to CLEC
15 |Perryville **Big River* facilities** Verizon LetsTalk.com |
16 |Pocohontas-New Wells - SEMO Communications Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTaik.com
17 |Pond Charter Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
18 [San Antonic *Sprint™ TE911 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
19 |Sikeston *Big River* **Directory Listings*™* Verizon LetsTalk.com
20 |Smithville Time Warner Annual Report Verizon LetsTatk.com
21 |Springfield **MclLeod** ™E911 Listings** Sprint/Nexte} LetsTalk.com
22 1St Charles Charter Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
**Migrations from UNE-P to CLEC
23 |5t Genevieve *Big River** facilities** Sprint/Nextel LetsTalk.com
24 |St Joseph T Sprint** MEQ11 Listings™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
25 |St Louis Charter Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
26 |Valley Park Charter Annual Report Verizon LetsTalk.com
*Migrations from UNE-P to CLEC
27 |Washington **Big River™ facilities™ Verizon LetsTalk.com
28 |Wyatt SEMO Communications Contacted company by phone Verizon LetsTalk.com
—

L
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COMPETITOR SWITCH and POI LOCATIONS
JUNE 2005 LERG

Exhibit A-5

Location of Company Location of Company|
CLEC NAME SWITCH Switches POI* POIs
ALLEGIANCE TELECOM, INC. - MO Switch ST. LOUIS
BIG RIVER TELEPHONE COMPANY Switch CAPE GIRARDEAU POI KENNETT
POI SIKESTON
POl POPLAR BLUFF
BIRCH TELECOM OF MISSOURI, INC. Switch MARYLAND HEIGHTS
Switch KANSAS CITY
Server/Switch KANSAS CITY
BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS Switch SPRINGFIELD
Switch KANSAS CITY
CHARTER FIBERLINK, LLC - MO Server/Switch OLIVETTE
Switch OVERLAND
DAVIDSON TELECOM, LLC - MO Switch ST. LQUIS
EVEREST MIDWEST LICENSEE, LLC Switch KANSAS CITY
Switch BLUE SPRINGS
GLOBAL CROSSING LOCAL SERVICES, INC.-MO Switch KANSAS CITY PO! ST. LOUIS
INTERMEDIA COMMUNICATIONS INC. - MO Switch ST. LOUIS
Switch CHESTERFIELD
KMC TELECOM V, INC.-MO Packet Switch WICHITA, KS
Packet Switch ST. LOUIS
Router KANSAS CITY
POI JOPLIN
POL SPRINGFIELD
POI SPRINGFIELD
POI SIKESTON
POI CAPE GIRARDEAU
POI DEERING
POI ST. JOSEPH
POI KANSAS CITY
LEVEL 3 COMMUNICATIONS, LLC - MO Switch ST.LOUIS POl WICHITA, K$
Switch ST. LOUIS POI SPRINGFIELD
Switch KANSAS CITY POI BELLEVILLE, IL
POI KANSAS CITY
CENTURYTEL FIBER d/b/a LIGHTCORE - MO Switch MARYLAND HEIGHTS
MCI WORLDCOM COMMUNICATIONS, INC - MO Switch ST. LOUIS
MCLEODUSA TELECOMM.SERVICES Switch ST. LOUIS
Switch SPRINGFIELD
Switch KANSAS CITY
MISSOURI TELECOM, INC. POl SPRINGFIELD
NUVOX COMMUNICATIONS OF MO, INC. Switch OLIVETTE POT SPRINGFIELD
Switch SPRINGFIELD POl OLIVETTE
Switch LENEXA, K§
SOCKET TELECOM, LLC - MO Switch ST. LOUIS POI SPRINGFIELD
POI KANSAS CITY
SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS CO. L.P. [P-PBX KANSAS CITY POI ST. LOUIS
POI SPRINGFIELD
POI SPRINGFIELD
POI JEFFERSON CITY
POI KANSAS CITY
TELCOVE OPERATIONS, INC. - MO POL KANSAS CITY
WINSTAR COMMUNICATIONS, LLC - MO Switch CREVE COEUR
XO MISSOURI, INC. Switch MARYLAND HEIGHTS
Switch MARYLAND HEIGHTS
XSPEDIUS MGMT CO SWITCHES SVCES Switch KANSAS CITY
*POIL: Point of Interconnection with competitor's
equipment




