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Statement of Position of the Office of the Public Counsel. I have on this date mailed, faxed,
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION SEP 1 8 2001
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Missouri Public
Sarvice Commission

In the Matter of the Investigation of the )
State of Competition in the Exchanges of ) Case No. TO-2001-467
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company )

STATEMENT OF POSITIONS OF THE OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL

COMES NOW the Office of Public Counsel states to the Missouri Public Service
Commission its positions in this case as follows:

1. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's core business switched services be classified as competitive
pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 2000?

OPC: None, Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there is
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges.
(Meisenheimer Rebuttal, 16-20; surrebuttal 11-13)

2, In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's business line related services be classified as competitive
pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 20007

OPC: None. Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there 1s
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges.

(Meisenheimer Rebuttal, 16-20; (Meisenheimer Surrebuttal, 11-13)

3. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's high capacity exchange access line services be classified as
competitive pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 20007




OPC: No position, but Public Counsel reserves the right to brief this issue based upon

all the evidence adduced at the hearing.

4. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's Plexar services be classified as competitive pursuant to Section

392.245.5 RSMo. 20007

OPC: None. Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there is
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges.
(Meisenheimer Rebuttal, 16-20)

5. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's intraL ATA private line/dedicated services be classified as
competitive pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 20007

OPC: No position, but Public Counsel reserves the right to brief this issue based upon

all the evidence adduced at the hearing.

6. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should

Southwestern Bell's residential access line services be classified as competitive pursuant

to Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 20007

OPC: None. Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there is
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges.

{Meisenheimer Rebuttal, 11-20; (Meisenheimer Surrebuttal, 2-4)




7. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's residential access line related services be classified as competitive
pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo, 2000?

OPC: None. Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there is
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges.

(Meisenheimer Surrebuttal, 2-3; Rebuttal 11-20)

8. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's IntralLATA toll services be classified as competitive pursuant to
Section 392,245.5 RSMo. 20007

OPC: There is effective competition for some of SWBT’s long distance service
offerings. For per-minute offerings, these services may be subject to effective
competition sufficient to contain the prices charged to customers and, therefore, may be
classified as competitive, Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates
that there 1s effective competition for SWBT flat rate toll service in any of the SWBT

exchanges. (Meisenheimer Surrebuttal, 7-9)

9. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's Local Plus services be classified as competitive pursuant to Section
392.245.5 RSMo. 2000?

OPC: None. Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there is
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges. Public
Counsel does not agree that flat-rated, unlimited use toll offerings should receive a

competitive classification. Allowing a competitive status absent effective competition for




these services opens the door for SWBT to increase the price to the detriment of current

and poteﬁtial subscribers. (Meisenheimer Surrebuttal, 7-9; 15-16)

10.  In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's Optional Metropolitan Calling Area (MCA) services be classified
as competitive pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 2000?

OPC: None. Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there is
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges. Public
Counsel does not agree that flat-rated, unlimited use toll offerings should receive a
competitive classification. Allowing a competitive status absent effective competition for
these services opens the door for SWBT to increase the price to the detriment of current

and potential subscribers. (Meisenheimer Surrebuttal, 7-9; 16-17)

11.  In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's Wide Area Telecommunications Services (WATS) and 800
services be classified as competitive pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 20007

OPC: Public Counsel does not oppose this service receiving a competitive classification.
in any of the SWBT exchanges. (Meisenheimer surrebuttal, 9)

12. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should

Southwestern Bell's special access services be classified as competitive pursuant to
Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 20007

OPC: No position, but Public Counsel reserves the right to brief this issue based upon

all the evidence adduced at the hearing.




13.  In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's switched access services be classified as competitive pursuant to
Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 20007

OPC: None. Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there is
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges.

(Meisenheimer Surrebuttal, 14)

14.  In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's Common Channel Signaling/Signaling System 7 (SS7)
services be classified as competitive pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo.
20007

OPC: No position, but Public Counsel reserves the right to brief this issue based upon

all the evidence adduced at the hearing.

15. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's Line Information Database (LIDB) services be classified as
competitive pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 2000?

OPC: No position, but Public Counsel reserves the right to brief this issue based upon

all the evidence adduced at the hearing,

16.  In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's directory assistance (DA) services be classified as competitive
pursuant to Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 2000?

OPC: None. Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there is
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges.

(Meisenheimer Rebuttal, 22; (Meisenheimer surrebuttal, 15 )



17. In which Southwestern Bell Telephone Company exchanges, if any, should
Southwestern Bell's operator services (OS) be classified as competitive pursuant to
Section 392.245.5 RSMo. 20007

OPC: None. Public Counsel does not believe that the evidence demonstrates that there is
effective competition for this SWBT service in any of the SWBT exchanges.

{Meisenheimer Rebuttal, 22; (Meisenheimer Surrebuttal, 15)

18.  In each exchange served by SWBT, which if any alternative local exchange
telecommunications company has been certified under Section 392.455 and has
provided basic local telecommunications service in that exchange for at least
five years (or if none, what is the longest period of time that a certified
alternative  local exchange company has provided basic local
telecommunications service in that exchange)?

OPC: Public Counsel states that SWBT has not presented affirmative evidence
that any local exchange company has BOTH been certified under Section 392.455 AND
has PROVIDED basic local telecommunications service in any SWBT exchange for 5
years or any defined period. Both of these requisites must be present. Section 392.245.5,
- RSMo. The filing and approval of a tariff alone is not substantial and competent
evidence that the CLEC is actually providing service. The date of the approval of a tariff
1s not substantial and competent evidence of the date that the CLEC started providing
service and does not indicate whether such service is still being provided by that CLEC

in a particular exchange. (Meisenheimer Rebuttal, 8-9)
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