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Staff’s Response to the Office of the Public 

Counsel’s Motion to Consider Change in Scope 

of MCA and to Hold Public Hearings in Grain Valley


COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (Staff) and states:


On July 24, 2003 the Office of the Public Counsel (OPC) filed a Motion to Consider Change in Scope of MCA and to Hold Public Hearings in Grain Valley.  The OPC has requested public hearings in this proceeding in four separate filings.  The Staff opposes the scheduling of public hearings at this time in that they may be premature.  The Staff does not wish to give the public a false hope that the MCA will be expanded.  On May 18, 2003, the parties filed position statements on issues “ripe for decision.”  Among these issues is an issue that asks whether the Commission should hold public hearings to address several expanded MCA requests.  The issues “ripe for decision” remain as follows:

1. Based on the instant record, is it necessary or appropriate to modify or alter the existing MCA plan?

2. If so, what specific modifications or alterations are necessary or appropriate given the record in this case?

a. Does the Commission have the authority to modify the MCA Plan?

1. If the Commission has the authority to modify the MCA Plan, is it necessary or appropriate to do so?

2.
If the Commission has the authority to modify the MCA Plan and it is necessary and appropriate to do so, should the Commission order implementation of MCA-2?  

3.
If the Commission orders implementation of MCA-2, what carriers would be subject to the Commission’s order?

b. If the Commission orders implementation of MCA-2, what are the appropriate rates?

c. Is revenue neutrality required or appropriate for all carriers (i.e. price cap carriers, rate of return regulated carriers, competitive carriers, etc.) if the Commission implements revenue impacting changes to the MCA, such as MCA-2?

1. If revenue neutrality is required or appropriate, how should revenue neutrality be implemented?

2. Are implementation costs required or appropriately included as a part of revenue neutrality?

d. Are there additional financial impacts to consider if the MCA is modified? 

e. Should wireless carriers be allowed to fully participate in the MCA plan?

1. Is revenue neutrality required or appropriate for all carriers (i.e. price cap carriers, rate of return carriers, competitive carriers, etc.) if wireless carriers are allowed to fully participate in the MCA plan?

f. Should MCA be available to pay phones, resellers, and aggregators?

1. Is revenue neutrality required or appropriate for all carriers (i.e. price cap carriers, rate of return carriers, competitive carriers, etc.) if MCA service is made available to pay phones, resellers, and aggregators?

g. Does the Commission have the authority to make tier 3 (or any optional tier) of the current MCA mandatory?

1. If so, should tier 3 of the current MCA be made mandatory?

h. Should MCA subscribers in the optional MCA tiers be allowed to call all telephone numbers in the mandatory MCA areas, regardless of the type of service offered in the mandatory tier?

i.
Should the current MCA be expanded to include a tier 6 MCA area (or tier 3 in Springfield)?

3. Is the LERG an appropriate mechanism to identify the MCA NXX codes in the future?

a. Should LERG “J” codes be used as the proper optional MCA NXX identifier?

b. Should LERG “J” codes be used to designate NXX codes in the mandatory MCA areas?

4. If the Commission does not change the way NXX codes are currently allocated for MCA service, what if any action should the Commission take regarding the NANPA’s denial of MCA NXX codes to local exchange carriers?  

5. Should MCA traffic be carried on separate trunk groups?

6. At present, OPC has requests for public hearings pending in response to requests to expand or modify MCA for (A) Lee’s Summit/Greenwood, (B) Wright City/Innsbrook, (C) Lexington, and (D) Ozark/Christian County.  Should the Commission schedule public hearings for these areas to obtain current customer sentiment for MCA?

Until these issues are resolved, the Staff does not recommend that the Commission consider changes to the scope or hold a public hearing.  



WHEREFORE, the Staff respectfully asks that the Commission deny the OPC’s request to consider changes to the scope of the MCA and to set public hearings.
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