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MCI'S POSITION STATEMENT
COME NOW MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc. and Teleconnect Long Distance Services and Systems Co. (herein "MCI") and, in keeping with the procedural schedule established in this case, provide the following Position Statement for the Commission’s consideration:

I. 
Based on the following sub-issues, should the Commission reject the AT&T, Sprint and MCI tariffs at issue in this case?


MCI Position - No, based on the following sub-issues, the Commission should allow the tariffs at issue in this case to remain in effect.
A.
Should the Commission apply the provisions of subsection 392.200.1 to the AT&T, Sprint and MCI surcharges at issue, and if so, are the surcharges just and reasonable under subsection 392.200.1?

MCI Position - The MCI companies involved in this proceeding are competitive companies providing competitive services pursuant to the provisions of Section 392.361. Like AT&T and Sprint, with the prior authorization of the Commission under Section 392.500, the MCI companies currently charge a distinct line item fee to residential long distance service customers (who are not also MCI local service customers) to help offset the high intrastate switched access charges that these companies must pay to other local carriers for the origination and termination of long distance calls.  MCI customers with spending under $1.00 in a particular month are exempt.


As of August 28, 2005, when SB 237 takes effect, Section 392.200.1 will not apply to the surcharges at issue.  Moreover, to the extent the Commission previously had the discretion to apply Section 392.200.1 to the surcharges at issue, it correctly determined that the surcharges were (and they still are) just and reasonable.  The long distance market remains competitive and MCI's rates, including the surcharges, remain competitive.  The Commission has regularly and properly ruled that competition in the Missouri long distance market assures the reasonableness of rates, consistent with statutory guidance.  Indeed, MCI's rates are less than those of price cap companies and, therefore, by statute are deemed reasonable. Customers can readily obtain rate information, shop around, and choose to either stay with their provider or change providers based on rates or other competitive factors such as service.  Many customers stay with the MCI companies, demonstrating that they find value in MCI's services and reasonableness in MCI's rates.


There is nothing unjust or unreasonable about the surcharge being a separately stated charge, rather than being rolled into other rate elements.  The customer's payment amount would be the same in either instance.  A separate charge is appropriate because intrastate access charges vary from state to state and are particularly high in Missouri.  The charge is properly disclosed and complies with federal and state regulations (including new Missouri regulations which will take effect in October).  MCI has properly exercised its business discretion in setting its rate structure in Missouri and the Commission should continue to refrain from interfering with MCI's business decisions regarding its competitive rates.
B.
Do the AT&T, Sprint and MCI surcharges at issue comply with subsections 392.200.2 and 392.200.3 RSMo.?


MCI Position - Yes, the surcharges are non-discriminatory.  There is nothing unusual about having a different rate structure for residential customers than for business customers.  These distinct classes of customers have been established for many years and are validated by statute.  Use of a flat fee is not discriminatory, as it applies fairly to all customers as their usage varies over time.  The surcharges apply to rural and urban customers alike. In all respects, the surcharges fully comply with subsections 392.200.2 and 392.200.3.
WHEREFORE, MCI requests the Commission to reaffirm its prior approval of the tariffs at issue in this case and allow the tariffs to remain in effect.
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