BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of a Further Investigation of the )
Metropolitan Calling Area Service after the )
Passage and Implementation of the )
Telecommunications Act of 1996. )

Case No. TO-2001-391

STATEMENT OF POSITION OF AT&T
COMES NOW AT&T Communications of the Southwest, Inc. (“AT&T”) and

submits its Statement of Position on the joint issues list developed by the parties to this

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

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves the right to
respond to testimony on this issue during this proceeding.

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

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves the right to
respond to testimony on this issue during this proceeding.

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

AT&T believes the Commission does have the authority to modify calling
scopes, and therefore, has 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?

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves
the right to respond to testimony on this issue during this
proceeding.

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?



AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves
the right to respond to testimony on this issue during this
proceeding.

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

Depending on the specifics of the Commission’s order, all carriers
could be subject to the Commission’s order.

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

The MCA 2 rates proposed by the ILECs participating in the MCA have
been designated as Highly Confidential. Because of the limitations
contained in the protective order, AT&T’s internal experts have been
unable to review the proposed rates or the methodology used to derive the
proposed rates.  For this reason, AT&T is unable to take a position on
those rates at this time.

Competitive local exchange carriers should have complete flexibility in
setting rates for MCA service.

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?

Legally, it is unclear how the concept of revenue neutrality is consistent
with price cap regulation. However, if revenue neutrality is deemed to be
appropriate, it should be implemented in a manner that is non-
discriminatory among type of carriers, as well as among customers.
Customers of other services should not be forced to pay higher rates to
recover costs or lost revenues associated with modifications to the MCA
plan.

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

See Response to 1c, above.

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



AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T does
reserve the right to respond to testimony on this issue during this
proceeding.

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

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves the
right to respond to testimony on this issue during this proceeding.

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

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves the
right to respond to testimony on this issue during this proceeding.

L.

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?

Legally, it is unclear how the concept of revenue neutrality is
consistent with price cap regulation. However, if and where
revenue neutrality is deemed appropriate, it should be implemented
in a manner that is non-discriminatory among type of carriers, as
well as customers. Customers of other services should not be
forced to pay higher rates to recover costs or lost revenues
associated with modifications to the MCA plan.

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

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves
the right to respond to testimony on this issue during this
proceeding.

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?

Legally, it is unclear how the concept of revenue neutrality is
consistent with price cap regulation. However, if and where
revenue neutrality is deemed to be appropriate, it should be
implemented in a manner that is non-discriminatory among types
of carriers, as well as customers. Customers of other services
should not be forced to pay higher rates to recover costs or lost
revenues associated with modifications to the MCA plan.



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

AT&T believes the Commission has the authority to make this change.
1. If so, should tier 3 of the current MCA be made mandatory?

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves
the right to respond to testimony on this issue during this
proceeding.

g. 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?

AT&T believes the MCA plan as established in Case No. TO-93-116
contemplates customers in the optional MCA tiers will be allowed to call
all telephone numbers in the mandatory MCA areas, regardless of the type
of service offered in the mandatory tier. AT&T does not believe that it is
necessary to change this.

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

As a general matter, AT&T believes the broader public interest would be
better served by directly addressing the problem underlying the current
local calling scopes, which is excessive switched access rates, rather than
continuing the band-aid approach of creating “expanded local calling”
where access rates do not apply to interexchange calls for select areas. In
addition to benefiting only select customers, this approach prevents all
carriers, namely interexchange carriers, from participating fully in the
interexchange marketplace by making such calls local, a market where
competition is just developing and the ILEC remains the dominant
provider. Rather, than addressing the access price issue, the Commission
would be sacrificing customer choice for the lower local service rate
offered in the expanded MCA largely by the dominant carrier. As to the
specifics of expanding the current MCA, AT&T takes no position on this
issue at this time. AT&T reserves the right to respond to testimony on this
issue during this proceeding.

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



Yes. See Response to 3.b below.

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

AT&T believes the use of the “J” code is an acceptable identifier if the
current MCA plan is retained.

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

AT&T believes the use of the “J” code is an acceptable identifier.
However, AT&T does not believe that the use of the “J” code is necessary
in the mandatory areas. AT&T believes the MCA plan as established in
Case No. TO-93-116 contemplates customers in the optional MCA tiers
being allowed to call all telephone numbers in the mandatory MCA areas,
regardless of the type of service offered in the mandatory tier. For this
reason, there is no need to separately identify MCA codes in the
mandatory tiers.

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?

AT&T believes the Commission should establish an expedited process for issuing
an order overturning a decision from NANPA withholding numbering resources
in the case where a carrier is requesting an additional code to be able to offer
optional MCA service.

Should MCA traffic be carried on separate trunk groups?

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves the right to
respond to testimony on this issue during this proceeding.

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?

AT&T takes no position on this issue at this time. AT&T reserves the right to
respond to testimony on this issue during this proceeding.

Respectfully submitted this 19th day of May, 2003.
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