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I.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

R. Matthew Kohly, Director – Telecommunications Carrier and Government Relations for Socket Telecom, LLC, testifies to the following:

OE-LEC Issue No. 1 and Intercarrier Compensation Issue No. 3 – This appendix is contrary to Section 251(a) because it requires the CLEC to establish a direct connection with SBC within SBC’s network and actually prohibits an indirect interconnection. By requiring a direct interconnection, it is contrary to the requirements of the MCA plan, which specifically contemplates local MCA traffic being routed via indirect interconnections between LECs. For these reasons alone, this appendix should be rejected.

Although Commission should decide that the attachment is an unnecessary attachment to this agreement, the Commission needs to go one step further and rule that such an arrangement is completely unnecessary and direct SBC not to engage in any self-help mechanisms to try to force CLECs into signing another similar stand-alone agreement governing the exchange of traffic that is originated by CLEC customers located in exchanges served by incumbent local exchange carriers other than SBC. If the Commission rules that this type of Appendix is necessary or that a separate agreement is necessary, the Commission must address the remaining issues. 

OE-LEC Issue No. 2 –Given that no LATA waiver has been granted in Missouri since LATAs were established, it seems unlikely that a waiver would be granted in the future. Further, since we have no experience with LATA waivers in Missouri, it would be difficult to attempt to address the parameters of such a waiver in advance. Lastly, if such a waiver is ever requested and granted, the OE-LEC attachment could be modified at that time using the interconnection agreement’s change in law provisions. 

OE-LEC Issue Nos. 3 and 6 – Both issues deal with whether an indirect connection between SBC and the CLEC is permitted. Issue No. 3 deals with whether a direct connection between SBC and the CLEC is required while Issue No. 6 deals with whether an indirect connection between the CLEC and SBC via a third party is prohibited. The underlying issue is the same – Is an Indirect Interconnection between the CLEC and SBC permitted? 


Section 251(a) imposes obligations onto all LECs to directly or indirectly interconnect with other telecommunications providers for the exchange of traffic. Prohibiting an indirect interconnection as this appendix would do is inconsistent with the federal law. 


OE-LEC Issue No. 4 – This is the same issue as found in NIM DPL, Issue No. 2. This issue is addressed in the testimony of Charles D. Land submitted on behalf of the CLEC Coalition. 

OE-LEC Issue Nos. 5 and 8 – These two issues must be considered together. Issue No. 5 addresses whether both carriers are permitted to pass traffic through existing POIs or whether only SBC is permitted to pass its originating traffic through existing POIs. Issue No. 8 addresses whether the CLEC is required to pass traffic directly to SBC’s tandems or end-offices, if an end-office does not subtend a tandem owned by SBC, rather than through the existing POIs.

The CLEC Coalition proposes language that would permit either the CLEC or SBC to deliver originating traffic destined for the other party via an existing POI arrangement. This would permit either party to avoid using tandem switches (and incurring tandem switching costs) when they have a direct connection. 

When traffic levels to or from a particular SBC end office exceed one DS1 over three consecutive months, the parties will establish a direct end office trunk group. The CLEC Coalition proposes that traffic levels exceed one DS1 for three consecutive months to ensure that traffic volumes can be expected to stay at the level for an extended period of time and the volume is not just the result of an anomaly that caused a spike in traffic. 

OE-LEC Issue No. 7 –Like Issue Nos. 3 and 6, this issue boils down to whether a CLEC will be permitted to exchange traffic with SBC via an indirect interconnection or whether SBC will be able to mandate that the CLEC establish a direct interconnection with SBC inside SBC’s network. The difference is that this issue is focused on the exchange of MCA traffic. 

The Coalition is proposing to make the Appendix consistent with the Commission’s MCA order, which contemplates local MCA traffic being passed between carriers via indirect interconnection. Simply put, indirect interconnection for the exchange of MCA traffic has been permitted since the plan was established in Case No. TO-92-306. This indirect interconnection is consistent with Section 251(a), which specifically mandates indirect interconnection. SBC should not be permitted to unilaterally change this and require direct interconnection. 

NIA 2 – In previous cases concerning  the MCA, the Commission defined MCA calls as local calls, ruled that Intercompany compensation must be bill-and-keep between companies, and that the calling scope and dialing pattern did not vary based upon the identity of the called party’s local service provider. It is simply a Local Calling Area that involves multiple LECs. The present M2A agreement specifically states, “For purposes of interconnection and inter-company compensation, “Exchange Area” shall be defined consistent with SWBT’s Missouri Retail Tariffs, except that the entirety of a Metropolitan Calling Area shall be considered a single Exchange Area.” The M2A also includes provisions that prohibited Transit Charges from being applied to MCA traffic.

II.
INTRODUCTION AND WITNESS QUALIFICATION
Q.
Please state your name and address.

A.

My name is R. Matthew Kohly. My business address is 1005 Cherry Street, Suite 104, Columbia, Missouri 65201.

q.
By whom are you employed and what are your responsibilities?

A.
I am employed by Socket Holdings Corporation and am assigned to work for Socket Telecom, LLC as Director – Telecommunications Carrier and Government Relations. In this position, I am responsible for Socket’s relationship with other telecommunications carriers as well as regulatory issues. Socket Holdings Corporation is the sole owner of Socket Telecom. 

Q.
ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING TODAY?

A.
I am testifying on behalf of the CLEC Coalition
 (“CLECs” or “Coalition”).

Q.
Please describe your educational background.

A.
I received a Master of Science in Agricultural Economics from the University of Missouri – Columbia, as well as a Bachelor of Science in Business Administration with emphasis in Economics and Finance from the University of Missouri.

Q.
What is your prior work experience?

A.
Prior to joining Socket Telecom, I was employed by AT&T Corporation since 1998 in its Law and Government Affairs Department. In that position I was responsible for the development and implementation of AT&T’s regulatory and legislative policy and activities in Missouri. My responsibilities included providing support for AT&T’s entries into various segments of the local exchange market. I also participated in regulatory proceedings, including arbitration proceedings dealing with local interconnection, costing, universal service, access charges, and Section 271 compliance. 



Prior to my work at AT&T, I was employed by Sprint/United Management Corporation as a Manager, State Regulatory Affairs. My duties included the development of Sprint Communications Company L.P.’s regulatory policy focusing on issues surrounding competitive market entry, such as TELRIC costing of unbundled network elements, universal service, access charges, and 271 proceedings. 



Before working at Sprint, I was employed at the Missouri Public Service Commission as a Regulatory Economist in the Telecommunications Department and, later, on the Commission’s Advisory Staff. While in the Telecommunications Department, I assisted in developing Staff’s position on issues relating to costing, local interconnection and resale, universal service and tariff issues. While serving on the Advisory Staff, I advised the Commission on economic and competitive issues in the telecommunications industry and assisted in the preparation of orders and opinions. In addition, while employed at the Commission, I participated on the Commission’s Arbitration Advisory Staff assigned to mediation and arbitration proceedings filed pursuant to the 1996 Federal Telecommunications Act. 

Q.
Have you previously testified before State Public Utility Commissions?

A.
Yes. I have testified before the Missouri Public Service Commission, Montana Public Service Commission, Oklahoma Corporation Commission and the Telecommunications Regulatory Board of Puerto Rico. 

Q.
Can you describe the company that you are representing?

A.

Socket Telecom is a facilities-based local exchange carrier as well as an interexchange carrier that operates in exchanges served by SBC, CenturyTel, and Sprint. Socket offers voice and data services to small and medium-sized business customers primarily in the rural areas of the state. Socket utilizes its own facilities as well as facilities leased from other carriers, including SBC and other ILECs, to provide telecommunications services to retail customers.

Q.
What is the purpose of your testimony?

A.
The purpose of my testimony is to address issues related to the OE-LEC Appendix. OE-LEC stands for Out-of-Exchange – Local Exchange Carrier. The effective purpose of the appendix is to require a direct interconnection with SBC for CLECs that operate in exchanges served by incumbent local exchange carriers other than SBC. 

III.
ISSUE ANALYSIS
· OE-LEC Issue No. 1 – Should CLECs be required to have an Out of Exchange Appendix when CLEC is seeking Section 251(a) interconnection with SBC Missouri so that CLEC may serve exchanges, which are not in SBC Missouri incumbent exchange areas?

· Intercarrier Compensation Issue No. 3 – Should this agreement require SBC to exchange “Out of Exchange Traffic if the Parties have not agreed to the appropriate terms and conditions to a Party operating as an “Out of Exchange LEC”.

Q.
CAN YOU DESCRIBE THESE TWO ISSUES AND EXPLAIN HOW THEY ARE RELATED?

a.
Yes.  Through these two issues, SBC is attempting to require CLECs that operate in exchanges where SBC is not the incumbent LEC and also operate in exchanges where SBC is the incumbent LEC to enter into a separate appendix for the exchange of traffic that originates or terminates in an exchange where SBC is not the incumbent local exchange.  SBC calls this type of traffic Out of Exchange or OE-LEC traffic.  For example, Socket Telecom operates in the exchange of Wentzville where CenturyTel is the ILEC.  Socket Telecom also operates in the St. Louis Metropolitan Exchange where SBC is the ILEC.  SBC’s proposed language on these two issues would require a separate appendix to govern interconnection and compensation for the exchange of traffic between a Socket end-user located in Wentzville and an SBC end-user in the St. Louis metropolitan exchange and vice-versa.  

These two issues are related because SBC’s proposed language in Intercarrier Compensation Issue No. 3 would include a reference to the separate appendix and, if included in the final agreement, would mandate that the CLEC agree to the separate appendix referenced in OE-LEC Issue No. 1.

Q.
WHY DOES THE CLEC COALITION OPPOSE SBC’S EFFORTS TO REQUIRE A SEPARATE APPENDIX FOR THE EXCHANGE OF oe-lec TRAFFIC?
A.
A separate appendix governing the exchange of OE-LEC traffic is completely unnecessary.  The interconnection and compensation provisions for this type of traffic are already covered either by the relevant interconnection and compensation provisions of the agreement, the Commission’s decisions regarding the exchange MCA traffic, and each carriers access tariffs.  SBC does require other incumbent local exchange carriers to enter into separate agreements for the exchange of local or intraLATA traffic.  CLECs should be treated no differently.    

Even worse that being completely unnecessary, SBC’s proposed separate appendix imposes additional obligations on CLECs that are inconsistent with the Section 251 (a) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and previous decisions by the Missouri Public Service Commission.  These additional conditions increase the CLECs’ operating costs and place the CLECs at a competitive disadvantage relative to the ILECs they compete with.

Q.
Can you please describe the requirements of Section 251(a) of the Telecommunications Act as they relate to interconnection?

A.
Yes. Section 251(a) obligates all LECs to interconnect directly or indirectly with other telecommunications carriers to exchange traffic. Section 2.2 of this Appendix specifically references Section 251(a) of the Act and thus addresses the situation where a CLEC and SBC would interconnect either indirectly or directly.



Indirect interconnection existed prior the Telecommunications Act of 1996 when ILECs indirectly interconnected with each other to exchange traffic between multiple ILECs. For example, in the Kansas City MCA area, a Sprint MCA customer in Harrisonville was able to place a local call to a Lathrop Telephone Company customer located in the Lathrop exchange. This call was completed via the use of the transit function of SBC, which created an indirect interconnection between Sprint and Lathrop. Like ILECs, CLECs also have a need for indirect interconnection in order to exchange traffic. 

Q.
Is SBC’s PROPOSED appendix contrary to Section 251(a)?

A.
Yes. This appendix is contrary to Section 251(a) because it requires the CLEC to establish a direct connection with SBC within SBC’s network and actually prohibits an indirect interconnection. Also, by requiring a direct interconnection, it is contrary to the requirements of the MCA plan which specifically contemplates local MCA traffic being routed via an indirect interconnection between LECs. For these reasons alone, this appendix should be rejected.

 Q.
Do you believe the appendix is necessary to support interconnection under Section 251(a)?

A.
Absolutely not. SBC does not have similar agreements or impose similar conditions and costs on other ILECs for the exchange of traffic via an indirect interconnection. For example, SBC has not prohibited Sprint, CenturyTel or any other ILEC from delivering traffic destined for an SBC end-office via a tandem switch owned by a third party ILEC. Similarly, SBC does not require every other ILEC to directly interconnect with every SBC end-office that does not subtend a tandem also owned by SBC. It is unreasonable for SBC to impose conditions and additional costs on CLECs operating in another ILEC’s territory that it does not impose on the other ILECs. That certainly places the CLEC at a competitive disadvantage relative to the ILEC with which it is competing.

Q.
Should the Commission determine that the OE-LEC attachment is an unnecessary appendix of this Interconnection Agreement?
A.
While I recommend that the Commission decide that the attachment is an unnecessary attachment to this agreement, I think the Commission needs to go one step further and rule that such an agreement is completely unnecessary and direct SBC not to engage in any self-help mechanisms to try to force CLECs into signing another similar stand-alone agreement governing the exchange of traffic that is originated by CLEC customers located in exchanges served by incumbent local exchange carriers other than SBC. 

Q.
Why is this necessary?

A.
This is necessary because of SBC’s demonstrated willingness to inflict economic harm on CLECs until they agree to add the attachment to their interconnection agreement. 

Q.
Can you elaborate on some of the actions that SBC has taken to essentially force CLECs to accept this agreement?

A.
Certainly. When Socket Telecom was establishing interconnection with SBC in the Springfield area, SBC refused to provision interconnection facilities to Socket until Socket agreed to add the OE-LEC appendix to its interconnection agreement. In that same time period Socket was establishing interconnection with Sprint in Jefferson City. In discussions with SBC about the OE-LEC agreement, SBC indicated that unless Socket agreed to the attachment, SBC would not permit its customers located in the Westphalia LATA to place intraLATA calls to any Socket customers in the Jefferson City exchange.
 As a result of these actions, Socket was effectively forced to sign the agreement in order to get into business in Springfield and Jefferson City.

Q.
Does the fact that Socket agreed to add the OE-LEC Appendix to its existing agreement with SBC indicate that the agreement is not harmful or that it is necessary?

A.
No. First, Socket only agreed to add the OE-LEC attachment to its existing agreement with SBC under duress. Socket’s market entry into two markets was stopped and Socket was incurring costs for facilities that it could not use. Secondly, Socket realized that the M2A was within months of expiring and the appropriateness of the agreement would be put before the Commission in the near future. 



In addition, Socket avoided the requirement to trunk to SBC’s host switch in Linn by agreeing to route all intraLATA toll traffic that would terminate to SBC’s exchanges through an Interexchange Carrier. That is not something Socket wants to do forever. Ironically, SBC routes its intraLATA traffic that terminates to Socket’s customer in Jefferson City via an indirect connection using Sprint Missouri as a transit carrier. That is exactly what Socket hopes to do if the Commission determines that this attachment is unnecessary.



If the Commission rules that this type of Appendix is necessary or that a separate agreement is necessary, the Commission must address the remaining issues. 

· OE-LEC Issue No. 2 – Should the OE-LEC Appendix properly address situations where the FCC has granted a LATA boundary waiver, such that traffic formerly deemed InterLATA is thereafter considered 251(b) traffic? 

Q.
Should the OE-LEC Appendix properly address situations where the FCC has granted a LATA boundary waiver, such that traffic formerly deemed InterLATA is thereafter considered 251(b) traffic?
A.
No. Such a waiver has not been granted in Missouri and the situation does not exist. If such a waiver existed in Missouri, addressing this situation would be appropriate. However, such a waiver does not exist in Missouri. Given that no waiver has been granted in Missouri since LATAs were established, it seems unlikely that such a waiver would be granted in the future. Further, because we have no experience with LATA waivers in Missouri, it would be difficult to attempt to address the parameters of such a waiver in advance. Lastly, if such a waiver is ever requested and granted, the OE-LEC attachment could be modified at that time via the applicable change in law provisions. 

· OE-LEC Issue No. 3 - Is the OE-LEC required to directly interconnect their network with SBC network for the exchange of OE-LEC traffic?

· OE-LEC Issue No. 6 - Should SBC Missouri be required to utilize a third party carrier to interconnect with the OE-LEC to exchange OE-LEC traffic?

Q.
Why are these two issues related?

A.
Both issues deal with whether an indirect connection between SBC and the CLEC is permitted. Issue No. 3 deals with whether a direct connection between SBC and the CLEC is required while Issue No. 6 deals with whether an indirect connection between the CLEC and SBC via a third party is prohibited. Thus, the underlying issue is the same – Is an Indirect Interconnection between the CLEC and SBC permitted?

Q.
Should the OE-LEC be permitted to indirectly interconnect its network with SBC’s network for the exchange of OE-LEC traffic?
A.
 Yes. As described earlier, Section 251(a) imposes obligations onto all LECs to directly or indirectly interconnect with other telecommunications providers for the exchange of traffic. Prohibiting an indirect interconnection as this appendix would do is inconsistent with that. There is no requirement for CLECs to directly connect with SBC for the exchange of traffic originated in exchanges served by other ILECs. SBC does not impose this type of requirement on other ILECs. Direct connection should only be required when traffic volumes justify such a connection. 

Q.
Can you describe an example of where this requirement would affect Socket?

A.
Yes. In the Westphalia LATA, Socket competes with Sprint in Jefferson City and CenturyTel in Columbia. Socket is not currently competing with SBC in its six exchanges located in the Westphalia LATA. As Socket is not competing with SBC in this LATA, Socket does not currently have a direct connection with SBC. 



If Socket were required to establish a direct connection with SBC in this LATA under SBC’s proposed terms of this appendix, Socket would have to establish trunking facilities that would connect Socket’s existing facilities in Jefferson City to SBC’s network in Linn, Missouri and possibly install trunking facilities to all six SBC end-offices in the Westphalia LATA. As Socket’s switch is located in St. Louis, Socket would also incur the additional cost of establishing a trunk group from Jefferson City to St. Louis just to carry this type of traffic. Under the terms of this Appendix, Socket would be 100% responsible for the costs of these facilities. Given that Socket currently routes 100% of its intraLATA toll traffic originated in Jefferson City to an interexchange carrier, Socket would be provisioning and paying for trunking facilities that would only be used to terminate traffic originated by SBC’s end-users. Even worse, Socket’s main competitors in the Jefferson City and Columbia exchanges, Sprint and CenturyTel, have no similar obligations or imposed costs. For example, CenturyTel is free to use an indirect interconnection with SBC by using the transit services of Sprint.

Q.
Does the CLEC Coalition’s proposed language contemplate the establishment of a Direct Connection between end-offices when such a connection makes sense?
A.
Yes. Upon mutual agreement, SBC and the CLEC may choose to establish a direct connection when traffic volumes justify a direct connection. The cost of that direct connection shall be split between the parties based upon relative usage. Thus, when it becomes economical to establish a direct connection the parties will do so. 

· OE-LEC Issue No. 4 – Does the obligation to Interconnect under Section 251(c)(2) of the Act extend outside SBC Missouri’s Incumbent Local Exchange Territory?

Q.
PLEASE DESCRIBE THIS ISSUE.

A.
This is the same issue as found in NIM DPL, Issue No. 2. This issue is addressed in the testimony of Charles D. Land submitted on behalf of the CLEC Coalition. 

· OE-LEC Issue No. 5 – Should a CLEC be required to direct end office trunk once OE-LEC traffic exceeds one DS1 (or 24 DS0s) to or from an SBC Missouri End Office?

· OE-LEC Issue No. 8 – Should the CLEC route OE-LEC traffic to SBC via the Local Exchange Routing Guide (LERG) that associates End Offices and Services Tandems by Owners?

Q.
Can you describe the situation that this language is addressing?

A.
Yes. This would be a situation where the CLEC is operating in SBC exchanges and is operating in exchanges served by other ILECs within a particular LATA. Since the CLEC is operating in SBC exchanges in that LATA, the CLEC and SBC will have at least one direct connection or Point of Interconnection established where the two companies exchange traffic. For Socket, this would be the Kansas City and St. Louis LATAs.



These two issues must be considered together. Issue No. 5 addresses whether both carriers are permitted to pass traffic through existing POIs or whether only SBC is permitted to pass its originating traffic through existing POIs. Issue No. 8 addresses whether the CLEC is required to pass traffic directly to SBC’s tandems or end-offices, if an end-office does not subtend a tandem owned by SBC, rather than through the existing POIs.

Q.
Can you please summarize the CLEC Coalition’s proposed language?

A.
Yes. The CLEC Coalition is proposing language that would permit either the CLEC or SBC to deliver originating traffic destined for the other party via an existing POI arrangement. This would permit either party to avoid using tandem switches (and incurring tandem switching costs) when they have a direct connection. 



When traffic levels to or from a particular SBC end office exceed one DS1 over three consecutive months, the parties will establish a direct end office trunk group. The CLEC Coalition proposes that the traffic levels exceed one DS1 for three consecutive months to ensure that traffic volumes can be expected to stay at the level for an extended period of time and the volume is not just the result of an anomaly that caused a spike in traffic. 

Q.
PLEASE COMPARE THE COALITION’s PROPOSED LANGUAGE to SBC’s proposed language.

A.
SBC’s language is not reciprocal. Instead, SBC’s proposed language would allow only SBC to deliver its originating traffic destined for the CLEC via an existing POI. Thus only SBC would be able to avoid tandem switching and the associated costs. Through language in dispute in Issue No. 8, SBC would require the CLEC to deliver its originating traffic destined for an SBC end-office to the SBC tandem serving that office or directly to the SBC end-office if that end-office does not subtend an SBC owned tandem. Thus, SBC’s language would let SBC avoid tandem switching (and avoid tandem switching costs) but would force the CLEC to use SBC’s tandem switching or trunk directly to an SBC end-office if that end-office does not subtend an SBC tandem. 



To put this in a real-world situation, assume that Socket has a customer located in the Warrensburg exchange where Sprint is the incumbent local exchange carrier. If that Socket customer places an intraLATA toll call to an SBC customer located in the St. Joseph exchange, Socket’s proposed language would permit Socket to pass that call to SBC via its existing POI arrangement in Kansas City. Similarly, if that SBC customer in St. Joseph placed an intraLATA call to the Socket customer in Warrensburg, SBC would be able to pass that call to Socket via the POI arrangement in Kansas City. The ability to pass traffic through an existing POI would be reciprocal with both carriers using the existing POI arrangement. 



Under SBC’s proposed language, Socket would be required to carry the call from its Warrensburg customer to the SBC tandem in St. Joseph where it would then pass the call to SBC. On the other hand, if the SBC customer in St. Joseph placed an IntraLATA call to the Socket customer in Warrensburg, SBC would hand that call to Socket in Kansas City and Socket would have to carry that call to Warrensburg. This scenario is simply not fair as it is not reciprocal. SBC would avoid paying Sprint tandem switching by handing Socket the call in Kansas City but when the call went the other way, Socket would be forced to carry the call to St. Joseph and pay tandem switching to SBC. 

· OE-LEC Issue No. 7 – Should SBC Missouri be required to accept Third Party MCA traffic that is originated by the CLEC, transited by an ILEC and terminated on SBC’s network?

Q.
Is this issue similar to other issues already addressed in testimony?

A.
Yes. Like Issue Nos. 3 and 6, this issue boils down to whether a CLEC will be permitted to exchange traffic with SBC via an indirect interconnection or whether SBC will be able to mandate that the CLEC establish a direct interconnection with SBC inside SBC’s network. The difference is that this issue is focused on the exchange of MCA traffic. 

Q.
What does THE COALITION propose with its language?

A.

The Coalition proposes to make the Appendix consistent with the Commission’s MCA order, which contemplates local MCA traffic being passed between carriers via indirect interconnection. Like the example described earlier, a Sprint MCA customer in Harrisonville is able to place a local call to a Lathrop Telephone Company customer located in the Lathrop exchange. This call was completed via the use of the transit function of SBC, which created an indirect interconnection between Sprint and Lathrop. This is no different from the situation where a Socket MCA customer located in Harrisonville places a call to an SBC customer and the call is passed from Socket to Sprint and then to SBC. It likewise was completed using an indirect interconnection. Similarly, the same call from an SBC customer to the Socket customer is Harrisonville would be completed via an indirect interconnection where the call is passed from SBC to Sprint to Socket. Simply put, indirect interconnection for the exchange of MCA traffic has been permitted since the plan was established in Case No. TO-92-306. This indirect interconnection is consistent with Section 251(a), which specifically mandates indirect interconnection. SBC should not be permitted to unilaterally change this and require direct interconnection. 

· NIA 2 – Is a “Metropolitan Calling Area” considered a Local Calling Area?

Q.
Is a Metropolitan Calling Area considered to BE a Local Calling Area for purposes of interconnection and compensation?

A.
Yes. In previous cases concerned the MCA, the Commission defined MCA calls as local calls, ruled that Intercompany compensation must be bill-and-keep between companies, and that the calling scope and dialing pattern did not vary based upon the identity of the called party’s local service provider. It is simply a Local Calling Area that involves multiple LECs. 

Q.
For purposes of Interconnection and Intercompany Compensation, has the MCA been treated as a single Local Calling Area previously?
A.
Yes. The present M2A agreement specifically states, “For purposes of interconnection and inter-company compensation, “Exchange Area” shall be defined consistent with SWBT’s Missouri Retail Tariffs, except that the entirety of a Metropolitan Calling Area shall be considered a single Exchange Area.”
 The M2A also includes provisions that prohibited Transit Charges from being applied to MCA traffic.
 

Q.
DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

A.
Yes, but I reserve the right to supplement my testimony at a later date. 



�  	Big River Telephone Company, LLC, Birch Telecom of Missouri, Inc., ionex communications, Inc., NuVox Communications of Missouri, Inc., Socket Telecom, LLC., XO Communications Services, Inc., formerly known as and successor by merger to XO Missouri, Inc. and Allegiance Telecom of Missouri, Inc., Xspedius Management Co. Switched Services, LLC, d/b/a Xspedius Communications, LLC.


� 	This is similar to SBC’s previous practice of blocking certain MCA calls to CLEC customers because SBC took the position that CLECs were not MCA participants. Six years later, SBC is still willing to engage in the same practice of abusing its customers to inflict harm on CLECs. One would think that if the market were as competitive as SBC claims it is today, SBC would not be able to deride the service it provides to its customers without losing significant marketshare.


� 	Attachment 11 Network Interconnection Architecture, Section 1.2.


� 	See Attachment Compensation-MO, Section 4.1 which states, “Pursuant to the Missouri Public Service Commission –Order in Case No. TO-99-483, the Transit Traffic rate element shall not apply to MCA Traffic (i.e., no transiting charges shall be assessed for MCA traffic.)





1
PAGE  
2

