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Brown> SWBT’s long distance price increase in Texas belies its misleading claim that its entry

into long distance has led to long distance price cutting in Texas.”*

In sum, contrary to SWBT’s claims, recent events in Texas demonstrate precisely
the danger of premature long distance authorization. Although this Commission has noted that
Congress did not adopt a market share test for BOC entry into long distance, Congress by no
means required the Commission to ignore market shares which, at a minimum, are evidence that
a BOC maintains its monopoly over residential service. The TPUC Report demonstrates that if
such evidence, together with other factors that indicate that a closed market, is ignored,
consumers face the prospect of monopoly power over residential service being extended into
markets for bundled services. Far from the competitive triumph claimed by SWBT, this is
exactly the sort of competitive disaster that section 271 and the Consent Decree on which it is

based were designed to prevent.

SWBT clearly maintains monopoly power over residential services in its service
areas. Permitting SWBT to provide long distance service under these conditions will simply
permit SWBT to extend its monopoly into and impair competition in adjacent markets as it
already has begun to do in Texas. On this record, SWBT has failed to demonstrate its entry into

long distance would be consistent with the public interest.

731d

" SWBT Br. at v, 88-89. SWBT nowhere mentions in its voluminous pleadings that, since the
beginning of 1999, intrastate access charges have been cut by 3.9 cents, and intrastate access
rates were slashed an additional two cents per minute after SWBT’s entry into long distance.
Thus, in large part, the long distance price-cutting SWBT attributes to its own entry into long
distance, simply reflected the flowing through of access rate cuts.
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For the reasons stated above, AT&T respectfully submits that SWBT’s 271

CONCLUSION

Application for Missouri should be denied.
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DOCUMENT OFF-LINE

This page has been substituted for one of the following:

o An oversize page or document (such as a map) which was too large to
be scanned into the ECFS system.

o Microfilm, microform, certain photographs or videotape.

A Other materials which, for one reason or another, could not be scanned
into the ECFS system.

The actual document, page(s) or materials may be reviewed by contacting an
information Technician at the FCC Reference Information Center, at 445 12" Street,
SW, Washington, DC, Room CY-A257. Please note the applicable docket or
rulemaking number, document type and any other relevant information about the
document in order to ensure speedy retrieval by the Information Technician.
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