BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Alma Communications Company d/b/a Alma

Telephone Company, Chariton Valley Tele-

)
)

Phone Corporation, Chariton Valley Telecom )

Corporation,Choctaw Telephone Company,

)

Mid-Missouri Telephone Company, a cor porate)

division of Otdco, Inc., and MoK AN DIAL,
Inc.,

Complainants,
VS.
Halo Wireless, Inc., and
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, dba
AT&T Missouri,

Respondents.

and
HALO WIRELESS, INC.,
Complainant,
V.

CRAW-KAN TELEPHONE
COOPERATIVE, INC., et al.,

Respondents.

Case No.TO-2012-0035
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Alma, et al, Reply to Halo Opposition to M otion to Consolidate

Come now Alma Communications Company d/b/a Almajebne
Company, Choctaw Telephone Company, and MoKanlbBe) and, for
their Reply to Halo’s Opposition to the Motion toi@Solidate, state as
follows:

1. Apparently the Joint Motion to Consolidate slibidve been
more precisely worded. Alma et al. do not beliedet they intended to
request is inconsistent with the abeyance Orderedtn TO-2012-0035.
Alma et al. simply intended that the hearing irsttlse be consolidated with
the hearing on their interconnection agreementtieje requests pending in
TO-2012-0035. One hearing could be utilized Wottthis docket and
Alma et al.’s claims for relief pending in TO-200235. The underlying
facts of both cases are the same or substantiailias At the very least
there is a large body of facts common to both cagesnsolidation seems to
meet the interests of efficiency set forth in 4 CBR-2.110(3).

2. Alma et al. did not intend to interject the |eigaues in TO-
2012-0035 into the prehearing or post hearing carapts of the procedural
schedule in this case.  Alma et al. simply et utilize a single hearing

upon which both this case and TO-2012-0035 coulddaeded.



3. If the relief ordered in this case satisfies AJrat al., there may
be no need for relief in TO-2012-0035. If aftee decision in this case
relief is still desired in TO-2012-0035, the pastean take up those issues at
that time with the benefit of having an evidentiaggord upon which to
decide the issues. Utilizing consolidation fastburpose could certainly
avoid the unnecessary costs of having to creatdanevidentiary record.
The world should continue to turn.

WHEREFORE, on the basis of the foregoing, Almal eéquest that

TC-2012-033 and TO-2012-0035 be consolidated farihg.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/Craig S. Johnson

Craig S. Johnson

Mo Bar # 28179

Johnson & Sporleder, LLP
304 E. High St., Suite 200
P.O. Box 1670

Jefferson City, MO 65102
(573) 659-8734

(573) 761-3587 FAX
cj@cjaslaw.com
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