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Q. What is your name and business address?

A.
My name is Jason Olson and my business address is One SBC Center, Room 3530, St. Louis, Missouri, 63101.

Q.
Are you the same Jason Olson that filed rebuttal testimony in this case?  
A.
Yes.
Q.
What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?

A.
In my surrebuttal testimony, I respond to the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) witness Arthur Kuss’ recommendation on how to proceed with this case; and clarify a point in my rebuttal testimony concerning Northeast Missouri Rural Telephone Company’s (“Northeast”) local rates.

Staff’s Proposal to Temporarily Maintain Separate Access Rate Structures

Q.
Mr. Kuss indicates on pp. 2 - 4 of his rebuttal testimony that while he generally opposes Northeast’s and Modern Telephone Company’s (“Modern”) proposal to retain separate access rate structures, he could support them for the merged entities for a temporary period.  What is your view of Mr. Kuss’ suggestion of temporarily maintaining separate access rate structures for the Northeast/Modern exchanges until Staff completes its earnings review?

A.
I think it is a reasonable suggestion.  As I indicated in my rebuttal testimony, SWBT did not object to maintaining separate access rate structures for the Northeast/Modern exchanges
.  However, if the Commission believes this is inappropriate, Mr. Kuss’ suggestion of temporarily maintaining separate access rate structures until the earnings review is complete would be the most efficient approach for blending the Northeast and Modern access rates.

Q.
If Mr. Kuss’ suggestion to maintain the status quo on access rates for a temporary period of time is followed, how do you see the Commission proceeding?

A.
If Staff finds the merged entity is in an over-earnings situation, it could initiate an over-earnings case and any over-earnings could be factored into designing blended access rates for the merged entity within the context of the over-earnings case.  

If Staff finds that the merged entity is not over-earning, Northeast could file a proposed tariff that blends the access rates of the two companies in a manner it believes is revenue-neutral.  If there would be a disagreement as to the appropriateness of the proposed rates, opposing parties could bring their concerns to the Commission through a motion to suspend and investigate the proposed tariff filing.  I would suggest a condition to the approval of the merger that would require the merged entity to notify all parties to this case of any tariff filing to change switched access rates.
Q. What is the advantage of proceeding in this manner?

A. I see two advantages of proceeding in this manner.  The first is that it would lead to a quicker resolution in the merger case.  If the Commission were to require the merged entity to blend its access rates upon the effective date of the merger, additional proceedings would likely be necessary.  Currently, the only access rate design proposal is Northeast’s proposal to maintain separate access rate structures for the Northeast/Modern exchanges.  It was our understanding that Northeast withdrew its previous blended access rates proposal.  Since it withdrew this alternative, there was no need for parties to evaluate and file testimony regarding those possible access rates.  If some type of blended rate proposal were to be reintroduced into this case, it would be necessary to give parties an opportunity to evaluate it and file comments on it if they deemed necessary.

Second, proceeding in this manner would avoid having to litigate the rate design issue in two potentially contentious hearings on access rate design: one that could result in this case in blending the access rates; and another in an over-earnings case that could result should the Commission Staff find that Northeast is in an over-earnings situation after the rates are blended.  Waiting until Staff has completed its earnings review limits the potential of contested proceedings on rate design issues to one occurrence.

Clarification of Rebuttal Testimony

Q.
What clarification do you need to make to your rebuttal testimony?

A.
On page 6, I stated my belief that Northeast’s local exchange customers pay $5.00 for residential service and $7.50 for business service.  Since filing my rebuttal testimony, I have learned that Northeast had previously changed the rates it charges for basic local exchange service and the rates I quoted were not correct.

Q. What are the correct local exchange rates?

A.
Northeast’s local exchange customers currently pay $6.50
 for residential service and $11.00
 for business service.
Q.
Does your correction to the rates you quoted for Northeast’s current basic local exchange service alter your discussion of “profits” Northeast pays to its customers?
A. No.  Even at the current local service rates, Northeast’s local service customers receive an extraordinary deal for local service once the “profits” are refunded to its customers. 
Q.
Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A.
Yes.

� See rebuttal testimony of Jason Olson, p. 3.


� Northeast Missouri Rural Telephone Co.’s P.S.C. Mo 2, 1st Revised Sheet 4-4.
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