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OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL’S STATEMENT OF POSITION

The Office of the Public Counsel states its positions on the issues in this case:

1. Should the Commission grant a suspension of the intermodal porting requirements?

Yes.  Public Counsel supports the Company requests for suspension the intermodal porting requirements because these requirements pose adverse economic impacts on customers and an undue economic burden on the company. In addition, when the FCC directed this LNP it so without first addressing all necessary implementation issues. (Meisenhiemer, p. 3-7)  These unresolved questions of interconnection and arrangements for exchange of traffic may affect the reliability of communication and would impose an undue burden on the remaining wireline customers while benefiting only those few (if any) customers who have abandoned their wireline local service for wireless as their principle local telephone service. (Meisenheimer, p. 5-6) Since FCC rules allow the Companies to recover costs from the end user local wireline customers of the Companies, the substantial implementation costs and monthly recurring costs the Companies incur will be shifted to the local customers through surcharges or special charges. Public Counsel opposes these surcharges. A two-year suspension will allow time for the FCC to resolve these questions and will prevent an adverse economic impact on rural Missouri consumers without a corresponding benefit.

2.
If the Commission should grant a suspension, how long should the suspension last? 

Public Counsel supports the Companies’ request for a two-year suspension until May 24, 2006.  The suspension will avoid any adverse impact to consumers and allow all parties an opportunity to explore and resolve the unresolved questions that affect reliability and cost of local service in rural areas.

3.
If the Commission should grant a suspension, what reasons support that suspension?  

Suspension is warranted to avoid an adverse economic impact on consumers and undue economic burden on the Companies which will then be shifted via surcharges to the remaining LEC wireline customers.  Since the demand for LNP in the rural company service areas is nonexistent or miniscule, imposition of these additional cost burdens on the local wireline customers is not in the public interest and is inconsistent with the goal of providing reliable and adequate local service at just, reasonable and affordable prices.
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