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Comes now the MITG, and for its Reply to the September 22 Joint Motion of

SWB, Sprint, and Staff to establish a procedural schedule culminating in a March, 2000

hearing, and for opposition to thatMotion states as follows :

1 .

	

The Joint Motion suggests a schedule that would not result in hearing until

March 12, 2001 . This is unacceptable to the MITG. It is contrary to a prior agreement

between the parties. It has already taken too long to get this docket ready for the

establishment of a procedural schedule . Small LECs are suffering from a discrepancy in

terminating usage compared to compensation caused by the attempt to create billing

records at originating switches, instead ofterminating end offices .

2 .

	

This docket was established by Order on June 10, 1999 in TO-99-254.

This docket was established to address terminating compensation issues which had

previously been litigated in TO-99-254, and its predecessor, TO-97-217.

	

The

Commission in its Order of August 12, 1999 in this case originally requested a procedural

schedule be filed by October 21, 1999 . The parties agreed to engage in discussions,

workshops, and recording tests . On October 15, 1999 Staff requested an extension until

30 days after February 22, 2000 to file a procedural schedule . At that time it was



believed by the MITG that a procedural schedule would be filed by March 23, 2000, over

six months ago . The Commission in its Order of November 1, 1999 extended the date

for filing a procedural schedule until March 23, 2000. Although the workshops were

conducted, arranging a recording test was not completed by March 23 . On March 23,

2000, Staff filed a request for a six month'extension to file a procedural schedule . By

Order of April 17, 2000, the Commission granted an extension until September 22, 2000.

The recording test among certain ILECs was discussed, scheduled, and postponed . It was

not actually conducted until July 16 and 17, 2000.

3 .

	

The small ILECs have consistently maintained that the time schedule for

performing a recording test should not impact the establishment of a procedural schedule

in this case . The October 20 date for issuance an industry report was not to effect the

procedural schedule. The loss of two work weeks in analyzing the data was due to

problems in the call data submitted by Sprint . Under the schedule proposed by MITG,

and tentatively agreed to by SWB, Sprint, and GTE, direct testimony is not due until

December 1 . Even with the delay in the records analysis caused by Sprint, this

procedural schedule can be met.

4 .

	

OnAugust 11, 2000, counsel for ILECs MITG, STCG, SWB,

GTENerizon, and Sprint conducted a conference call with respect to establishing a

procedural schedule. At that call it was tentatively agreed to submit the schedule

contained in the MITG's September 12 Motion for Adoption of Procedural Schedule,

which called for a hearing beginning January 24, 2001 . At that time the delay in the

record analysis caused by Sprint was known, discussed, and accomodated in the

scheduled filed by MITG.
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5.

	

In order to inform all parties ofthe schedule the ILECs had tentatively

agreed to, and to assure compliance with the Commission's prior Order directing the

filing of a procedural schedule by September 22, on September 12 the MITG filed its

Motion to Adopt a Procedural Schedule . Between the August I 1 conference call and the

September 12 MITG Motion to Adopt Procedural Schedule, neither SWB nor Sprint nor

GTE communicated any dissatisfaction with the schedule tentatively agreed upon.

6 .

	

At a conference call on or about September 20, SWB requested that the

small companies consent to a delay in the procedural schedule . The schedule SWB

requested was similar to the one contained its September 22 Joint Motion, but it also

contained additional time to conduct a second recording test prior to the filing of

testimony .

	

Generally, the July 2000 recording test showed that call matching was more

ofa problem for companies interconnected with SWB than for companies interconnected

with GTE or Sprint. As they had no need or desire for another test, the small companies

refused . GTE does not want a second test, as set forth in its Motion to adopt SWB's

procedural schedule .

7 .

	

The small companies have maintained that, while a test would provide all

parties with a measurement of the efficacy ofthe existing system, it was not to be used to

attempt to change the systems in place that this docket was to investigate . SWB's second

test proposal is merely an attempt by SWB to change and improve its systems before

hearing . Agreeing upon the peramaters of the July test, and actually conducting the test,

has thus far consumed 6-9 months, and is not yet complete. A second test is not justified .

The terminating compensation discrepancy still exists . Each month of delay costs small

ILECs more in ongoing losses . Each month ofdelay makes the retroactive (back to PTC
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Plan termination) compensation issue larger. No compelling reason has been submitted

to delay the case even further than it has been delayed between October of 1999 and now.

8 .

	

There is sufficient time between now and January under the small

companies' proposed procedural schedule for all parties to prepare their testimony and for

hearing, including analysis of the July record test data .

WHEREFORE, the MITG requests that the Commission adopt the proposed

procedural schedule submitted by the MITG, and the schedule proposed by SWB be

rejected.

ANDERECK, EVANS, MILNE,
PEACE & JOHNSON, L.L.C.

By
CraigO,Johnson MO Bar No. 28179
The Col. Darwin Marmaduke House
700 East Capitol
Post Office Box 1438
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102
Telephone : (573) 634-3422
Facsimile: (573) 634-7822

ATTORNEYS FOR MITG
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The undersigned does hereby certify that a true and accurate copy of the
was mailed, via U.S . Mail, postage prepaid, this 2d, day of

2000, to all attorneys of record in this prVG~ing.
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