BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Petition of New London Telephone 
)

Company, Orchard Farm Telephone Company, and
)

Stoutland Telephone Company for Suspension of the 
)     Case No. TO-2004-0370
Federal Communications Commission Requirement to 
)

Implement Number Portability
)

ORDER DIRECTING FILING 


On February 9, 2004, New London Telephone Company, Orchard Farm Telephone Company, and Stoutland Telephone Company (Petitioners) filed a Petition with the Missouri Public Service Commission pursuant to Section 251(f)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the Act).  Petitioners request a two-year suspension of their obligations under Section 251(b) of the Act to provide local number portability (LNP) to requesting Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) providers.
  


Petitioners indicate that on November 10, 2003, and January 16, 2004, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) issued orders in CC Docket No. 95-116 regarding wireline-to-wireless (i.e. intermodal) number portability.  These orders conclude that, no later than May 24, 2004, local exchange carriers must port numbers to wireless carriers where the requesting wireless carrier’s “coverage area” overlaps the geographic location of the rate center in which the customers’ wireline number is provisioned.

Petitioners seek a two-year suspension of the FCC’s Local Number Portability (LNP) requirements for the following reasons:  (a) to avoid a significant adverse impact on their customers; (b) to avoid an undue economic burden on Petitioners; and (c) because it is technically challenging for Petitioners to comply with the FCC’s orders by May 24, 2004.   


The Staff of the Commission filed its Recommendation and Memorandum on February 19, 2004, suggesting that the Commission grant Petitioners a temporary suspension, for a period of six months, and direct the Petitioners to file certain updates and a final analysis regarding the costs and benefits of switch upgrades versus switch replacements.  Staff indicates that once the additional information is filed, Staff will be able to file a supplemental Staff recommendation.   

The Commission finds that Petitioners have not adequately explained their need or eligibility for a suspension, nor have Petitioners sufficiently explained why they have not been preparing for LNP before now.  Therefore, the Commission will direct Petitioners to file a supplemental petition more fully addressing these matters.  Petitioners should either include a cost/benefit analysis, as discussed in Staff’s recommendation, or an explanation as to why Petitioners do not have such analysis available.  

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:
That Petitioners are directed to file supplemental information as directed above.  

That this order shall become effective on April 2, 2004.

BY THE COMMISSION

Dale Hardy Roberts

Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge

( S E A L )

Vicky Ruth, Senior Regulatory Law Judge, 

by delegation of authority pursuant 

to Section 386.240, RSMo 2000.

Dated at Jefferson City, Missouri,

on this 2nd day of April, 2004.

� 47 U.S.C. Section 251(b) of the Act states that incumbent local exchange carriers have “[t]he duty to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portability in accordance with requirements prescribed by the [Federal Communications] Commission.”
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