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DIRECT TESTIMONY

OF
WILLIAM L. VOIGHT

MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

CASE NO. TC-2002-1076

Q.
Please state your name and business address.

A.
My name is William L. (Bill) Voight and my business address is P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

Q.
By whom are you employed?

A.
I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission (MoPSC or Commission) as an Assistant Manager within the Rates and Tariff Section.

Q.
How long have you been employed with the Commission?

A.
I began my employment with the Commission in February, 1994.

Q.
Have you previously testified before the Commission?

A.
Yes, a list of those cases is attached as Schedule 1.

Q.
What is your educational background?

A.
I received a Bachelors of Science Degree with a major in economics from Lincoln University in Jefferson City, Missouri.

Q.
Please describe your employment history.

A.
In addition to regulatory experience, I have approximately 20 years of experience in the telecommunications industry.  Information pertaining to past employment history is attached to my testimony as Schedule 2.

Q.
What is the reason the Staff filed this case?

A.
This case has been filed so that the Staff of the MoPSC may proceed with an earnings complaint against BPS Telephone Company (BPS).  Testimony of other Staff witnesses in this case demonstrates, from Staff’s viewpoint, that BPS is overearning $898,005 annually.  In various responses to the Staff’s earnings inquiry, BPS has stated that it is subject to “price cap” regulatory status and thus exempt from an earnings investigation.  If BPS is successful in convincing the Commission that it has acquired price cap regulatory status, BPS would be allowed to continue to generate excessive monopoly profits from its captive monopoly customers.

Q.
What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony in this case?

A.
The purpose of my testimony it twofold.  First, my testimony demonstrates that BPS does not qualify for price cap regulatory status, and second, my testimony explains the Telecommunications Department Staff’s (Staff’s) suggestion that the Commission reduce BPS’s access charges to eliminate the overearnings (Staff economist Bill Peters has filed testimony in support of the mathematical calculations for the access reductions).

Q.
BPS states that Section 392.245 RSMo 2000 sets forth the framework for the regulation of small incumbent local exchange carriers pursuant to a price cap form of regulation.
  Do you agree that this is the governing statute?

A.
Yes.  Specifically Paragraph 2 of Section 392.245 states in part:

A small incumbent local exchange telecommunications company may elect to be regulated under this section upon providing written notice to the commission if an alternative local exchange telecommunications company has been certificated to provide basic local telecommunications service and is providing such service in any part of the small incumbent company’s service area, and the incumbent company shall remain subject to regulation under this section after such election.

Q.
Is BPS a small incumbent local exchange carrier?

A.
Yes.  According to its most recent annual report (2001) on file with the Commission, BPS serves 3,890 exchange access lines in its three exchanges of Bernie, Parma, and Steele, Missouri.  Since BPS has less than 100,000 access lines, it is classified as a small carrier pursuant to Section 386.020(30) RSMo 2000.

Q.
On what basis does BPS lay claim to the price cap statute?

A.
BPS claims that the presence of one pre-paid reseller qualifies the company for price cap status.  According to the reseller’s publicly available 2001 annual report, it provides service to only one customer in only one BPS exchange.  The sole reseller relied upon by BPS is Missouri State Discount Telephone (State Discount).  State Discount is a sole proprietor prepaid reseller and the relevant pages of its publicly available 2001 annual report is attached to this testimony as Schedule 3-1.  In conjunction with the annual report, Schedule 3-2 is taken from the Commission’s Web site and demonstrates that the one State Discount line is in the BPS exchange of Steele (the 395 exchange).

Q.
Does the Staff accept BPS’s claim?

A.
No.  BPS’s claim to price cap status should be summarily rejected by the Commission.  As will be shown, State Discount does not even provide basic local telephone service.  Consequently, BPS does not face any competition in its exchange area(s).  Even if State Discount provided basic local telephone service (which it does not), State Discount and BPS have entered into an agreement whereby State Discount is precluded from competing for BPS’s customers.  The sole nature of State Discount is to provide prepaid service to customers with problematic credit history – a service not provided by BPS.  By focusing its service exclusively to the prepaid market, only one end user among all of BPS’s 3,890 access lines has signed up for State Discount’s prepaid local service, according to the 2001 annual report filed, without seal, by State Discount.

Q.
Please explain the basis for your contention that State Discount and BPS have entered into a non-compete agreement.

A.
Section VI of the resale agreement entered into between BPS and State Discount contains restrictions on the type of services State Discount may resell.  “Missouri State Discount shall not target [BPS’s] Telephone Company’s current customers or new customers to [BPS’s] Telephone Company’s service area, for services to be resold by Missouri State Discount.  Missouri State Discount’s target market shall be individuals and entities which are not current customers of [BPS] Telephone Company and have been disconnected for nonpayment of [BPS’s] Telephone Company’s telecommunications charges.”  Moreover, “Missouri State Discount shall not resell Lifeline Services and services for the disabled” (emphasis added).
 

Q.
Given that State Discount and BPS do not compete against each other for any type of telephone service, just exactly what kind of service does State Discount provide?

A.
State Discount provides prepaid local exchange telephone service only.  In so doing, State Discount does not provide equal access to long distance carriers, does not provide access to operator services, does not provide access to directory services, and does not provide access to any service which requires a “post-billing” arrangement.  All of these characteristics make the nature of State Discount’s service very different from BPS’s service.

However, as great as these differences are, perhaps the most distinguishing characteristic of State Discount’s service is the rate charged to customers for local calling.  For example, a residential customer of BPS’s Steele exchange is charged a monthly rate of $7.00 by BPS.  In contrast, the sole customer of State Discount in the Steele exchange pays a monthly rate of $50.00, a rate which is over 7 times greater than a far superior service offered by BPS.  A copy of the relevant tariff sheet of State Discount is attached to this testimony as Schedule 4.

Q.
In terms of choice, why, in your opinion, would a customer choose State Discount’s local exchange service over BPS’s basic local exchange service under the circumstances you have just described?

A.
BPS’s service allows access to far more services than State Discount’s limited access service.  BPS service complies with all of the modernization requirements of the Commission’s rules for the provisioning of basic local telecommunications service.  Services of State Discount do not comply with these requirements.  In my view, it is entirely accurate to characterize State Discount’s prepaid service (and that of all prepaid service providers) as inferior to the services offered by BPS.  In spite of the inferiority of prepaid service, State Discount’s sole customer in Steele has apparently chosen State Discount because of an outstanding and overdue credit balance with BPS.  As I have previously indicated, State Discount provides service to customers with problematic credit history, and those are the only customers State Discount can acquire.
Q.
BPS has contended in an earlier pleading that the controlling definition of basic local telecommunications service is found in Section 386.020(4). BPS characterizes his section of the statute as the “standard definition” of basic local telecommunications service.
  Do you agree?

A.
No.  The statute does not define basic local telecommunications service. Rather, Section 386.020(4) RSMo 2000 only provides a general outline and defers to the Commission to determine such things as a local calling scope and whether or not touch tone, access to operator services, as well as other features are included as part of basic local telecommunications service.  Commission rule 4 CSR 240-32.100 sets forth the minimum standards for providing basic local telecommunications service.  Moreover, each local exchange carrier’s tariff sets forth the local calling scope and other features which may be determined by the Commission to be included as part of basic local telecommunications service for any given local exchange carrier.  The other features I am referring to include features such as mileage charges and touch tone charges.  Because of different calling scopes and different features and functionalities, basic local telecommunications service is different for virtually every local exchange carrier operating in Missouri.  BPS’s contention of a one-size-fits-all “standard definition” is simply incorrect.  BPS’s attempt to create such ambiguity where none exists only serves to create a “tortured” and incorrect interpretation of the applicable statutes.  Only the Commission can determine the definition of basic local telecommunications service, and, in my opinion, the relevant statutes clearly contemplate the Commission doing so.

Q.
BPS, in an earlier pleading, supports the following “straightforward test” to determine its claim for price cap status: 1) has an alternative local exchange company been certificated to provide basic local telecommunications service in BPS’s service area, and 2) is it providing basic local telecommunications service in any part of BPS’s service area.  Do you agree with this “test?”

A.
Yes.  These are the required statutory criteria for price cap election.

Q.
As to the first part of the “test” (i.e., item number 1), is State Discount an alternative local exchange company and is it certificated to provide service in BPS’s area?

A.
Yes.  State Discount satisfies the Chapter 386.020(1) RSMo 2000 requirement as an alternative local exchange carrier.  Specifically, State Discount is providing service between points within an exchange, and it has received certification to provide basic local telecommunications service within a specific geographic area subsequent to December 31, 1995.

Q.
As to the second part of the “test” (i.e., item number 2), is State Discount providing basic local telecommunications service?

A.
No.  State Discount fails on this standard.  State Discount does not satisfy the minimum standards established by the Commission for the provisioning of basic local telecommunications service.  Those minimum standards are contained within 4 CSR 240-32.100, the so-called “Modernization Rule.”  Specifically, State Discount does not provide equal access to interexchange carriers (that is to say, State Discount does not provide One Plus equal access dialing for long distance).  This gap in its service offerings is reason enough, in my opinion, for the Commission to conclude that State Discount is not providing basic local telecommunications service.  This void in State Discount’s service offerings is also reason enough, in my opinion, for the Commission to conclude that BPS does not qualify for price cap regulation because there is no alternative carrier providing basic local telecommunications service in any portion of BPS’s exchange area.


Q.
Is it possible to provide basic local telecommunications service without complying with the Commission’s minimum standards as expressed in 4 CSR 240-32.100?

A.
No.  These issues were addressed by the Commission in Case No. TT-99-237.
  Case No. TT-99-237 involved a tariff filing by AT&T Communications of the Southwest (AT&T) in which it proposed to offer a local exchange service called Digital Link Service (Digital Link).  For clarity, a copy of the Commission’s Order Approving Tariff in Case No. TT-99-237 is attached as Schedule 5. 

Q.
Please describe the nature of Case No. TT-99-237.

A.
The facts of that case were that Digital Link was a “two-way switched voice service” provisioned over Direct Inward Dial and Direct Outward Dial “voice grade” telephone circuits within a local calling scope.
  The Staff objected to AT&T’s tariff proposal because Digital Link did not provide access to emergency telephone service (E-9-1-1), in apparent violation of 4 CSR 240-32.100(2)(C), the Commission’s Modernization rule requiring basic local service providers to provide access to E-9-1-1.  In essence, it appeared to the Staff that AT&T was proposing to provide basic local telephone service without giving its customers the ability to dial 9-1-1 over AT&T’s facilities.

Q.
What was AT&T’s response to the Staff’s objections to Digital Link?

A.
AT&T disagreed with the Staff contention that Digital Link was a basic local service offering.  AT&T pointed out that Digital Link was a “local exchange telecommunications service” offering as defined by Section 386.020(31) RSMo 2000. Contrary to the Staff’s contentions, AT&T objected to the characterization of Digital Link as a basic local service offering.  AT&T pointed out that Staff’s issues pertained to “basic local service” and that “AT&T is not offering, is not holding out, and is not provisioning [Digital Link] as basic local service.”  AT&T stated that it was marketing Digital Link as a “non-basic” local service.

Q.
What was the outcome of Case No. TT-99-237?

A.
The Commission reviewed the arguments of Staff and AT&T and found AT&T’s arguments persuasive, and the tariff sheets were allowed to become effective.  A reading of the express terms of the Order which approved AT&T’s tariff sheets in Case No. TT-99-237, in my opinion, leads the ordinary reader to the conclusion that it is possible to provide “two-way switched voice service within a local calling scope” without such service constituting “basic local service.”  Staff submits this is exactly what State Discount is doing in the BPS service area(s).

Q.
What is the relevance of Case No. TT-99-237 to the instant case?

A.
Both cases present the same issue to the Commission.  That issue is: “What is the definition of basic local telecommunications service?”  Just as the Staff argued in Case No. TT-99-237 that the statute must be relied upon as the sole source for the definition of basic local telecommunications service, BPS now argues that the Commission must only rely on that very same statute.
  Just as the Staff failed to prevail in Case No. TT-99-237, BPS must not be allowed to prevail in the instant case.  Although the statute provides a general reference for the definition of basic local telecommunications service, the Commission’s rules and the individual tariffs must also be relied upon.  Even BPS’s own tariff (which omits defining basic local service) defers to its tariff by defining local exchange service as “telephone communications within a local service area in accordance with the provisions of the Company’s tariffs” (emphasis added).
  Regardless of one’s position on the merits of the “local” versus “basis local” issue, in my view, it is noteworthy that BPS’s tariff does not instruct the reader to refer to the statute for either; rather, BPS’s tariff points the reader to the tariff itself for a determination of services occurring within a local exchange.

Plainly stated, only the Commission, by virtue of the general guidance provided by Missouri statutes (Chapter 386.020(4) RSMo 2000), and through its rule making authority and tariff approval process, can determine what constitutes basic local telecommunications service.  This is because the current statutory framework defers to the Commission such things as calling scope, access to operator services, and the availability at no additional charge of other features such as touch tone dialing.  Such are also the reasons why basic local telecommunications service is different for virtually every local exchange carrier in Missouri who, unlike State Discount and other prepaid resellers, do provide basic local telecommunications service.  Because State Discount is not providing basic local telecommunications service in BPS’s service area(s), BPS should not prevail in its “price cap election” argument, and the Staff’s earnings complaint against BPS should go forward.

Q.
If State Discount were providing basic local telecommunications service (which it is not), would BPS qualify for price cap status?

A.
No.  In the Staff’s opinion, the existence of a competitive local exchange carrier solely providing resold basic local telecommunications service (i.e., a “pure” reseller) does not qualify an incumbent for price cap status.  The terms of the price cap statute itself, §392.245(2) RSMo 2000, omit any reference to the existence of a reseller in terms of a valid price cap election.  In addition, other statutory provisions, notably §§ 392.430, 392.440 and 392.450(1) RSMo 2000 provide additional support for Staff’s position that the existence of a reseller in an incumbent’s service area is not a valid basis for the acquisition of price cap regulatory status. 

Q.
How do you reconcile the fact that State Discount has received authority to provide basic local exchange [telecommunications] service but is only providing local exchange [telecommunications] service (and not basic local) without first having obtained a certificate to provide local exchange [telecommunications] service?

A.
The Commission does and has in many instances issued both types of certificates.  I should also note that, contrary to some opinions, a certificate to provide local exchange telecommunications service does not always contain a restriction that the certificate be limited to the provision of “private line” (i.e., non-switched) authority.  Again, there are many such examples of non-restricted local exchange certificates which have been granted by the Commission. 

In order to receive a certificate of service authority to provide basic local telecommunications service, all applicants must meet minimum standards applying to technical, managerial, and financial requirements.  Such requirements are generally specified in Section 392.455 RSMo 2000.  As with the definition of basic local telecommunications service, the statute again defers to the Commission to establish specific technical, managerial, and financial requirements.  In contrast to a certificate to provide basic local exchange [telecommunications] service, a certificate to provide local exchange [telecommunications] service authority does not require the applicant to meet the technical, financial, and managerial requirements.  Additionally, there are other minimum requirements of basic local service applicants that local exchange applicants are not required to meet.  In short, the requirements for providing basic local exchange [telecommunications] service are far more strenuous than the requirements for local exchange [telecommunications] service.

State Discount’s provision of local exchange services under the auspices of basic local exchange certification is reconciled by the fact that a certificate to provide basic local exchange service comes with a much higher “burden” having been met by State Discount. Plainly stated, so long as it is otherwise not inconsistent with the statutes, if an applicant has met the higher “burden” of certification then the Staff believes it entirely proper that the applicant be allowed to provide the “lesser” service.

Q.
Is the concept of the “greater subsuming or including the lesser” novel to basic local exchange and local exchange [telecommunications] service?

A.
No.  The practice has occurred for years in the provision of pay telephone service in Missouri.  For example, interexchange carriers are not required to obtain a certificate of authority to provide private pay telephone service.  In my opinion, local exchange carriers should likewise not be required to obtain pay telephone certificates, and to my knowledge none have, with the possible exception of one such carrier.  Such certificates should only be required when the applicant is not already a long distance or local exchange telephone company.  In the case of State Discount, since the company has both an interexchange certificate and a basic local certificate, in my view it would be entirely proper for State Discount to provide pay telephone service, just as it is entirely proper to provide local exchange service under the auspices of a basic local exchange certificate.  I base these statements on the same “greater subsumes the lesser concept” as the Staff applies to State Discount’s basic local exchange [telecommunications] service authority.  By inference, the BPS line of reasoning would presumably have State Discount also apply for a local exchange certificate if it wanted to provide “private line” (i.e., non-switched) service, and a pay telephone certificate, should it decide to offer that service.

Q.
Counsel for BPS has accused the Staff of changing its position in matters of State Discount’s certification. BPS has stated:
 

However, BPS does not believe that Staff should be allowed to, on the one hand, recommend approval of the issuance of a certificate to MSDT [Missouri State Discount Telephone] to provide basic local telecommunications service, and, on the other hand, argue that the service provided by MSDT does not qualify as basic local telecommunications service for the purposes of price cap regulation.

Staff’s change in position seems to indicate that it believes that the Commission should be free to grant a certificate for basic local telecommunications service to a company, and then later decide in another context that the company does not have authority to provide basic local telecommunications service. Such a position would render the certification process meaningless.

What is your response?     

A.
The Staff has not changed its position, although it would not necessarily be improper for us to do so.  I am not sure if counsel for BPS does not understand, does not accept, or is simply misinformed of the Staff’s position that a certificate to provide basic local exchange [telecommunications] service also allows the certificate holder to provide local exchange [telecommunications] service.  In any regard, the Staff does not accept that such practices “render the certification process meaningless.”

Q.
Does Section 392.451 RSMo 2000 belie BPS’s argument that State Discount is providing basic local exchange telecommunications service in BPS’s service area(s)?

A.
Yes, very much so.  Among other matters, this section of the Missouri statutes sets forth the obligation of competitors who elect to provide basic local exchange telecommunications service in small incumbent areas such as those of BPS.  In pertinent part, this section reads:

[t]he Commission shall approve an application for a certificate of local exchange service authority to provide basic local telecommunications service or for the resale of basic local telecommunications service in an area that is served by a small incumbent local exchange telecommunications company only upon a showing by the applicant, and a finding by the commission, after notice and hearing, that:

(1) The applicant shall, throughout the service area of the incumbent local exchange telecommunications company, offer all telecommunications services which the commission has determined are essential for the purposes of qualifying for state universal service fund support; and

(2) The applicant shall advertise the availability of such essential services and the charges therefore using media of general distribution (emphasis added).


It should be noted that State Discount is not complying with this section of the Missouri statues because State Discount’s service offering falls far short of offering the telecommunications services which the commission has determined are essential for the purposes of qualifying for state universal service support.  However, it is the Staff’s opinion that State Discount does not have to comport with this section of the statute because State Discount does not offer basic local telecommunications service.  For this reason, this section of the statute belies BPS’s own argument that State Discount is providing basic local telecommunications service.

Q.
Specifically, what essential services are required of competitive basic local service providers in BPS’s area which are not being provided by State Discount?

A.
Those essential services are set forth in their entirety in 4 CSR 240-31.010 (5). In summary, this rule defines essential local telecommunications service as two-way switched voice residential service within a local calling scope as determined by the commission, and comprised of certain additional elements and their recurring costs.  It is important to note that the additional elements are not optional, but are required to be provided.  Among the required items not being provided by State Discount are items number (C) Access to basic local operator services; (D) Access to basic local directory assistance; (F) Equal access to interexchange carriers consistent with rules and regulations of the Federal Communications Commission (FCC); and (H) Toll blocking or toll control for qualifying low-income customers (State Discount is precluded by BPS from offering service to low-income customers by the class of service restrictions within the no-compete clause of their resale agreement).  For informational purposes, a copy of 4 CSR 240-31.010 is attached as Schedule 6.

Q.
If BPS prevails in its argument in the instant case, and the Commission rules that State Discount is providing basic local telecommunications service, in addition to granting BPS price cap status, what would you expect to be the practical outcome for State Discount?

A.
I would expect the results of such a ruling to be substantial and far-reaching, going beyond circumstances involving just State Discount and BPS.  At a minimum, I would expect additional cases and possibly rule makings designed to address whether prepaid local exchange service is even allowable in small company rural Missouri areas, given the requirements of Section 392.451.  From my perspective, if BPS prevails in its argument that prepaid service is indeed basic local telecommunications service, I believe it would spell the demise of the prepaid reseller business in rural Missouri, because it is clear to me that prepaid resellers do not provide essential telecommunications service.

Moreover, the Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. TA-2001-334 entered into by the firm of counsel for BPS, counsel for the Mid-Missouri Group, the Staff, the OPC, and State Discount complies, in my opinion, with Section 392.451 because it specifically requires adherence to essential telecommunications services as set forth in 4 CSR 240-31.010.  In the Staff’s opinion, it is obvious that State Discount is not providing the essential services agreed to by BPS and the other parties to Case No. TA-2001-334.


Lastly, such a scenario would also necessitate Staff action, or the Commission acting on its own Motion, to correct State Discount’s compliance deficiencies as set forth in the Commission’s certificate granting State Discount’s authority to provide basic local telecommunications service.
  For informational purposes, a copy of its March 16, 2001 Order granting State Discount’s certificate is attached as Schedule 7.  As noted on page 5 of that Order granting certificate:

 f. In areas served by small LECs, M-SDT will offer telecommunications services that the Commission has determined are essential for purpose of qualifying for state universal service fund support found in 4 CSR 240-31.010(5) and will advertise the availability of such essential services and the charges therefore using media of general distribution in compliance with Section 392.451, RSMo.

Q.
Do you have any final comment on the efficacy of Section 392.451 RSMo 2000 to require competitive carriers to provide essential services in BPS’s area?

A.
Yes, I have one final remark.  If the price cap statutes are interpreted in a manner prescribed by BPS, it seems obvious to me that Section 392.451 precludes prepaid resellers from operating in small company rural areas, including those of BPS.

Q.
Please explain.

A.
It is abundantly clear that prepaid resellers, including State Discount, do not provide access to operator services and directory assistance service, and do not provide equal access to interexchange carriers.  It is equally clear that such limited service precludes prepaid resellers from complying with the essential services contemplated by Section 392.451.  However, Section 392.451 holds that basic local service providers must provide those essential services in rural areas such as BPS’s. Staff believes this section of the statute does not apply to prepaid resellers such as State Discount because State Discount is not providing basic local service; rather, State Discount is providing local exchange service.  The Staff believes that the existence of prepaid resellers would be jeopardized if they are required to provide the essential telecommunications services of basic local providers.  However, BPS insists that State Discount is providing basic local service because only in this manner may BPS declare price cap status, and thus avoid the Staff overearnings complaint.  Ironically, because prepaid resellers fail to meet the requirements of Section 392.451, BPS’s argument that State Discount is providing basic local exchange service could foreclose the very circumstance upon which BPS relies for price cap regulation in the first place – the very existence of State Discount!  As I have previously stated, BPS is simply incorrect in its contention of a one-size-fits-all definition of basic local exchange telecommunications service; only the Commission can determine what constitutes basic local exchange telecommunications service.  The Staff believes BPS is using a tortured and incorrect interpretation of the statutes in order to gain price cap status and retain its monopoly profits. The Staff believes such tortured interpretations are misplaced and should not be accepted by the Commission.  As I previously stated, BPS’s “notice” of its “election” to price cap status should be summarily rejected by the Commission, and the Staff earnings complaint should be allowed to precede (See Election Letter shown in Schedule 8).
Q.
Staff witness Bill Peters is sponsoring testimony in support of a rate design which applies all of BPS’s overearnings to access rate reductions.  Please explain why Staff supports applying all of the overearnings towards access.

A.
The monthly rate for one-party residential service in Parma, Bernie, and Steele is $6.50, $7.00, and $7.00, respectively.  Similar rates for business services are $13.00, $14.00, and $14.00.  These rates include touch tone service and customers of BPS pay no mileage additives.  Although the local calling scope of BPS customers is limited, and although the amount of money that customers are required to actually pay for local telephone service is much more due to all manner of surcharges, the Staff nevertheless considers these rates reasonable.

As an example, applying the entire $898,005 overearnings to each BPS access line would result in an average annual rate reduction of $230.85 per access line.  Given that the highest residential BPS customer pays $7.00 for monthly service, a $230.85 annual reduction would result in a $19.24 monthly reduction – an amount $12.24 more than the customer currently pays for local telephone service!  Stated differently, if the entire overearnings were applied to local exchange customers, it is likely that those customers would receive “free” local telephone service, and would in all likelihood be entitled to some sort of “rebate” at the end of the year – a process not unlike those practiced by at least some Missouri telephone cooperatives. 

Q.
If the Staff’s access rate design is accepted, how would BPS’s access rates compare to other Missouri local exchange carriers?

A.
As is shown on Schedule 9, out of 44 incumbent local exchange carriers, BPS currently is tied with four other carriers for the 12th highest intraLATA and the 17th highest interLATA access rates in Missouri.  Staff’s proposal would have BPS providing the 36th highest rates for both intra and interLATA access services provided to the long distance carriers.  Stated differently, if the Staff’s rate design proposal is accepted by the Commission, only six incumbent local exchange carriers would have lower intrastate access rates than BPS.

Q.
Mr. Voight, does this conclude your Direct Testimony?

A.
Yes, it does.
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