







             STATE OF MISSOURI

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

At a session of the Public Service Commission held at its office in Jefferson City on the 28th day of January, 2003.

In the Matter of the Application of The Pager Company
)

for Designation as a Telecommunications Carrier Eligible
)
Case No. CO-2003-0094
for Federal Universal Service Support Pursuant to

)

Section 254 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

)

ORDER DENYING INTERVENTION 

This order denies the Small Telephone Company Group’s request to intervene.

On September 6, 2002, The Pager Company applied to the Commission for designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier for federal universal service support. The Office of the Public Counsel requested an evidentiary hearing on October 16, 2002.  

The Small Telephone Company Group
 asked to intervene on December 26, 2002.  STCG is concerned that Pager wants to be an eligible telecommunications carrier in the same exchanges in which STCG serves.  STCG also alleges that the Commission cannot allow Pager to become an eligible telecommunications carrier until Pager first offers the required services.  Finally, STCG argues the Commission cannot designate Pager as

an eligible telecommunications carrier for the sole purpose of being reimbursed for Lifeline and Linkup services.  For these reasons, STCG argues it has an interest in this matter which is different from that of the general public and which cannot be adequately protected by any other party. 

Pager responded to STCG’s request on January 6, 2003, arguing that STCG does not have an interest in this matter which is different from that of the general public and which cannot be adequately protected by any other party.  Pager stated that it seeks eligible telecommunications carrier status only in exchanges Southwestern Bell Telephone Company serves.  Therefore, Pager does not seek certification for any areas that STCG serves.  In addition, Pager asserts that if the Commission approves its application, it will be able to provide eligible telecommunications carrier services immediately.

Staff filed its Recommendation on January 16, 2003.  Staff recommends the Commission deny STCG’s request to intervene.  Staff states that Pager seeks eligible telecommunications carrier status only in areas STCG does not serve.  Staff asserts that Pager will be able to offer the required services once its tariff goes into effect on January 18, 2003.  In addition, Staff argues that the Commission can designate Pager as an eligible telecommunications carrier without limiting their designation to Lifeline and Linkup.  Pager does not necessarily have to seek or qualify for all universal service funding for the Commission to find it eligible to request it.    

Commission Rule 4 CSR 240‑2.075 governs intervention.  Rule 4 CSR 240‑2.075(2) requires the intervention applicant to state its interest in the proceeding, its reason for intervening, and whether or not the applicant supports the relief sought.  Rule 4 CSR 240‑2.075(4) lists grounds upon which intervention will be granted:  (A) that the inter​vention applicant has an interest different from that of the general public; or (B) that granting intervention would serve the public interest.

STCG does not have an interest different from that of the general public.  Pager seeks designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier in exchanges STCG does not serve.  Staff and the Office of the Public Counsel are able to protect STCG’s interests in this case, if any.

STCG’s intervention in this case would not serve the public interest.  The Office of the Public Counsel has already requested the Commission to hold a hearing so that Pager can prove it should be an eligible telecommunications carrier.  The Commission finds the Office of the Public Counsel is already serving the public interest, and that STCG’s intervention is not needed.  

STCG’s application to intervene is denied.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1. That the Small Telephone Company Group’s Application to Intervene is denied.

2. That this order shall become effective on February 7, 2003.

BY THE COMMISSION

( S E A L )

Dale Hardy Roberts

Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge
Lumpe and Forbis, CC., concur

Gaw, C., dissents

Simmons, Ch., and Murray, C., absent

Pridgin, Regulatory Law Judge

� Consisting of:  BPS Telephone Company, Cass County Telephone Company, Citizens Telephone Company of Higginsville, Missouri, Inc., Craw-Kan Telephone Cooperative, Inc., Ellington Telephone Company, Farber Telephone Company, Fidelity Telephone Company, Goodman Telephone Company, Inc., Granby Telephone Company, Grand River Mutual Telephone Corporation, Green Hills Telephone Corporation, Holway Telephone Company, Iamo Telephone Company, KLM Telephone Company, Kingdom Telephone Company, Lathrop Telephone Company, Le-Ru Telephone Company, Mark Twain Rural Telephone Company, McDonald County Telephone Company, Miller Telephone Company, New Florence Telephone Company, New London Telephone Company, Orchard Farm Telephone Company, Oregon Farmers Mutual Telephone Company, Ozark Telephone Company, Peace Valley Telephone Company, Rock Port Telephone Company, Seneca Telephone Company, Steelville Telephone Exchange, Inc., Stoutland Telephone Company. 
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