BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Alma Communications Company d/b/a Alma )
Telephone Company, Chariton Valley Tele- )
Phone Corporation, Chariton Valley Telecom )
Corporation,Choctaw Telephone Company, )
Mid-Missouri Telephone Company, a corporate)
division of Otelco, Inc., and MoKAN DIAL, )

Inc., )

)

Complainants, )

)
VS. ) Case No. TO-2012-0035
)
Halo Wireless, Inc., and )
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, dba )
AT&T Missouri, )
)
Respondents. )

Alma, et al., Response to Halo Wireless Inc.’s
Response to Complainants’ Application for Rejectiorof Portions of an
Interconnection Agreement
Come now Complainants, for their Reply to Halo'sulry 13, 2012
Response to the Application for Rejection, andestiaht Halo's Response is not
properly responsive to the Commission’s Janua®042 Order Establishing a

Response Deadline. The Commission should ordgpdelents to file responsive

motions and/or answers to the Application. Ippsrt:



1. Complainants’ January 4, 2012 Motion to Reaté\this case
asserted, and Halos does not deny, that, prionsw&rs or Responsive motions to
the Application being filed, Halo filed bankruptaypd removed this case to federal
court. Afterwards, the bankruptcy court ruled tifes action was not stayed by
bankruptcy, and the federal court remanded this bask to the Commission on
December 21, 2011, and the Commission receivetethand Order December 29,
2012. In their Motion to Reactivate, Complainamiguested that the Commission
direct Respondents to file answers or responsivison®to the Application.

2. This Commission’s January 4, 2012 Order Esthlvlg a Response
Deadline ordered a response to the motion to redetno later than January 13,
2012”. Complainants interpreted the Order asmigng Respondents to proffer
any reasons why, procedurally, the case shoultbeotactivated.

3. Halo’s January 13, 2012 Response is to thenailid\pplication for
Rejection itself, not to the Motion to Reactivadte tase. Halo’s Response consists
of legal argument as to why the Commission shoaotcdgnant the Application
itself. Halo’s Response was not directed to tlogion to reactivate. Halo’s
response may be appropriate for inclusion in a@nai dismiss or in an Answer,
but it is not an appropriate response to whetheec#se should proceed to the

Answer or Responsive Motion stage of this procegdin



4. Complainants disagree with the merits of HaRésponse. The
appropriate way for this disagreement to be expressin response to a
procedurally appropriate motion to dismiss or answe

5. Respondent Southwestern Bell has posited rsmneahy this case
should not be reactivated

6. Complainants request that the Commission emté€rder directing
Respondents to file the appropriate responsiveamstdr answer to the
Application on or before January 31, 2012, whicimisxcess of 30 days since this

case was remanded.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/Craig S. Johnson

Craig S. Johnson
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cj@cjaslaw.com
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