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STAFF’S POSITION STATEMENTS FOR PHASE I


COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission and in response to the Commission’s December 1, 2003 Order Establishing Procedural Schedule states:

1. On December 1, 2003 the Commission issued an order that, among other things, directed each party to file by January 20, 2004 a statement of its position on each issue listed in the list of issues for Phase I, the proceeding to define particular geographic markets and the appropriate multi-line DS0/DS1 customer cross-over between the mass and enterprise markets.

2. The Staff’s statements of position on each issue listed for Phase I in this case follow:


Issue

a. For purposes of examining whether there is "non-impairment" in the provision of unbundled local switching to serve mass-market customers, what are the relevant geographic markets within the state of Missouri?
Position:
the relevant geographic markets may be appropriately defined in more than one way.  It is the Staff’s position that the most appropriate way to define them is by use of the definition of exchange found in section 386.020(16), RSMo:  “a geographical area for the administration of telecommunications services, established and described by tariff of a telecommunications company providing basic local telecommunications service.”

Of the market definitions proposed by the other parties in this case, it is the Staff’s position that those portions of the metropolitan statistical areas established by the federal Office of Management and Budget that are located in the state of Missouri would provide the most appropriate definition.

Issue
b. For purposes of the 47 CFR 51.319(d)(2)(iii)(B)(3) analysis, how many DS0 lines must be supplied to a multi-line DS0 customer before that customer is considered to be an enterprise customer rather than a mass market customer?

Position:
Eleven or more, based on the direct testimony of Sprint Missouri, Inc witness James Maples in this case.   The Staff did not find the approaches taken by the other parties in direct testimony sufficient or adequately supported.

Although Staff did not find the approach taken by Mr. Finnegan sufficiently supported in direct testimony to adopt it at this point in time, Staff prefers his more comprehensive approach to that taken by Mr. Maples.  Mr. Finnegan’s approach suggests that 13 DS0 lines must be supplied to a multi-line DS0 customer before that customer should be considered to be an enterprise customer.  Should Mr. Finnegan’s approach be sufficiently refined and supported with evidence in this case to address the issues that the Staff raised in its rebuttal testimony, Staff anticipates that it would support the crossover point resulting from that refined approach. 
WHEREFORE, the Staff submits the foregoing Statements of Position in response to the Commission’s order directing the submission of a list of issues for purposes of Phase I in this case.
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