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378:6, I(a), the only option was a review under RSA 378:6, iv, which had to be
completed in 60 days -- shorter than the procedural schedule in DT 06-067.

However, our research indicates that this is not an "either/or" situation after all. Attached
is the legislative history ofHB452, which was codified as RSA 378:6, iv. Contained
within is the testimony of Commissioner Ignatius, then General Counsel to the
Commission, in which she stated that RSA 378:6, iv is intended to only apply to changes
in the terms and conditions of services, not rates, and that some types of rate filings
should continue to be handled under RSA 378:6, I(b). The pertinent portions of her
testimony highlighted on pages 5-6 and page i i of the "Committee Minutes" section of
the attached document. In short, she states that:

if it involves a rate change, whether it is a telephone company or anyone
else, it would be under the section above (i.e. RSA 378:6, I(b)) . . . that is
an existing statute that is a longer period of time to review. The 3 month
review and you could have an additional 5 months.

The bill before the committee at the time has language identical to that in the eventual
statute. Thus, FairPoint believes that, under this interpretation, RSA 378:6, I(b) applies
to the subject tariff filing, and that it also provides ample to time to review the provisions
within the context of DT 06-067.

Please contact me if you have any questions about this filing or wish to discuss it further.

Very truly yours,
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