
State of Illinois 

Illinois Commerce Commission 

GENESEO TELEPHONE COMPANY  ) 
CAMBRIDGE TELEPHONE COMPANY  ) 
HENRY COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY ) Docket No. 11-0210 
       ) 
Petition for Universal Service    ) 
 
 
ILLINOIS INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE  ) 
ASSOCIATION     ) 
       ) Docket No. 11-0211 
Petition to update the Section 13-301(1)(d) Illinois ) 
Universal Service Fund and to implement Intrastate ) 
Switched Access Charge reform as described herein ) 
And for other relief.     ) 
 

 

Direct Testimony of Jack D. Phillips 

On Behalf of  

Frontier Communications - Midland, Inc., 
Frontier Communications - Prairie, Inc., 

Frontier Communications - Schuyler, Inc., 
Frontier Communications of DePue, Inc., 
Frontier Communications of Illinois, Inc., 

Frontier Communications of Lakeside, Inc., 
Frontier Communications of Mt. Pulaski, Inc., 

Frontier Communications of Orion, Inc. 
Frontier North Inc., 

Frontier Communications of the Carolinas Inc., 
Citizens Telecommunications Company of Illinois 

 
 
 
 
 

 August 30, 2011



Frontier Communications 
Exhibit 1.0 

ICC Docket Nos. 11-0210/11-0211 
 
 

1 
 

 
I. 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is Jack D. Phillips.  My business address is 14450 Burnhaven Drive, 3 

Burnsville, Minnesota 55306. 4 

 5 

Q. On what company’s behalf is this testimony submitted? 6 

A. This testimony is submitted on behalf of Frontier Communications - Midland, 7 

Inc., Frontier Communications - Prairie, Inc., Frontier Communications - 8 

Schuyler, Inc., Frontier Communications of DePue, Inc., Frontier 9 

Communications of Illinois, Inc., Frontier Communications of Lakeside, Inc., 10 

Frontier Communications of Mt. Pulaski, Inc., Frontier Communications of Orion, 11 

Inc., Frontier North Inc., Frontier Communications of the Carolinas Inc., and 12 

Citizens Telecommunications Company of Illinois (collectively “Frontier”).  13 

 14 

Q. What is your position and what are your areas of responsibility?  15 

A. I am the director of government and external affairs for the Central and Midwest 16 

regions of Frontier Communications Corporation.  I have overall responsibility 17 

for state regulatory matters including: local service tariffs; regulatory compliance; 18 

regulatory policy; and state universal service matters. 19 

 20 

Q. Please summarize your educational background. 21 

WITNESS INTRODUCTION  1 

A. I received a B.A. in Business Administration and Economics from William Penn 22 
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 University; an M.B.A. from Minnesota State University - Mankato; and an M.S.23 

 in Telecommunications from Saint Mary’s University of Minnesota.  24 

 25 

Q. Please summarize your background in the telecommunications industry. 26 

A. I began in the industry with Centel in 1978 as a budget and forecasting 27 

coordinator.  My responsibilities included preparation of operating budgets and 28 

revenue forecasting.  In 1980, I assumed the position of regulatory administrator 29 

with responsibilities in cost development for local services, rate case preparation 30 

and various local service tariff responsibilities.  From 1983 through 1996, I was 31 

access planning manager with overall responsibility for separations and access 32 

cost studies, state and federal access issues, universal service, inter-company 33 

compensation issues and access tariff development for Centel’s Minnesota, Iowa 34 

and Missouri operations and subsequently all of Frontier Communications’ 35 

properties in the Midwest.  In 1996, my responsibilities were expanded to include 36 

local regulatory issues.  In 2001, I assumed my current position of director of 37 

government and external affairs for the Frontier/Citizens companies in the Central 38 

Region.  In 2005, my responsibilities were expanded to include the West Region.  39 

With the closing of the Verizon transaction on July 1, 2010, the regions were 40 

realigned and I assumed these responsibilities for the Central and Midwest 41 

regions, including the states of Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, Wisconsin, 42 

Minnesota, Iowa and Nebraska. 43 

 44 

 45 
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II. 

A Frontier urges the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission”) to maintain 61 

the current Illinois Universal Service Fund (“IUSF”), and to not undertake any 62 

changes to the IUSF or to revise intrastate access rates in this proceeding at this 63 

time.  The Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) is poised to consider 64 

fundamental changes to intercarrier compensation and the federal USF 65 

mechanism, which could have a significant impact on carriers in Illinois.  The 66 

FCC now appears to be moving on an expedited path to address these issues.  The 67 

options under consideration by the FCC include preemption of intrastate access 68 

PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY AND SUMMARY OF POSITION 46 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 47 

A. I am presenting this testimony on behalf of Frontier Communications - Midland, 48 

Inc., Frontier Communications - Prairie, Inc., Frontier Communications - 49 

Schuyler, Inc., Frontier Communications of DePue, Inc., Frontier 50 

Communications of Illinois, Inc., Frontier Communications of Lakeside, Inc., 51 

Frontier Communications of Mt. Pulaski, Inc., Frontier Communications of Orion, 52 

Inc., Frontier North Inc., Frontier Communications of the Carolinas Inc., and 53 

Citizens Telecommunications Company of Illinois.  The purpose of my testimony 54 

is to respond, on behalf of Frontier, to the direct testimony of Geneseo Telephone 55 

Company and Henry County Telephone Company in Docket No. 11-0210 56 

(“Geneseo Plan”) and the Illinois Independent Telephone Association in Docket 57 

No. 11-0211 (“IITA/ATT Plan”).  58 

 59 

Q. Please summarize the conclusions in your direct testimony. 60 
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rates as well as major, fundamental reform of federal USF.  Accordingly, the 69 

requests of the IITA and Geneseo should be deferred at this time.  The 70 

Commission should defer action on whether to change the IUSF or revise 71 

intrastate access rates until the FCC issues an order and the industry, Commission 72 

Staff and the Commission itself have an opportunity to fully evaluate the impact 73 

of the FCC’s decision.  Only after such an evaluation should the Commission 74 

should make a determination as to whether there is a need to move forward with 75 

this proceeding and, if so, to then set a new procedural schedule to allow 76 

individual companies to present evidence demonstrating the impact of the FCC 77 

decision on each company.  78 

 79 

III. Factual Background 80 

Q. Please provide background regarding the Frontier companies’ operations in 81 

Illinois. 82 

A. Frontier has operated the following eight small incumbent local exchange carriers 83 

(“ILECs”) in Illinois for more than two decades:  Frontier Communications - 84 

Midland, Inc., Frontier Communications - Prairie, Inc., Frontier Communications 85 

- Schuyler, Inc., Frontier Communications of DePue, Inc., Frontier 86 

Communications of Illinois, Inc., Frontier Communications of Lakeside, Inc., 87 

Frontier Communications of Mt. Pulaski, Inc., Frontier Communications of Orion, 88 

Inc.  Each of these companies operates less than 35,000 access lines and, in 89 

aggregate, these eight ILECs serve a total of 14,385 access lines in Illinois. 90 
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Citizens Telecommunications Company has operated as an ILEC in 91 

Illinois since 2000, and was formed following the Commission’s approval of the 92 

transfer of certain access line operations from GTE to Frontier. See Docket No. 93 

00-0187.  Similarly, Frontier began operating Frontier North Inc. and Frontier 94 

Communications of the Carolinas Inc. effective July 1, 2010, as approved by the 95 

Commission in Docket No. 09-0268.   96 

Additionally, the following Frontier long distance affiliates operate in 97 

Illinois:  Frontier Communications of America, Inc. and Frontier Communications 98 

Online and Long Distance Inc.  These two long distance affiliates offer retail long 99 

distance services within the footprint of the Frontier ILECs under resale 100 

arrangements with wholesale long distance carriers.  The wholesale long distance 101 

carriers pay access to ILECs in Illinois for the origination and termination of 102 

Frontier customers’ long distance calls.  103 

 104 

Q. What is your understanding of the current state of the IUSF?  105 

A. Section 13-301(1)(d) of the Public Utilities Act (“Act”) directs the Commission to 106 

investigate and, if appropriate, establish a universal service support fund for 107 

telecommunications carriers that received support pursuant to the Twenty-Seventh 108 

Interim Order of the Commission in Docket No. 83-0142, or pursuant to 109 

Commission Orders in Docket No. 97-0621 and Docket No. 98-0679.  These 110 

Orders identified telecommunications carriers that received funding and whose 111 

economic costs of providing services for which universal service support may be 112 

made available exceed the affordable rate established by the Commission for such 113 
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services may be eligible to receive support.  Eight of Frontier’s Illinois 114 

telecommunications carriers (Frontier Communications - Midland, Inc., Frontier 115 

Communications - Prairie, Inc., Frontier Communications - Schuyler, Inc., 116 

Frontier Communications of DePue, Inc., Frontier Communications of Illinois, 117 

Inc., Frontier Communications of Lakeside, Inc., Frontier Communications of Mt. 118 

Pulaski, Inc., and Frontier Communications of Orion, Inc.) received support 119 

pursuant to the Commission’s Twenty-Seventh Interim Order in Docket No. 83-120 

0142, and thus, are eligible for receipt of funding consistent with the 121 

Commission-approved funding mechanism.   122 

 123 

Q. Do each of the Frontier companies receive IUSF support? 124 

A. No.  Frontier North Inc., Frontier Communications of the Carolinas Inc., and 125 

Citizens Telecommunications Company of Illinois are not eligible to receive 126 

IUSF support because they did not receive support under the Commission’s 127 

Twenty-Seventh Interim Order in Docket No. 83-0142.  While Frontier 128 

Communications - Prairie, Inc., Frontier Communications of DePue, Inc., Frontier 129 

Communications of Lakeside, Inc., Frontier Communications of Mt. Pulaski, Inc., 130 

and Frontier Communications of Orion, Inc. did receive support pursuant to the 131 

Docket No. 83-0142 Order, they do not receive IUSF support under Orders issued 132 

in Docket Nos. 00-0233 and 00-0335. 133 

  In Docket Nos. 00-0233 and 00-0335, the Commission issued a series of 134 

orders ultimately establishing the current funding mechanism that resulted in three 135 

Frontier companies receiving funding: 1) Frontier Communications of Illinois, 136 
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Inc. currently receives $11,216 in annual IUSF support; 2) Frontier 137 

Communications - Midland, Inc. receives $303,744 in annual IUSF support; and 138 

3) Frontier Communications - Schuyler, Inc. receives $152,652 in annual IUSF 139 

support.  In aggregate, these three Frontier companies receive $467,612 in annual 140 

IUSF support. 141 

 142 

IV. 

Q. Please explain the FCC’s recent actions on intercarrier compensation and 158 

federal USF reform. 159 

NEED FOR THE IITA/ATT PLAN AND THE GENESEO PLAN 143 

Q. Should the Commission adopt the proposed changes to the IUSF and 144 

intrastate access rates, as proposed by IITA/ATT or Geneseo? 145 

A. No. 146 

 147 

Q. Why? 148 

A. The IITA/ATT Plan and the Geneseo Plan are premature, particularly given the 149 

broadband, intercarrier compensation and universal service matters pending 150 

before the FCC.  At present, the FCC is poised to consider fundamental changes 151 

to intercarrier compensation and the federal USF mechanism, which could have 152 

significant impact on carriers in Illinois.  The FCC is engaged in an expedited 153 

process to address these issues.  Among the matters before the FCC are questions 154 

concerning the preemption of intrastate access rates as well as major, fundamental 155 

reform of federal USF.   156 

 157 
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A. On February 9, 2011, the FCC issued a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking1 in which 160 

it proposes to “fundamentally modernize the Commission’s [FCC’s] Universal 161 

Service Fund and intercarrier compensation (ICC) system”.2

  The FCC stated, “[w]e recognize that USF and ICC are both hybrid state-171 

 federal systems, and that reform will work best with the [FCC] and state 172 

 regulators cooperating to achieve shared goals.”

  The FCC proposes 162 

to refocus the high cost portion of the federal USF to a new broadband fund, 163 

Connect America Fund (CAF).    The proposed reform considers a change that 164 

could:  1) reduce the high-cost loop support mechanism;  2) implement a 165 

transitioned reduction in local switching support;  3) set benchmarks for levels of 166 

costs to be considered for funding;  4) limit the level of “per line” support;          167 

5) phase-out Interstate Access Support (IAS);  6) eliminate the current “identical 168 

support” rule; and  7) consider reverse actions for geographic market areas to 169 

determine eligible fund recipients.  170 

3

  A significant development in this matter was initiated on July 29, 2011 174 

when six companies, including Frontier Communications, filed with the FCC a 175 

proposal for reform of federal universal service and intercarrier compensation 176 

 173 

                                                           
1 In the Matter of Connect America Fund, WC Docket No. 10-90, A National Broadband Plan for Our 
Future, GN Docket No. 09-51, Establishing Just and Reasonable Rates for Local Exchange Carriers, WC 
Docket No. 07-135, High-Cost Universal Service Support, WC Docket 05-337, Developing an Unified 
Intercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket No. 01-92, Federal-State Joint Board on Universal 
Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Lifeline and Link-Up, WC Docket No. 03-109, FCC 11-13, Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, released on February 9, 2011 
(“CAF/USF/ICC”). 
 
2 Id., at para.1. 
3 Id. at para. 13 
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under a plan referred to as “America’s Broadband Connectivity Plan” or “the 177 

ABC Plan”.  The United States Telecom Association filed a letter endorsing the 178 

plan that same day.  Perhaps even more significant, the FCC issued a “Further 179 

Inquiry Into Certain Issues In the Universal Service - Intercarrier Compensation 180 

Transformation Proceeding” on August 3, 2011, setting comment and reply dates 181 

of August 24 and August 31, 2011, respectively.  Over 100 parties filed comments 182 

on August 24.  These actions indicate that the FCC is serious and plans to proceed 183 

quickly to address issues related to the reform of intercarrier compensation and 184 

the federal USF.  185 

 186 

Q. Given the actions at the FCC related to intercarrier compensation and USF 187 

issues, what is Frontier’s recommendation concerning the IITA/AT&T Plan 188 

and the Geneseo Plan at this time? 189 

A. Frontier urges the Commission to wait for the FCC to issue an order on these 190 

issues and then evaluate whether the IITA/ATT Plan or Geneseo Plan are 191 

reasonable.    Put another way, it would be unreasonable to expend the parties’ 192 

and the Commission’s limited resources to implement changes to the existing 193 

IUSF and intrastate access charge compensation models when such changes may 194 

conflict with, and be rendered moot by, the FCC’s decision on these issues.  195 

Indeed, the FCC’s decisions may conflict with any Commission conclusion 196 

related to the timing, transition period and level of intrastate access rates.  197 

Likewise, the FCC’s decision on federal USF may very well transition from the 198 

current high-cost support mechanism to a fund targeted to support broadband 199 
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services.  The level of federal support received by the carriers eligible for state 200 

support in this proceeding could change profoundly under the new plan, resulting 201 

in no need for state support, a lower level of need for state support or a higher 202 

level of need for state support.  Much of the record in the this proceeding, both in 203 

the form of pre-filed testimony and response to interrogatories, reflects intrastate 204 

access rate levels and federal high-cost support levels that may bear little 205 

resemblance to the levels that could result from the FCC’s decision.    206 

 Accordingly, it is Frontier’s position that it is prudent to defer any action 207 

on revisions to the IUSF until after the FCC acts on these matters to address any 208 

deficiencies or gaps that may exist and to avoid overlapping conflicts with the 209 

federal action.    In summary, only after the FCC establishes a national policy 210 

would it be appropriate to consider the changes set forth in both the IITA/ATT 211 

Plan and the Geneseo Plan.  212 

 213 

V. 

Q. If the Commission decides it should move forward at this time to consider the 215 

IITA/ATT and Geneseo Plans prior to the FCC releasing its order, which of 216 

the two plans should the Commission adopt? 217 

FRONTIER’S ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL 214 

A. As an alternative to deferring ruling on the IITA/ATT and Geneseo Plans, it is 218 

Frontier’s position that the Geneseo Plan should be adopted.   The Geneseo Plan 219 

is the most forward-looking plan in that it specifically supports expansion of 220 

broadband infrastructure and best serves the interests of Illinois’ citizens.  It is 221 

consistent with a public policy objective of expanding the availability of 222 
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broadband services to those areas of Illinois where the current cost to deploy the 223 

supporting infrastructure does not reasonably justify, from an economic basis, 224 

offering such services.  Deployment of broadband service throughout our service 225 

areas across the state is a desire of Frontier, but one that is economically 226 

challenging.  Like the policy direction of the FCC, the Geneseo Plan addresses 227 

access reform and shifts support to broadband infrastructure deployment.  In sum, 228 

the Geneseo Plan balances two desirable, yet conflicting attributes.  It specifically 229 

targets funding to expand the availability of broadband services, and does so 230 

without expanding the size of the fund.  Thus, the Geneseo Plan does not increase 231 

the level of surcharge billed to telecommunications customers across the state. 232 

 233 

Q. How does the Geneseo Plan further the public policy goal of expanding 234 

availability of broadband service? 235 

A. Frontier’s small, rural companies, those with less than 35,000 access lines, 236 

generally serve low-density markets with an average number of access lines per 237 

square mile of 8.76 (as of December 31, 2010).  As another measure of the rural 238 

nature of these service areas, the eight companies serve a total of 28 exchanges 239 

with only 14,385 access lines (for an average of 514 access lines per exchange).  240 

Frontier has aggressively invested in expanding the availability of broadband 241 

services in rural areas and achieved a broadband availability to 88 percent of 242 

households despite the largely rural nature of our service area.  The remaining 12 243 

percent of households become progressively more costly and less economically 244 

viable to reach with broadband services.  Without a funding support mechanism, 245 
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Frontier will continue to expand availability of broadband services but at a much 246 

slower rate and many rural, low-density areas may never be economically viable.  247 

The Geneseo Plan would provide support to the eight Frontier companies that are 248 

eligible for funding under Section 13-301(1)(d) of the Act and target that support 249 

to expansion of broadband availability in those areas of Illinois that would 250 

otherwise remain unserved. 251 

 252 

Q. Has Frontier determined the impact the Geneseo Plan would have on 253 

Frontier? 254 

A. Based on monthly support of $15.46 per access line, the eight Frontier companies 255 

would receive a combined $2,668,704 in annual support for broadband in its rural 256 

areas.  This level of support is premised on Frontier’s access lines as of December 257 

31, 2010 and the condition that such support would be used for the provision of 258 

broadband service within the eight Frontier companies that would receive such 259 

funds. 260 

 261 

VI. SPECIFIC CONCERNS WITH THE IITA/ATT PLAN 262 

Q. Is Frontier, or any of its companies, members of IITA? 263 

A. No, the Frontier companies are not members of the IITA.   264 

 265 

Q. Did Frontier participate in negotiation of the IITA/ATT Stipulation and 266 

Agreement? 267 
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A. No.  The final Stipulation and Agreement (the IITA/ATT Plan) was negotiated 268 

without Frontier involvement or input.  Frontier was not aware of the specific 269 

details of the IITA/AT&T Plan until after the Plan was publicly filed with the 270 

Commission.  While Frontier was not a participant in negotiations, or a signatory 271 

to the Stipulation and Agreement, the IITA/ATT Plan results in two substantial 272 

and negative financial impacts to Frontier and its customers: 1) the IITA/ATT 273 

Plan would extinguish all of the Frontier companies’ current IUSF support of 274 

approximately $467,000; and 2) it would result in a loss of $358,923, annually, in 275 

access charge revenues for the eight small Frontier companies.  In subsequent 276 

discussions with IITA, it became apparent that AT&T and the IITA had 277 

negotiated a plan that would exclude Frontier from the new IUSF funding 278 

mechanism, potentially require Frontier’s small companies to reduce intrastate 279 

access rates, and require that all of Frontier’s companies’ customers contribute to 280 

the fund.   281 

 282 

Q. Does Frontier support the substance of the IITA/ATT Plan for access reform 283 

and restructuring the IUSF? 284 

A. No.  The IITA/ATT Plan harms certain small carriers, and clearly fails to take into 285 

account the public interest and balance the interests of all citizens of Illinois.  286 

Rather, it appears that the IITA/ATT Plan was negotiated to benefit AT&T in the 287 

form of reduced access payments and the IITA member companies through a 288 

funding support mechanism that favors certain members of the association.  In 289 

fact, the IITA/ATT Plan to eliminate IUSF funding to the three Frontier 290 
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companies serves to negatively impact customers served by those companies.  291 

Simply put, this proposal is neither reasonable nor in the public interest.    292 

 293 

Q.  Should Frontier and the other small ILECs, that are not parties to the 294 

Stipulation negotiated by IITA and ATT, be subject to the terms of the 295 

Stipulation? 296 

A. No.  Because the IITA/ATT Plan was negotiated to benefit only AT&T and the 297 

IITA member companies participating in the settlement, other companies that 298 

have not signed onto the Stipulation should not be required to implement the 299 

access reduction provisions of the stipulation to which they were not a party.  300 

Only if the non-signatory companies affected by the Agreement and Stipulation 301 

are eligible for IUSF recovery of those losses resulting from those reductions in 302 

intrastate access rates should the Commission even consider approving the 303 

intrastate access charge reforms considered in the IITA/ATT Plan.  However, 304 

given the matters currently pending at the FCC, the Commission should consider 305 

this option only as a last resort.    306 

 307 

Q. Please quantify the impact on the Frontier ILECs associated with 308 

implementing the access rate reductions included in the IITA/ATT Plan. 309 

A. Consistent with Frontier’s understanding of the calculations of the IITA member 310 

companies, Frontier, in response to JZ 1.02, calculated the impact of reducing its 311 

switched intrastate access rates to the interstate level using rates in effect on 312 

December 31, 2009 and using 2008 calendar year demand quantities.  The annual 313 
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impact is $(74,944) for Frontier of Illinois, $(105,012) for Frontier - Midland; 314 

$(12,820) for Frontier of Lakeside; $(17,437) for Frontier - Prairie; $(23,849) for 315 

Frontier of Mt. Pulaski; $(47,543) for Frontier - Schuyler; $(14,752) for Frontier 316 

of Orion; and $(62,565) for Frontier of DePue.  Collectively, the revenue impact 317 

is a reduction of $358,923 annually for Frontier. 318 

   319 

Q. Using the methodology employed in the IITA/ATT Plan, what amount of 320 

IUSF funding would Frontier be eligible to receive? 321 

A.   In response to ICC Staff data request JZ 1, Frontier has attempted to replicate the 322 

methodology, as Frontier understands it, without having the benefit of 323 

participation in the negotiation process. 324 

  Based on Frontier’s understanding of the methodology negotiated by ATT 325 

and IITA for calculating IUSF funding eligibility for the companies participating 326 

in the Stipulation, I have determined that six of the eight small Frontier companies 327 

would be eligible to receive IUSF funding.  Specifically, Frontier of Illinois, 328 

Frontier - Midland, Frontier of Lakeside, Frontier of Mt. Pulaski, Frontier - 329 

Schuyler and Frontier of Orion had earnings levels less than the IITA/ATT 330 

stipulated cost of capital of 9.34%.  Therefore, under the IITA/ATT Plan, these 331 

six companies would have an additional aggregate annual revenue “need” of 332 

$3,524,180 from the IUSF fund to achieve the stipulated cost of capital, including 333 

the recovery of the loss of $278,921 in access reductions for the six companies. 334 

   335 
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Q. What is Frontier’s recommendation if the Commission determines it is 336 

appropriate to approve the IITA/ATT methodology for calculation of the 337 

level of need for the IUSF? 338 

A. If the Commission determines a new funding mechanism should be adopted and it 339 

determines the IITA/ATT methodology somehow is appropriate, the Commission 340 

has at least two options for inclusion of Frontier and providing the $3,524,180 341 

level of IUSF funding for the six Frontier companies.  First, it could increase the 342 

overall, annual fund size by $3,524,180 to enable the Frontier companies to 343 

receive the full amount of eligible funding consistent with the other IITA small 344 

ILECs receiving IUSF funding.  Second, it could reduce the level of funding on a 345 

prorated basis for each recipient to maintain the overall level of funding proposed 346 

in the IITA/ATT Plan.  347 

 348 

Q. If the Commission determines it is appropriate to move forward at this time 349 

with access reform and universal service reform, what changes should the 350 

Commission implement? 351 

A. Again, Frontier believes it is prudent for the Commission to defer ruling on the 352 

IITA/ATT and Geneseo Plans until after the FCC acts on in its CAF/USF/ICC 353 

proceeding.  However, if the Commission determines that it is appropriate to act 354 

now, the Geneseo Plan fulfills two important public policy objectives, as 355 

described above.  First, it focuses state universal service support to investment in 356 

broadband infrastructure in rural Illinois.  Second, it sets the level of support at 357 

the level no higher than that of the existing funding mechanism thereby avoiding 358 
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increases in surcharges that are paid by telecommunications customers across the 359 

state.  Finally, if the Commission decides to adopt the IITA/ATT Plan, it should 360 

not impose intrastate access rate reductions on carriers that were not parties to the 361 

stipulation unless those carriers receive IUSF support to offset those losses.  In 362 

summary, there is no rationale or legal basis for the Commission to impose 363 

intrastate access rate reductions on companies that were not included in a plan 364 

that was negotiated privately and that fails to include all companies currently 365 

receiving IUSF support.   366 

 367 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 368 

A. Yes, it does.   369 


