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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Robert C. Schoonmaker, and my business address is P. O. Box 25969, 2 

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80936. 3 

Q. Are you the same Robert C. Schoonmaker who previously filed Direct Testimony in 4 

these dockets on behalf of the Illinois Independent Telephone Association? 5 

A. Yes I am. 6 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 7 

A. I will respond to the direct testimony of Mr. Scott Rubins of Geneseo Telephone 8 

Company and the alternative plan that he proposed for determining future IUSF.  My 9 

testimony finds many questions and concerns with the proposal and recommends that the 10 

Commission not adopt it.  I will also provide some updates to schedules provided with 11 

my direct testimony based on additional information that has become available since the 12 

filing of direct testimony. 13 

STATUTORY COMPLIANCE 14 

Q. In reviewing the IUSF plan presented by Mr. Rubins (“the GCH Plan”) do you see 15 

issues with the The GCH Plan complying with the requirements and provisions 16 

applicable to a Section 13-301(1)(d) of the Illinois Public Utilities Act? 17 

A. I do.  An overarching problem with the GCH Plan, as presented in Mr. Rubins’ 18 

Testimony, is the lack of definition and detail to allow for a complete understanding and 19 

analysis of the GCH Plan.  Based on the information that has been provided, I have 20 

substantial questions about whether it meets the statutory requirements contained in the 21 

Public Utilities Act. 22 



IITA Exhibit 2.0 
Docket No. 11-0211 Cons. 

 

3 
 

While I am not an attorney, various portions of the GCH Plan described in Mr. Rubins’ 23 

testimony are not consistent with applicable provisions or requirements of Section 13-301 24 

and the prior rulings of the Commission, the Fifth District Appellate Court and the 25 

Illinois Supreme Court. 26 

Q. Does the GCH Plan set forth in Mr. Rubins’ testimony provide funding for all of the 27 

services he proposes be supported by the IUSF? 28 

A. No it does not.  The current Illinois IUSF plan has the same list of services supported by 29 

the IUSF as those contained in Part 45.101 of the FCC’s rules and include the following: 30 

  1. Voice grade access to the public switched network 31 

  2. Local usage 32 

  3. Dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its equivalent 33 

  4. Single-party service or its functional equivalent 34 

  5. Access to emergency services 35 

  6. Access to operator services 36 

  7. Access to interexchange service 37 

  8. Access to directory assistance 38 

  9. Toll control services for qualifying low-income consumers 39 

In the plan described in Mr. Rubins’ Direct Testimony, he proposes to expand the list of 40 

supported services to include a tenth service “Access to Broadband Services”.  However, 41 

as Mr. Rubins indicates at lines 38 through 41 of his Direct Testimony and again at lines 42 

239 through 242 of his Direct Testimony, a company would have to choose whether to 43 

receive the level of funding for the original nine supported services resulting from the 44 

Commission’s decision some ten years ago in Consolidated Dockets 00-0233 and 45 
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00-0335 (without those amounts being updated) or the level of the support the GCH Plan 46 

provides for “Access to Broadband Services”, but not both.  Specifically he describes this 47 

choice as follows at pp. 11-12, lines 239-245: 48 

No, GCHC’s plan calls for a company to be able to choose either the old 49 
IUSF amount or the new capped amount. GCHC desires to invest in 50 
Access to Broadband Services, but other companies may elect to continue 51 
to invest only in the original nine supported services. Although GCHC 52 
would prefer that all companies go to the new funding calculation, this 53 
provision is being placed into GCHC’s plan in order to provide some 54 
flexibility for carriers’ investment decisions. 55 

As a result, companies receiving support for Access to Broadband Services would receive 56 

no support for the nine voice services currently supported by the FCC, which must be 57 

supported pursuant to the terms of the Illinois Public Utilities Act.  In Section 58 

13-301(2)(a), the Commission is required to “define the group of services to be declared 59 

“supported telecommunication services” that constitute “universal service”.  According to 60 

the Act, this group of services shall, at a minimum, include those services as defined by 61 

the Federal Communications Commission and as from time to time amended.”  62 

(Emphasis added) 63 

In ruling that all access lines receive support, not just residential primary access lines and 64 

one business line, the Fifth District Appellate Court stated that “universal support means 65 

universal support”1 of all services and lines supported by the FCC.  The Illinois Supreme 66 

Court subsequently affirmed that ruling stating in part as follows:  67 

The Act provides that the ICC should track the FCC definition of supported 68 
services, and the FCC has stated that voice grade access is a supported 69 
service.  Further, the FCC has decided that all lines with voice grade access 70 
should receive federal USF support.  It is incongruous to suggest that the 71 
legislature wanted the ICC to follow the FCC’s words but not its deeds and to 72 

                                                           
1 Harrisonville Telephone Co. v. Illinois Commerce Com'n, 343 Ill.App.3d 517, 529, 797 N.E.2d 183, 194, 277 
Ill.Dec. 836, 847 (2003). 
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provide purportedly “universal service” support with limitations.  The FCC 73 
does not describe a voice grade access line as a voice grade access line which 74 
receives support only if it is also a primary residential or business line.  75 
Universal service means universal service.2 76 

Consequently, the nine voice grade services must continue to be supported under any 77 

IUSF plan since they remain supported services as determined by the FCC. 78 

Q. Is the GCH Plan as set forth in Mr. Rubins’ testimony consistent with these 79 

requirements? 80 

A. No it is not.  As indicated above, Mr. Rubins proposes that a company choose whether to 81 

continue to receive the support for the nine services as determined ten years ago or to 82 

receive support for Access to Broadband Services, but not both.  The GCH Plan indicates 83 

a willingness to abandon voice grade services and the many customers who rely upon 84 

those services in rural areas in favor of only providing support for Access to Broadband 85 

Services.  Without even addressing the policy issues, the GCH Plan, by not providing 86 

ongoing support for all supported services, appears to fall short of the statutory 87 

requirements. 88 

Q. How does the GCH Plan address the requirements related to economic costs 89 

contained in the statute? 90 

A. Section 13-301(1)(d) provides for a universal service support fund to be established by 91 

the Commission for eligible telecommunications carriers “…whose economic costs of 92 

providing services for which universal support may be available exceed the affordable 93 

rate established by the Commission for such services…less any federal universal service 94 

support received for the same or similar cost of providing the supported services”.  While 95 

                                                           
2 Harrisonville Telephone Co. v. Illinois Commerce Com'n, 212 Ill.2d 237, 817 N.E.2d 479, 488, 288 Ill.Dec. 121,  
130 (2004) 
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the definition of “economic costs” to be considered by the Commission in applying the 96 

statutorily required comparison was a significant issue in the original IUSF Consolidated 97 

Dockets 00-0233 and 00-0335, the GCH Plan as presented in Mr. Rubins’ testimony 98 

appears to ignore the Commission’s determination in regard to what are “economic costs” 99 

as used in the statute, notwithstanding the fact that the Commission’s determination was 100 

affirmed by the Fifth District Appellate Court. 101 

 Specifically, at page 14 of the Second Interim Order, the Commission reached the 102 

following conclusion:   103 

The Commission has reviewed the statute and the arguments of the parties and 104 
concludes that the use of a forward-looking cost model is appropriate in 105 
setting the legislatively permitted proxy cost for services eligible for USF 106 
support.  The term “economic costs” is undefined in the statute but its use is 107 
pervasive in Commission proceedings dealing with telephony where it has 108 
generally been recognized as involving forward-looking costs, as opposed to 109 
embedded costs. 110 

 The GCH Plan ignores this past Commission determination and creates its own definition 111 

of “economic costs” without reference to statutory requirements or Commission 112 

interpretations.  The GCH Plan defines economic costs as “actual invoice cost for capital, 113 

installation and improvement costs” for the direct deployment of Access to Broadband 114 

Services.  It would appear that the GCH proposal does not provide for the recovery of 115 

ongoing economic costs of providing Access to Broadband Services, but only for the 116 

initial investment costs of providing such service.  Furthermore, the GCH proposal 117 

nowhere takes into account the federal support that a company may receive in relation to 118 

such investments.  Once again, GCH’s proposal in regard to the “economic costs” and 119 

requirements of the statute would appear to be a significant issue as it pertains to 120 

statutory compliance. 121 
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Q. In the original IUSF proceedings, did the Commission require that each company 122 

seeking IUSF support present evidence establishing an “actual need for support”?   123 

A. Yes, it did.  At page 37 of the Second Interim Order in the original consolidated USF 124 

dockets, the Commission stated in part as follows:   125 

The General Assembly, by adopting Section 13-301(d) clearly directed us to 126 
review, and to the extent we conclude necessary, establish subsidized 127 
universal support.  Furthermore, we find that we have the obligation, 128 
consistent with the principles of equity, to ascertain each funded company’s 129 
actual need for support.”  (Emphasis added.) 130 

 While the Commission used a forward-looking cost model to establish the proxy 131 

“economic cost”, companies also presented individual company financial information 132 

pursuant to which the Commission capped the amount of support any individual company 133 

would receive based upon that company’s need. 134 

Q. Does the GCH Plan contain provisions requiring individual companies to present 135 

evidence demonstrating an “actual need for support” for the “Access to Broadband 136 

Services” funding it is recommending? 137 

A. No, not in my opinion.  Mr. Rubins proposes that the individual companies get IUSF 138 

funding if they present invoices for a plan year that exceed an amount $15.46 times the 139 

number of access lines the company has, and they should then get support in the amount 140 

of that overage as long as it isn’t more than his proposed cap.  While that mathematical 141 

comparison can be made, this approach has nothing to do with whether an individual 142 

company needs support from a financial perspective. 143 

Q. As far as it pertains to the individual GCH companies, have Geneseo, Cambridge or 144 

Henry County (or any of them) presented evidence demonstrating that the 145 
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individual companies have a financial need for support to provide access to 146 

broadband? 147 

A. No they have not. 148 

DEFINITION OF “ACCESS TO BROADBAND SERVICES” 149 

Q. How did Mr. Rubin’s define “Access to Broadband Services” in his testimony? 150 

A. At page 6, line 123-128, he defined “Access to Broadband Services” as follows: 151 

 This category includes all equipment and services necessary to provide or 152 
that is related to the transmission component of Broadband services, to 153 
include, at a minimum, all such services and equipment related thereto 154 
deemed to be a “telecommunications service” under Title II of the 155 
Communications Act of 1934 by the Federal Communications 156 
Commission. 157 

Q. Do you have any issues with this definition? 158 

A. This definition presents several issues that are troubling to me.  My first concern is that 159 

this is a new definition that has been created by Mr. Rubins, and it may not comport with 160 

the definition I anticipate that the FCC will be promulgating in its current rulemaking on 161 

intercarrier compensation and universal service.  At the present time it is anticipated that 162 

the FCC will issue an order in its proceeding before the end of the year.  To the extent 163 

that the definition the FCC uses to define broadband as a supported service is 164 

substantively different from Mr. Rubins’ definition, the Commission would need to make 165 

conforming changes in its definition to comply with Illinois statute, which requires the 166 

Illinois supported services to include all supported services adopted by the FCC. 167 
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Q. Mr. Rubin’s definition includes the use of the term “broadband”.  Do you have 168 

concerns with his use of that term? 169 

A. Initially I did not.  Within the industry “broadband” is generally used to refer to 170 

capabilities within the network to provide high speed data service on a direct access 171 

basis, as compared, for example, with a “dial-up” service, which requires dialing a 172 

telephone number to reach a modem providing that capability.  “Broadband” also is 173 

generally used to refer to a more robust bandwidth than would be available through a 174 

dial-up access service.  The specifics of the bandwidth that would be considered as 175 

“broadband” has had a changing definition over time as technology has improved.  176 

Technically today, the FCC defines broadband as providing a minimum download and 177 

upload speed of 200 kbps3  However, in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking order 178 

currently under consideration by the FCC, it is seeking comments on whether the 179 

appropriate broadband speed should be set as 4 mbps download and 1mbps upload.4  180 

While the precise parameters of “broadband” are not specified in Mr. Rubin’s definition, 181 

I was not particularly uncomfortable with his use of that term until I received a response 182 

to a data request that the IITA propounded to the Geneseo, Henry County, and 183 

Cambridge (GCH) companies. 184 

Q. Are you providing a copy of that data request response as an Exhibit to your 185 

testimony? 186 

A. Yes, I am.  GCH’s response to IITA data request 2.20 is attached as IITA Exhibit 2.1.  187 

This data request sought information about the provision of broadband services by the 188 

                                                           
3 See FCC Form 477 
4 Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, WC Docket Nos. 10-90, 07-135, 05-
337, and 03-109 and CC Docket Nos 01-92 and 96-45, and GN Docket No. 09-51 (FCC 11-13), Released February 
9, 2011, Paragraph 109. 
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GCH companies.  The data request used the term “broadband/ Digital Subscriber Line 189 

(DSL) transmission service” to identify services about which the IITA was inquiring.  As 190 

can be seen from the response, GCH objected to and indicated that it could not respond to 191 

the data request because the term used was “…vague, ambiguous, and overly broad…” 192 

because in GCH’s view the term involved three “distinct” items.  In commenting on the 193 

term “broadband”, GCH responded that, “GCH defines ‘broadband’ as a general term, 194 

similar to ‘telephone’ or ’electricity’”.  I gather from this response that GCH believes that 195 

the term “broadband” is vague, ambiguous, and overly broad.  If that is the case, the use 196 

of the term “broadband” in Mr. Rubin’s definition must also be vague, ambiguous, and 197 

overly broad which raises serious questions in my mind about how that definition should 198 

or can be interpreted. 199 

Q. Are there other parts of the Mr. Rubin’s definition that are brought into question 200 

by the GCH response to IITA data request 2.20? 201 

A. Yes, there are.  Mr. Rubin’s definition of Access to Broadband encompasses equipment 202 

and services “…related to the transmission component of Broadband services…”.  In the 203 

response to IITA data request 2.20 GCH makes a distinction between DSL service as a 204 

“…direct end user service…” and “Broadband transmission service” which equates to 205 

“Access to Broadband Services”.  In the GCH response, he indicates that Access to 206 

Broadband Services is “…from the point in the network that the single user is no longer 207 

identifiable…” 208 
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Q. Does this description of differences between the terms used in the data request 209 

response to the IITA cause you concerns that you did not have in reading the initial 210 

version of Mr. Rubin’s definition? 211 

A. It causes me concern since the distinctions that Mr. Rubin’s is making are very different 212 

from my understanding of these terms and their general use in the industry.  Mr. Rubin’s 213 

and GCH apparently do not consider DSL service to be a “transmission service”, as I 214 

understand their data request response.  On the other hand, Geneseo’s interstate tariff 215 

concurs in the National Exchange Carrier Association (NECA) interstate Tariff FCC 216 

No. 5 in regard to terms and conditions.  NECA Tariff FCC 5 specifically states that: 217 

 Where offered under this tariff, Digital Subscriber Line Access Services 218 
provide transmission services over local exchange service facilities that can 219 
be used for simultaneous voice and data communications.5 220 

 It is my opinion that the distinction that GCH makes between DSL service and 221 

“Broadband Transmission Service” is a distinction that is different from the normal 222 

industry interpretation as described in the NECA interstate tariff and compounds my 223 

concern of having the Commission adopt the definition that Mr. Rubin’s proposes before 224 

the FCC determines how it will describe broadband as a supported service. 225 

Q. Does GCH define the dividing line between “DSL service” and “Broadband 226 

Transmission Service” differently from distinctions made in the NECA tariff? 227 

A. It apparently does.  I am attaching as IITA Exhibit 2.2 a copy of GCH’s response to a 228 

data request propounded by Illinois Bell, specifically the response to Illinois Bell data 229 

request 1.06.  In this data request GCH describes in some detail its views that “Access to 230 

Broadband Services” would include the DLC (Digital Loop Carrier) cabinet and fiber 231 

                                                           
5 NECA FCC Tariff No. 5, 20th Revised Page 8-1, Section 8 (emphasis added). 
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connection “…to its network point…” but that the connection from the DLC cabinet to 232 

the “…customer or cell tower…” would not be considered “Access to Broadband 233 

Services”.  This contrasts with the NECA tariff which describes DSL service as 234 

extending from the end user premise to a DSL service access connection point either at 235 

the serving wire center or, in some cases, at a distant serving wire center.6  Mr. Rubin’s 236 

definition of DSL service as stopping at the DLC is materially different and much more 237 

limited than NECA’s definition. 238 

Q. Can you provide a simplified network diagram showing the differences between 239 

Mr. Rubin’s description of DSL service and the NECA description of DSL service? 240 

A. Yes.  IITA Exhibit 2.3 shows two diagrams.  The first is from the NECA tariff that 241 

describes the simplest version of DSL service (from an end user customer to a serving 242 

wire center). The second diagram (below the first) depicts the distinction that GCH 243 

apparently makes in its descriptions of “DSL service” and of “Access to Broadband 244 

Services”.  As can be seen from the diagrams, Mr. Rubin’s description of DSL service 245 

only includes a part of the facilities that NECA uses in describing the service in its tariff.   246 

Q. Do you also have concerns regarding Mr. Rubin’s definitions in his testimony and in 247 

the GCH data request responses relating to the technology most typically used by 248 

the IITA companies to provide DSL service? 249 

A. I do.  As described in the definition from the NECA tariff that I cited above, DSL service 250 

is typically provided using local exchange facilities “… that can be used for simultaneous 251 

voice and data communication.”  The DSL service is therefore typically provided over 252 

the same fiber and cable facilities that are used to provide voice service.  For most 253 

                                                           
6 NECA FCC Tariff No. 5, Pages 8-1 through 8-2.2, Section 8.1.1. 
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companies, then, it is difficult to make a distinction between cable and wire facilities used 254 

for providing voice service and for providing the DSL service which offers high speed 255 

data capabilities.  These facilities are generally used to provide the availability and 256 

provisioning of both voice and data services, particularly in the distribution portion of the 257 

network from the end user’s premise to the central office.   258 

Q. Do you see other evidence that the GCH companies are themselves uncertain as to 259 

what investments would qualify as “Access to Broadband Services”? 260 

A. To try to get a better understanding of the GCH companies proposal, the IITA 261 

propounded data requests asking for the gross additions to plant in service for each of the 262 

three GCH companies for 2009 and 2010, a request which GCH responded to.  We then 263 

requested that each company identify for each year what portion of those investments 264 

would be considered as “Access to Broadband Services”.  Our intent was to get a better 265 

understanding of how GCH understood their own proposal and how, for example, they 266 

would treat investments in general support facilities under their proposal.  Their response 267 

to IITA data request 2.14 is attached as IITA Exhibit 2.4.  Frankly I found their response 268 

quite surprising.  First of all, GCH objected to the data request as “…irrelevant, lacking 269 

in foundation, speculative, overly broad, unduly burdensome and inapplicable to the 270 

relief sought in this proceeding.”  I find it difficult to understand why a request to 271 

determine how the process proposed by GCH would be implemented is irrelevant, 272 

lacking in foundation, overly broad, or inapplicable to the relief sought in this 273 

proceeding.  I think it is most relevant to the proposal that GCH has made.  If it is overly 274 

burdensome, that raises questions in my mind as to whether the GCH proposal is 275 

administratively feasible.   276 
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 GCH, in its response, goes on to describe that “…equipment or certain types of 277 

expenses…” are to be included as Access to Broadband Services, not certain accounts, 278 

and that these items could be included in several investment or expense accounts.  GCH 279 

provided no additional response or dollar amounts that would have been eligible for their 280 

proposed fund.  I am a little uncertain what this response really means.  But it certainly 281 

appears that GCH is either unwilling or incapable of identifying what equipment they 282 

invested in during the past two years that would be eligible for their proposed fund or 283 

how GCH included such investments and expenses in their accounting records. 284 

Q. Can you summarize your concerns about the GCH proposed definition of “Access to 285 

Broadband Services”? 286 

A Yes.  First, I believe that the definition is inadequate in detail and description and, if 287 

implemented, would generate a host of questions.  Second, it appears that the GCH 288 

description of “Access to Broadband Services” as outlined in their data request responses 289 

is substantially different from what most of the industry uses and therefore is likely to be 290 

different from what the FCC may ultimately adopt.  Third, not only is the GCH definition 291 

different from what most of the industry uses, but I believe it is inappropriate since it 292 

does not include the broadband or high speed data transmission service necessary for an 293 

end user customer to reach the internet service provider from which the customer obtains 294 

internet service.  Fourth, it appears that GCH itself is either unwilling or unable to 295 

identify how its proposal would apply to GCH’s own operations, making it most difficult 296 

to determine how the proposal would apply to other companies in the state.  I would 297 

therefore urge the Commission not to adopt the proposed GCH definition of Access to 298 

Broadband Services, but to wait until the FCC addresses this issue and then adopt the 299 
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FCC’s definition of a new USF-supportable broadband service so the Illinois definition 300 

will be consistent with the FCC’s. 301 

GCH DEVELOPMENT OF THE “AFFORDABLE RATE” 302 

Q. How does the statute address the development of an “affordable rate? 303 

A. Section 13-301(1)(d) requires the Commission to establish an “affordable rate” for the 304 

designated supported telecommunications services.  More specifically, 305 

Section 13-301(2)(c) requires the Commission to: 306 

Establish an affordable price for the supported telecommunications services 307 
for the respective incumbent local exchange carrier. The affordable price 308 
shall be no less than the rates in effect at the time the Commission creates a 309 
fund pursuant to this item. The Commission may establish and utilize indices 310 
or models for updating the affordable price for supported 311 
telecommunications services. 312 

 Thus, if the Commission were to establish Access to Broadband Services as a supported 313 

service, the Commission would have to review the currently established affordable price 314 

for the supported services to see whether the addition of the new supported service would 315 

cause a change in the overall affordable service price.  316 

Q. Can you quickly summarize how Mr. Rubins develops the affordable rate for 317 

broadband service that he uses in determining the amount of investment support 318 

that would be received from the IUSF under his proposal? 319 

A. Mr. Rubins (at pp. 7-8, lines 152-166) used two different calculations to develop the 320 

$15.46 he proposes as an affordable rate for Access to Broadband Services.  First he 321 

proposes that it equate to .33% of the 2008 Illinois median household income ($56,230).  322 

($15.46 equals $56,230 x .0033 /12.)  Secondly, he takes the ratio of the 2008 Federal 323 

poverty level for a family of four and divides it by the 2008 Illinois median household 324 
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income of $56,230 to arrive at a 37.7% ratio.  He then multiplies this by a $41.00 number 325 

derived from an FCC report as the average cost of broadband service to also arrive at 326 

$15.46.   327 

 In effect, Mr. Rubins attempts to establish an affordable rate specifically for Access to 328 

Broadband Services based on median household income and on his attempt to correlate 329 

household income to lack of broadband.  Aside from my serious concern about whether 330 

Mr. Rubins’ computations have any relationship to Access to Broadband Services, they 331 

do not have relevance to an affordable rate for all the supported services, the appropriate 332 

standard under the statute. 333 

Q. What issues do you have with the use of these methods to arrive at an “affordable 334 

rate” for Access to Broadband Services? 335 

A. There is an interesting and coincidental confluence of the two methods that happen to 336 

generate the same number.  Using the actual average cost in the FCC report of $40.86 337 

rather than the rounded $41.00 would result in a level of $15.40.  Doing the first 338 

calculation using the 2009 median Illinois income would arrive at a number of $14.84 339 

(.0033 x $53,9747 / 12) rather than $15.46.  Doing the second calculation using 2009 340 

federal poverty levels and 2009 median Illinois income ($22,050 / $53,974) yields a ratio 341 

of 40.9% times the $40.86 would result in an “affordable rate” of $16.71.  Changing the 342 

economic data by just one year causes the two calculations to diverge significantly.  343 

Perhaps of greater importance is that the FCC source cited treats the terms “broadband” 344 

and “internet access” basically synonymously. In fact, the $40.86 number cited in the 345 

FCC report is described as the average of the surveyed individuals “…monthly Internet 346 

                                                           
7 http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/17000.html 
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bill”.8  A bill for “internet service” is substantially different from a price for “Access To 347 

Broadband Services”, particularly as Access To Broadband Services is defined by GCH.   348 

 Equally important, Mr. Rubins identified no basis for using the “.33%” number as the 349 

multiplier.  Moreover, any relationship between the poverty rate and the median income 350 

is certainly tenuous as it relates to an affordable price for Access to Broadband Services.  351 

Even if all those factors were appropriate (and I do not believe they are), Mr. Rubins 352 

alleged “affordable rate” covers only one of the ten supported services, not all ten.  I 353 

believe it is inappropriate for the Commission to consider the use of the “affordable rate” 354 

for Access to Broadband Services that Mr. Rubins proposes in any fashion. 355 

Q. How does Mr. Rubins propose to use the $15.46 “affordable rate” that he 356 

developed? 357 

A. Based on his testimony investments in “Access to Broadband Services” for a company 358 

less than $15.46 times their access lines times twelve will receive no IUSF support for 359 

Access to Broadband Services.  Investments between that lower limit or the lower of 360 

twice that amount or $1,200,000 would be eligible to receive IUSF support for “Access to 361 

Broadband Services” investments.  Amounts above those two caps would not be eligible 362 

for support.   363 

Q. What is your reaction to this proposal? 364 

A. I am troubled by several of the aspects of this proposal.  First, as I explained above, the 365 

statute calls for support for all of the supported services, not just one of them.  Second, I 366 

believe that it is inappropriate to compare an alleged “affordable rate” for monthly 367 

                                                           
8 Horrigan, John B., PhD,  Broadband Use and Adoption in America, OBI Working Paper Series #1, Federal 
Communications Commission, 2010, page 3. 
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service with the one-time investment costs for Access to Broadband Services, costs 368 

which provide investments which will be used by customers for a number of years.  369 

Third, I do not believe that it is appropriate for IUSF funding to be based only on 370 

investment dollars.  There are other costs that contribute to the high cost of providing 371 

service in rural areas beyond just investment costs and these costs, such as maintenance, 372 

repairs, system monitoring, and power should also be considered in determining an 373 

appropriate level of support.  Fourth, I am concerned that the use of investment dollars as 374 

the sole basis for determining support would provide a much less predictable funding 375 

requirement since investments tend to have fairly lumpy cost requirements, and the use of 376 

investments on a year-to-year basis could fluctuate substantially from year to year. 377 

ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES 378 

Q. Mr. Rubins proposes (Page 9, Lines 188-195) the use of “invoiced costs” as a basis 379 

for determining the “…only true, non-disputable economic costs…,” a method he 380 

describes as “…a simple and straightforward methodology…”  What are your 381 

thoughts regarding the administrative issues related to his proposed method? 382 

A. If contractors were always used to complete such projects, then an invoice would provide 383 

a document that shows the total amounts expended on the project.  Whether such an 384 

invoice would include sufficient detail to separate the costs of facilities used for Access 385 

To Broadband Services from other facilities on the same physical route could be an issue 386 

that could make the invoices “disputable” in regard to the applicability of it to that 387 

particular category. 388 

 Many companies complete projects, particularly smaller ones, that could involve Access 389 

To Broadband Services investments using company personnel rather than contractors.  In 390 
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these cases, no invoice would be available, although there would be a variety of company 391 

records, such as work orders, time reports, materials and supplies records, vehicle 392 

records, etc. that might be needed to support the costs of the project.  Care would need to 393 

be taken in these circumstances to assure that project costs were appropriately separated 394 

between Access to Broadband Services investments and other investments.  Having 395 

worked at various times through the years with installers, construction employees, etc. it 396 

is my experience that this will not be an easy, nor necessarily non-disputable task. 397 

 Many companies also construct cable and wire and transmission facilities that are used 398 

jointly for voice service and for access to broadband service.  The current definitions 399 

provided in the GCH Plan do not explain how such investments will be treated.  Those 400 

definitions also leave open allocation questions and other questions about such 401 

investments. 402 

Q. Has Mr. Rubins provided any detailed administrative procedures in his testimony? 403 

A. No.  In an attempt to get a better understanding on how submissions would be made to 404 

the Administrator, the IITA propounded a data request asking GCH to provide the 405 

documentation that they would have submitted for 2010 to the IUSF administrator had 406 

the GCH Plan been in effect.  IITA Exhibit 2.05 is the GCH response to IITA DR 2.15.  407 

Based on this response it is clear that Mr. Rubins has not developed detailed 408 

administrative procedures for his proposal, though he does have a concept of how they 409 

might be developed.  However, his explanation gives no indication how the administrator 410 

would be able to determine whether a project covered only Access to Broadband Services 411 

as compared to other construction activity.  While Mr. Rubins in his testimony describes 412 

the administrative procedures as “…simple and straightforward…”, apparently the 413 
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procedures are not simple enough for GCH to provide a direct answer to the data request 414 

and actually provide the requested documentation that would be submitted to the 415 

administrator. 416 

Q. Does the response to this data request raise additional questions in your mind 417 

regarding what costs Mr. Rubins proposes to recover through the GCH proposal for 418 

funding Access to Broadband Services? 419 

A. It does.  The data request response comments specifically that if an expenditure qualifies 420 

as an operating expense the submission of that invoice would provide support for its 421 

inclusion.  In reviewing Mr. Rubins testimony, I was under the impression that items that 422 

would qualify for support from his proposed IUSF would be capital expenditures.  For 423 

example, on Lines 234-235 of his testimony he describes that invoices supporting, 424 

“…capital, installation and improvement costs for its direct deployment of Access to 425 

Broadband Services…” (Emphasis added.)  At Line 172, he describes the economic costs 426 

as “…the cost of equipment, installation, and labor…” and, at Lines 174-175, he 427 

indicates that a company that chooses not to “…install, upgrade, or improve Access to 428 

Broadband Services…” would not be eligible for funding.  He emphasizes this in Line 429 

176 by indicating that a company’s “…investment…” needs to exceed his alleged 430 

“affordable rate” in order to qualify.  Each of these descriptions seems to describe capital 431 

investments rather than operating expenses.  It is unclear from his descriptions what 432 

operating expenses would be eligible for support. 433 

Q. Does Mr. Rubins address the administrative costs of his proposal? 434 

A. Only in very general terms where he describes the filing of documents as “…simple and 435 

straightforward…”  I have concerns that the filings will not be so simple and 436 
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straightforward as Mr. Rubins indicates.  If the only project a company undertakes 437 

involves solely Access to Broadband Services and does not include construction of other 438 

facilities, and the project is done by a contractor, it might be fairly simple.  However, if 439 

company personnel are involved and there are a large number of documents, I could 440 

foresee the situation where the administrator is provided a mountain of paperwork to 441 

separate Access to Broadband Services from other costs, and to provide the individual 442 

time sheets, material requisitions, benefit allocations, etc. which would take a 443 

considerable amount of time for the administrator to review.  To the extent there are 444 

disputes regarding specific items, these could also require considerable administrative 445 

time to resolve.  One of the reasons for asking the data request included as IITA Exhibit 446 

2.05 was to get a better feel for the amount of documentation that the administrator would 447 

be required to review.  The very generalized response provided to this data request and 448 

the lack of a direct response to the request did not provide that information.  Certainly 449 

before any consideration of adopting the GCH Plan, the Commission should evaluate the 450 

administrative costs that may be associated with it to see whether the current limitation 451 

on recovery of administrative costs needs to be increased. 452 

Q. Can you briefly summarize your concerns regarding Mr. Rubins proposal for 453 

modifying the IUSF? 454 

A. Yes.  I believe that the proposal as currently outlined has substantial problems of 455 

compliance with the Illinois statutes.  I believe that the definition of Access to Broadband 456 

Services as proposed and described by Mr. Rubins is unclear, incomplete, and likely 457 

substantially different from the general industry proposals regarding facilities and 458 

services that would be supported at the federal level.  I believe that Mr. Rubins’ 459 
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development and use of what he describes as an “affordable rate” is inappropriate and 460 

incomplete and not consistent with Illinois statues.  I believe that basing IUSF support on 461 

one-time investment costs is inappropriate.  Finally, I believe that the administrative 462 

complexities of his proposal have not been well thought out and clearly defined. 463 

Q. In light of your criticism of the GCH Plan as set out in Mr. Rubins’ Direct 464 

Testimony, is the IITA opposed to the inclusion of broadband as a supported service 465 

under the IUSF? 466 

A. The IITA is not opposed to the inclusion of broadband as one of the IUSF supported 467 

services.  However, taking into account the apparent widespread belief that the FCC will 468 

act in the near term to include broadband as a supported service in the federal USF and 469 

the Illinois statutory requirement that the IUSF support, at a minimum, the federally 470 

supported services, the IITA believes that Illinois should await the FCC’s action and 471 

definition of the broadband services to be supported at the federal level so that the FCC 472 

definition can be taken into account by the parties and the Commission in connection 473 

with adding it to the services to be supported by the IUSF. 474 

 The GCH Plan as described in Mr. Rubins’ testimony does not appear to be well 475 

developed nor appropriate, particularly taking into account the Illinois statutory 476 

requirements.  The IITA would support the inclusion of broadband as a supported service 477 

under the IUSF pursuant to an appropriate plan which could and should be considered by 478 

the Commission after FCC action.  As discussed in my Direct Testimony, the agreement 479 

and plan contained in the Stipulation entered into by the IITA and AT&T is an interim 480 

update of the existing plan and the currently supported services because of changes that 481 

have occurred with the passage of time.  If broadband or other services are added to the 482 
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FCC list of supported services, this Commission should take action to approve an 483 

appropriate plan to address the inclusion of those services in light of the Illinois statutory 484 

requirements. 485 

CRITICISM OF THE IITA PROPOSAL 486 

Q. Mr. Rubins offers several criticism of the process used by the Commission in the 487 

Consolidated Cases and proposed by the IITA in this proceeding as the basis for 488 

determining IUSF funding.  Let’s start first with his criticism that “…there is no 489 

direct link between the actual economic costs of the nine supported services and the 490 

amount of IUSF that individual companies receive today.”9 491 

A. There are several reasons for the lack of this direct link.  In the Consolidated Dockets, the 492 

economic costs developed by at least three parties in the case differed substantially, but 493 

all were considerably higher than the amounts the companies requested based on the 494 

“need” showing that was presented using the Schedule 1.01s.  Had there been a direct 495 

link between the economic costs and the IUSF support provided, the size of the IUSF 496 

would have been several times higher than what was approved. 497 

 In my Direct Testimony in this proceeding, I reviewed the infirmities of the HAI model, 498 

which has been used to develop the economic costs and why the results for individual 499 

companies from that model are subject to question.  Under the “proxy cost” provision of 500 

the statute I recommended that the Commission look at the results for the small 501 

companies as a whole rather than individually as they did in the Consolidated Dockets.  502 

Using that process, the economic costs that I developed are still higher than the results of 503 

the sum of the individual company “needs” tests, though the difference is much less now 504 

                                                           
9 Rubins Direct Testimony, Lines 206-207. 
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than it was in the Consolidated Dockets.  The use of the “needs” test by the Commission 505 

provided a smaller IUSF than there would have been if the IUSF was based solely on the 506 

economic cost studies.  The IITA supported the use of the needs test in the Consolidated 507 

Dockets and supports it in this proceeding as well. 508 

Q. Mr. Rubins also states that “…under a rate of return analysis, there is absolutely no 509 

incentive for any company to operate its business on an efficient basis.”  What are 510 

your comments on this statement? 511 

A. It is simply untrue, particularly as it relates to the operation of the IUSF which has not 512 

been updated for the past ten years.  Since the IUSF Schedule 1.01 process was based on 513 

company results from ten years ago, each of the companies have had incentives to 514 

operate efficiently to attempt to maintain the return level which was used as a basis for 515 

the IUSF determination during the time when the industry has changed substantially.  516 

That most of the companies have not been able to achieve “..100% recovery of expenses, 517 

taxes, and a return on investment…”10 is evidenced by the fact that most companies are 518 

requesting additional IUSF funds under the IITA proposal despite the fact that the 519 

Stipulation is based on a considerably lower rate of return. 520 

 I found it a little ironic that Mr. Rubins states so emphatically that no company can 521 

operate efficiently under rate of return regulation when his companies are regulated that 522 

way both on the state and interstate basis, yet he outlines his opinion that his companies’ 523 

cost of providing the supported services has “…decreased dramatically over the past ten 524 

years.”11 525 

                                                           
10 Rubins direct testimony, Lines 215-216. 
11 Rubins direct testimony, Line 139. 
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Q. Do the annual reports of the GCH companies to the ICC support Mr. Rubins’ 526 

statement? 527 

A. Since the annual reports filed with the ICC include investments and expenses for all the 528 

operations of the telephone companies, not just for the nine supported services they 529 

cannot conclusively either prove or disprove Mr. Rubins’ statements.  However, from 530 

2000 to 2010 the net regulated plant for the GCH companies dropped by a little over 2%, 531 

from $8.8 million to $8.6 million, but the total operating expenses for the GCH 532 

companies increased from $6.6 million to $7.6 million an increase of about 14.7% and 533 

the operating expenses excluding depreciation expense increased nearly 30%, from $4.6 534 

million to $6.0 million.  These numbers raise questions as to whether the cost of the 535 

supported services have decreased dramatically over the past ten years. 536 

Q. What are your thoughts regarding Mr. Rubins’ criticism of the IITA proposal 537 

because it is based on rate of return regulation, while proposing to adopt, as an 538 

alternative, a continuation of the current IUSF payments? 539 

A. It seems quite inconsistent that Mr. Rubins would criticize the IITA proposal based on its 540 

use of a rate of return method, but then accept results of that same method based on ten 541 

year old data as an acceptable alternative to his preferred plan.  I have difficulty 542 

understanding why results based on the same method, but ten year old data, is preferable 543 

to results from the same method based on current data. 544 
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Q. Mr. Rubins also criticizes the IITA’s IUSF proposal by stating that it does not take 545 

into account “…increase in Federal Universal Service Support…”12  How do you 546 

respond to this statement? 547 

A. During the last ten years since the IUSF has been based on year 2000 data that has not 548 

been updated, the IUSF has not taken into account any of the changes that have occurred 549 

in subsequent years including both increases and decreases in federal USF support, 550 

changes in company investments and expenses, and changes in company revenues.  To 551 

that extent the statement is correct.  However, the updated data provided by the individual 552 

companies in their Schedule 1.01s does take into account current (2010) federal USF 553 

receipts as they were known at the time the schedules were developed.  To the extent the 554 

IUSF is updated more frequently in the future, the Schedule 1.01 process would take into 555 

account changes in federal USF in the updated test period. 556 

Q. Some of Mr. Rubins’ testimony seems to imply and/or state that some of the current 557 

supported services are not very useful any more.  What are your thoughts regarding 558 

these comments? 559 

A. In some cases, for example, access to interexchange services, Mr. Rubins’ viewpoint 560 

about the desirability of such a service is much more negative than my own.  Other 561 

supported services, for example, access to directory assistance service may be used 562 

considerably less than they were in the past because of alternative means of getting the 563 

information.  Nevertheless, the current nine supported services are the services that the 564 

FCC and the ICC require to be provided in order to be eligible for federal and IUSF 565 

funding respectively and, until those conditions are removed, carriers are under an 566 

                                                           
12 Rubins direct testimony, Line 218. 
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obligation to provide those services to their customers.  I would also note that some of the 567 

supported services, particularly those that indicate “Access to”, add very little to the 568 

overall cost of service provision, though the services that are accessed may have 569 

substantial cost associated with them. 570 

UPDATING OF SCHEDULES 571 

Q. Are you providing updates to schedules provided with the stipulation and in your 572 

Direct Testimony? 573 

A. Yes.  During the process of responding to data requests from various parties, additional 574 

changes to the Schedule 1.01s for some companies have been identified.  Those 575 

companies are filing testimony to update their respective 1.01s.  One company also 576 

identified an amount of intrastate access minutes that had not been included in the access 577 

impact analysis I will be supplying an affidavit regarding that change as well.  In 578 

addition, eight IITA companies withdrew from further participation in this case.  As a 579 

result I am updating several of the schedules that were previously filed. 580 

Q. Can you describe each of the schedules from the Stipulation that you are updating? 581 

A. Yes.  IITA Exhibit 2.6 is Stipulation Exhibit 2 (Corrected-2011-8-30) and reflects the 582 

corrected rate base and net operating income numbers for the companies that have filed 583 

revised Schedule 1.01 forms where those numbers changed.  IITA Exhibit 2.7 is 584 

Stipulation Exhibit 3 (Corrected-2011-8-30) and reflects those same changes in rate base 585 

and net operating income numbers.  This schedule reflects the revised requested amount 586 

of base IUSF funding which has been reduced from $15,724,282 to $15,445,578.  IITA 587 

Exhibit 2.8 is Stipulation Exhibit 4 (Corrected-2011-8-30).  Changes in this schedule 588 

reflect the withdrawal of eight small companies from the proceeding and a change in the 589 
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access restructuring element for Adams Telephone Cooperative which I will discuss later.  590 

It also reflects a change in the average schedule company pool reallocations because of 591 

the withdrawal of eight small average schedule companies from the proceeding.  The 592 

revised request for IUSF funding for Access Restructuring changes from $10,461,934 to 593 

$10,262,013.  Finally, IITA Exhibit 2.9 is Stipulation Exhibit 5 (Corrected-2011-8-30)  594 

showing the corrected total new IUSF payments requested which has changed from 595 

$26,186,216 to $25,707,591. 596 

Q. Can you describe further the revised schedules related to Adams Telephone 597 

Cooperative and the change in its request for access restructuring payments from 598 

the IUSF? 599 

A. Yes.  Recently I received from Adams Telephone Cooperative revised intrastate access 600 

minutes for calculating the access restructuring element related to that company.  I am 601 

attaching to this testimony IITA Exhibit 1.10.1 (Corrected 2011-8-30) and IITA Exhibit 602 

1.11.1 (Corrected 2011-8-30) with both Public and Proprietary versions.  The corrected 603 

Exhibit 1.10.1 includes an affidavit from Mr. Jim Broemer, General Manager of Adams, 604 

explaining the reason for the revision in access minutes which he provided me and 605 

attesting to the attached input sheet which I used in calculating the impacts shown on the 606 

corrected IITA Exhibit 1.11.  I then calculated the revised impact of modifying the 607 

intrastate access rates to mirror interstate access rates, which calculation is shown on 608 

IITA Exhibit 1.11 (Corrected 2011-8-30).  The results of these changes are reflected in 609 

IITA Exhibits 2.8 and 2.9. 610 
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Q. Are you filing a corrected exhibit related to the calculation of the allocation of the 611 

access restructuring element among the average schedule companies? 612 

A. Yes, I am.  IITA Exhibit 1.12 (Corrected 2011-8-30) is being filed to correct the 613 

allocations of IUSF funding related to the average schedule companies that participate in 614 

the ISCECA Average Schedule Pool.  This change was necessitated by the withdrawal of 615 

eight of the small average schedule companies from this proceeding and the results are 616 

reflected on IITA Exhibit 2.8. 617 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 618 

A. Yes, it does. 619 
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Illinois IITA Small Companies
Access Revenue Analysis
Input Data

Company Name: ADAMS TELEPHONE COOP
Company Number: 1

 Access Rates - December 31, 2009 Rates Direct Trunk Transport-Billing Units PROPRIETARY DATA
Intrastate Interstate

Interstate SLC - R1 and single B1 NA 6.50$               Entrance Facility-VG 4 Wire  
Interstate SLC - Multi-Line Bus NA 9.20$               Direct Trunk Facility-VG 4 Wire-Avg. Miles
  Local Switching 0.0669170$      0.0198270$     Direct Trunk Termination-VG 4 Wire
  RIC 0.0106790$      -$                 Entrance Facility-High Cap-DS1
  Local Transport-per minute 0.0010650$      0.0002030$     Direct Trunk Facility-High Cap-DS1-Avg. Miles
  Local Transport-per min/mile 0.0002160$      0.0010550$     Direct Trunk Termination-High Cap-DS1
  Tandem Switching 0.0053890$      0.0027440$     Multiplexing-DS1 to VG -                
  Information element 0.0001610$      0.0003210$     Entrance Facility-Other 1 -                

Direct Trunk Facility-Other 1-Avg. Miles -                
Direct Trunk Termination-Other 1 -                

Entrance Facility-VG 4 Wire  -$                   95.16$             Multiplexing-Other 1 -                
Direct Trunk Facility-VG 4 Wire 2.94$                 4.24$               Entrance Facility-Other 2 -                
Direct Trunk Termination-VG 4 Wire 29.56$               42.58$             Direct Trunk Facility-Other 2-Avg. Miles -                
Entrance Facility-High Cap-DS1 -$                   292.67$           Direct Trunk Termination-Other 2 -                
Direct Trunk Facility-High Cap-DS1 19.14$               20.04$             
Direct Trunk Termination-High Cap-DS1 94.38$               104.03$           
Multiplexing-DS1 to VG -$                   234.62$           
Entrance Facility-Other 1 -$                   -$                 
Direct Trunk Facility-Other 1 -$                   -$                 
Direct Trunk Termination-Other 1 -$                   -$                 
Multiplexing-Other 1 -$                   -$                 
Entrance Facility-Other 2 -$                   -$                 
Direct Trunk Facility-Other 2 -$                   -$                 
Direct Trunk Termination-Other 2 -$                   -$                 

Intrastate Access Minutes-Year 2008 PROPRIETARY DATA

  Local Switching
  RIC
  Local Transport-minutes-Host
  Local Transport-minutes-Remote
  Local Transport-minutes-Total
  Local Transport-min/miles   (Calculated based on Miles/Minute)
  Tandem Switching
  Information element  (=Local Switching if 0 was input)
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Illinois IITA Small Companies
Analysis of Access Cost Alternatives
Individual Company Revenue Analysis-Detail

Company Name: ADAMS TELEPHONE COOP
Company Number: 1

Intrastate Access Revenue PROPRIETARY DATA Direct Trunk Transport PROPRIETARY DATA
Intrastate 
Access @ 

12/31/09 Rates

Intrastate Access 
@12/31/09 

Interstate Rates

Intrastate 
Access @ 

12/31/09 Rates

Intrastate Access 
@12/31/09 

Interstate Rates

  Local Switching Entrance Facility-VG 4 Wire  -$               -$                    
  RIC Direct Trunk Facility-VG 4 Wire
  Local Transport-per minute Direct Trunk Termination-VG 4 Wire
  Local Transport-per min/mile Entrance Facility-High Cap-DS1 -$               -$                    
  Direct Trunk Transport-Total Direct Trunk Facility-High Cap-DS1
  Tandem Switching Direct Trunk Termination-High Cap-DS1
  Information element Multiplexing-DS1 to VG -$               -$                    

Entrance Facility-Other 1 -$               -$                    
  Total Switching & Information Direct Trunk Facility-Other 1 -$               -$                    
  Total Transport Direct Trunk Termination-Other 1 -$               -$                    

Multiplexing-Other 1 -$               -$                    
    Total 1,858,702$    781,242$          Entrance Facility-Other 2 -$               -$                    

Direct Trunk Facility-Other 2 -$               -$                    
  Change from Intrastate Rates (1,077,461)$     Direct Trunk Termination-Other 2 -$               -$                    

Composite Rate 0.08732$       0.0367$            Direct Trunk Transport Total Calculated 33,297$         37,318$              
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PROPRIETARY DATA

A B C D E F

2009 Revenue 
Requirement

Percent of 
Pool

Company Access 
Restructuring 

Element

Allocated Based 
on 2009 
Revenue 

Requirement
 Pool 

Reallocation 

1 Clarksville 0.00%
2 Crossville 0.00%
3 Depue 0.00%
4 Glasford 0.00%
5 Grandview 0.00%
6 Hamilton 55.53% 283,011$             242,678$           (40,333.14)$    
7 Kinsman 0.00%
8 Leonore 0.00%
9 New Windsor 14.08% 50,216$                61,511$             11,295.46$     

10 Reynolds 13.76% 44,960$                60,147$             15,187.34$     
11 Stelle 0.00%
12 Tonica 0.00%
13 Viola Home 16.63% 58,837$                72,687$             13,850.35$     

Total 100.00% 437,024$             437,024$           0.00$               

ISCECA ‐Average Schedule Companies
Allocation of Access Restructuring Element
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IITA Average Schedule Access Restructing Element
Allocation of Access Restructing to Individual Companies
Individual Company Calculation

Company Number 1
Company Name: Clarksville

Company Revenue Requirement ‐$                   
Total AS Revenue Requirement ‐$                   

Company % of Total Rev. Req. #DIV/0!

Total Access Restructuring‐All CO 437,024$          
Company % of Total #DIV/0!

Company Access Restructuring Element ‐$                   

Settlement Adjustment #DIV/0!
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Geneseo Telephone Company’s, Cambridge Telephone Company’s  
and Henry County Telephone Company’s Response to  

IITA Data Requests IITA 2.01-2.20 
Dated:  July 8, 2011 

 
REQUEST NO. IITA 2.20: 
 
At lines 276-278 of his Direct Testimony, Mr. Rubins notes that "GCHC was hopeful that 
a partnership would develop in its area so it could afford to provide Access to Broadband 
Services to its rural customers. Do the GCHC companies currently offer broadband / 
Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) transmission service as a Title II Common Carrier service in 
their local exchange service territories? If yes, 1) please provide, by company, the 
percentage of households that have access/availability to these services by each service 
tier as reflected in the companies' interstate access tariff or rate schedule, 2) identify how 
the DSL transmission service equipment investments (e.g., DSL Line Modules) and 
associated DSL Access Service/Transmission revenues are categorized in the GCHC 
accounting records (e.g., regulated operations, non-regulated operations, affiliated 
company accounting records). 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
In addition to its General Objections, GCH objects to the first portion of this request as 
being vague, ambiguous and overly broad, as the classification of “broadband/ Digital 
Subscriber Line (“DSL”) transmission service” consists of three distinct items.  GCH 
defines “broadband” as a general term, similar to “telephone” or “electricity”.  GCH defines 
“Digital Subscriber Line (“DSL”)” as a direct end user service, whereby only one customer 
is served or connected directly to Access to Broadband Service.  Broadband Transmission 
Service, which GCH believes to be the same as Access to Broadband Service, is from the 
point in the network that the single user is no longer identifiable (i.e., transmission service 
for multiple users). 
 
Although there is significant debate in the industry on the proper classification of the “DSL” 
portion of the network, in GCH’s opinion, DSL or a single end user service broadband 
connection should be classified for what it is, a extremely competitive service.  How DSL 
ultimately is categorized is a legal question that is not at issue in this proceeding. 
 
However, Access to Broadband Service, whereby many service providers can connect to 
the network, is nothing more than transmission service and GCH believes it is a Title II 
Common Carrier service.  
 
Based upon these definitional ambiguities in the first part of this data request, GCH cannot 
answer the second part of the data request as written.  Notwithstanding this fact, GCH 
states that it has been aggressive in getting Broadband to all its service territories, but that 
the multi Tiers it offers can only be supported with current investment in place.  Even for 
those customers that do have Access to Broadband Service within GCH’s service territory, 
there are many customers that have speeds less than 768k which will need to be 
upgraded. 

GCH 000277
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ICC Docket Nos. 11-0210 and  11-0211 (Cons.) 
Geneseo Telephone Company’s, Cambridge Telephone Company’s  

and Henry County Telephone Company’s Response to  
Illinois Bell Telephone Company’s 
Data Request IBT 1.01 to IBT 1.06 

Dated:  July 25, 2011 
 

REQUEST NO. IBT 1.06: 
 
 In Mr. Rubin’s testimony (GCHC Ex. 1.0, lines 31-34), he concludes that, “the 

list of Illinois supported communications services should be expanded to 
include … Access to Broadband Service….” 
 
(a)     Please explain generally how the term “Access to Broadband” is being 
used.   
 
(b)     In this context does the term “access” mean that the carrier or its 
affiliate provides internet service to end user customers (either business or 
residential) as an internet service provider (ISP), or is it intended to refer to 
an access “pipe” that could be used to provide internet service?  In other 
words, is the purchaser of access to broadband an end user customer or a 
broadband service provider/ISP? 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
(a) GCH believes “Access to Broadband Service”, in its most basic terminology, is 

access to the “pipe” that could be used by multiple parties, whether it is a GCH 
affiliate, GCH itself or any other third party.  GCH welcomes the opportunity to 
define this term with more specificity in order to meet the needs of all the parties in 
these dockets as well as any statutory requirements that may be intrepreted by ICC 
Staff and/or the interested parties.  GCH’s intent in providing this service is to be 
able to provide to customers some form of high speed data that would otherwise be 
too cost prohibitive.  This could include improvement of the traditional landline 
network to handle higher speeds or improving access to cell towers, which also 
provide Broadband Service.  For example, GCH has 21 customers that currently 
reside approximately 7 miles from its nearest Broadband access point. These 
customers today currently can get limited  high speed data because the closest 
“access point” is 7 miles away.  There is also a cell tower in this area that cannot 
get any more than basic T-1 service. Placing an access point (DLC cabinet) within 1 
mile of these customers and related equipment would cost approximately $220,000 
($40k for equipment + $35k per mile for 6 miles of fiber cables).  This equates to 
over $10k per subscriber and can simply not be cost justified with only 21 current 
subscribers.  GCH would consider the cost of the DLC cabinet and related fiber 
cables to connect the DLC cabinet to its network point to be “Access to Broadband 
Service”, thus providing these customers the opportunity to purchase  some form of 
Broadband Service.  Any costs associated with connecting the DLC cabinet to the 
customer or cell tower would not be considered “Access to Broadband Service, and 
as such would be borne by the internet service provider or customer.  The “voice 
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ICC Docket Nos. 11-0210 and  11-0211 (Cons.) 
Geneseo Telephone Company’s, Cambridge Telephone Company’s  

and Henry County Telephone Company’s Response to  
Illinois Bell Telephone Company’s 
Data Request IBT 1.01 to IBT 1.06 

Dated:  July 25, 2011 
 

service” for these 21 customers is adequate, and there would be no reason to 
update this equipment other than to improve Access to Broadband Services.  
Access to Broadband Service could also include fiber builds to cell towers for 
increased Broadband Access for these customers.  

 
 
(b)  Access would in this case be intended for use of any internet service provider, 

whether that would be one of GCH affiliates or any other third party, such as a cell 
phone provider or wireless internet provider.  GCH does not envision any end user 
(residential) customers purchasing “Access to Broadband Services” but a large 
business could do so if it has the technical knowledge. With many business today, 
private networks are being put into place and GCH would not discriminate against a 
private network that has both the technical knowledge and the necessary resources 
to connect their business and/or employees directly to another internet service 
provider.   
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Geneseo Telephone Company’s, Cambridge Telephone Company’s  
and Henry County Telephone Company’s Response to  

IITA Data Requests IITA 2.01-2.20 
Dated:  July 8, 2011 

 
REQUEST NO. IITA 2.14: 
 
Please provide a schedule for 2009 and 2010 of the amounts (had the GCHC IUSF plan 
for Access to Broadband Services been in place) by FCC Plant Account number (and by 
expense account, if any) that would have been eligible for inclusion as Access to 
Broadband costs for IUSF funding (or for meeting the GCHC proposed affordable rate 
requirement) for each company. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
In addition to their General Objections, Geneseo Telephone Company, Cambridge 
Telephone Company and Henry County Telephone Company (“GCH”) object to this Data 
Request on the grounds that the request is irrelevant, lacking in foundation, speculative, 
overly broad, unduly burdensome and inapplicable to the relief sought in this proceeding.  
This data request attempts to predict a future outcome or recreate history based upon 
some future outcome.  GCH’s proposal does not call for investment or expense accounts 
to be eligible for IUSF, but rather, for equipment or certain types of expenses used for 
Access to Broadband Services to be included.  The account for which these amounts 
would be “eligible” would depend upon the classification of the investment and/or expense 
and could be included in a number of accounts.  
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Geneseo Telephone Company’s, Cambridge Telephone Company’s  
and Henry County Telephone Company’s Response to  

IITA Data Requests IITA 2.01-2.20 
Dated:  July 8, 2011 

 
 
REQUEST NO. IITA 2.15: 
 
Please provide for 2010 for each of the GCHC companies the complete documentation 
that they would have filed with administrator of the IUSF fund (had the GCHC IUSF plan 
for Access to Broadband Services been in place) include all supporting documents, e.g., 
invoices as described in Mr. Rubin's testimony. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Under the GCH proposal, a simple form can be developed for reimbursement of costs 
associated with providing Access to Broadband Services.  If the item is a capital project, a 
copy of the invoice would provide sufficient proof that the expenditure incurred.  Should it 
be a larger project with labor allocations of staff, or an internal generated capital job that 
used internal labor exclusively or in conjunction with outside items, summary labor 
allocation would be required.  These items are no different than those currently used by 
almost all telephone companies to capture costs of construction jobs currently recorded on 
their books today.  Documentation would be similar to the documentation that is required 
under generally acceptable auditing standards. 
 
If the expenditure qualifies as an operating expense, then a simple invoice for services 
could be submitted within 30 days of incurring the expense.  
 
GCH understands that rules will need to be developed for the administration of the plan, as 
was necessary when the original IUSF that was put into place over 10 years ago.  GCH 
welcomes a dialog with all the parties to determine the appropriate and most efficient 
administrative process. 

GCH 000142

IITA Exhibit 2.5  
Docket No. 11-0211 Cons.



Note - Enter 20.39 for Local Rate for all companies that impute revenue up to that level
in their Schedule A.01 adjustments, even if actual tariffed rates are less.

AFTER-TAX COST OF CAPITAL -TAXABLE 11.21% 20.39$       
-COOP 12.60%

TAXABLE ACCESS LOCAL TOTAL NET OP TARGET ADJUST TO GR REV ROR FUNDING CURRENT FUNDING

COMPANY OR COOP LINES RATE RATE BASE INCOME TO NOI ADJ NOI NOI TARGET NOI CONV FAC DEFICIENCY FUNDING CHANGE
ADAMS C 3,602      20.39     18,812,676     1,370,678     -             1,370,678      2,370,397    999,719         1.0000         999,719             -               999,719               
ALHAMBRA T 1,109      20.39     1,673,346       104,396        -             104,396         187,582       83,186           1.6345         135,968             62,716         73,252                 
CASS T 2,102      28.10     1,760,108       (218,357)       -             (218,357)        197,308       415,665         1.6345         679,404             541,616       137,788               
CLARKSVILLE C -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.0000         -                     -               -                       
CROSSVILLE T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     -               -                       
EGYPTIAN C 2,733      20.39     7,376,656       (73,983)         -             (73,983)          929,459       1,003,442      1.0000         1,003,442         1,120,094    (116,652)             
FAIRPOINT - C-R T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     115,056       (115,056)             
FAIRPOINT - El PASO T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     25,329         (25,329)               
FAIRPOINT - ODIN T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     48,785         (48,785)               
FLAT ROCK C 504         27.89     564,791          21,355          -             21,355           71,164         49,809           1.0000         49,809               108,477       (58,668)               
GLASFORD C -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.0000         -                     -               -                       
GRAFTON T 816         21.50     1,911,157       68,752          -             68,752           214,241       145,489         1.6345         237,802             197,058       40,744                 
GRANDVIEW C -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.0000         -                     -               -                       
GRIDLEY T 1,186      21.45     2,383,729       34,261          -             34,261           267,216       232,955         1.6345         380,766             329,791       50,975                 
HAMILTON C 1,883      20.39     4,729,849       216,693        -             216,693         595,961       379,268         1.0000         379,268             -               379,268               
HARRISONVILLE T 16,953    20.39     36,626,123     2,254,869     -             2,254,869      4,105,788    1,850,919      1.6345         3,025,327         595,012       2,430,315            
HOME T 995         20.44     4,582,913       (24,557)         -             (24,557)          513,745       538,302         1.6345         879,855             633,541       246,314               
KINSMAN C -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.0000         -                     -               -                       
La HARPE T 903         20.39     2,867,696       92,243          -             92,243           321,469       229,226         1.6345         374,670             209,030       165,640               
LEAF RIVER T 400         24.93     2,877,373       36,914          -             36,914           322,554       285,640         1.6345         466,879             264,364       202,515               
LEONORE C -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.0000         -                     -               -                       
MADISON T 4,399      20.67     18,373,369     277,198        -             277,198         2,059,655    1,782,457      1.6345         2,913,425         783,918       2,129,507            
MARSEILLES T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     -               -                       
McDONOUGH C 3,566      22.23     13,082,916     284,909        -             284,909         1,648,447    1,363,538      1.0000         1,363,538         926,660       436,878               
McNABB T 395         20.39     545,430          (79,786)         -             (79,786)          61,143         140,929         1.6345         230,348             62,943         167,405               
METAMORA T 3,197      23.93     5,585,066       15,174          -             15,174           626,086       610,912         1.6345         998,536             354,556       643,980               
MID CENTURY C 4,131      20.39     16,397,126     426,056        -             426,056         2,066,038    1,639,982      1.0000         1,639,982         166,462       1,473,520            
MONTROSE T 1,429      20.39     1,340,095       (121,035)       -             (121,035)        150,225       271,260         1.6345         443,375             257,685       185,690               
MOULTRIE T 594         22.45     2,007,559       (26,480)         -             (26,480)          225,047       251,527         1.6345         411,121             593,722       (182,601)             
NEW WINDSOR T 507         20.39     1,095,353       41,495          -             41,495           122,789       81,294           1.6345         132,875             85,714         47,161                 
ONEIDA C 457         22.00     1,202,911       24,786          -             24,786           151,567       126,781         1.0000         126,781             113,062       13,719                 
REYNOLDS T 432         20.39     1,665,340       19,921          -             19,921           186,685       166,764         1.6345         272,575             -               272,575               
SHAWNEE T 3,820      20.57     23,367,054     1,332,450     -             1,332,450      2,619,447    1,286,997      1.6345         2,103,597         810,483       1,293,114            
STELLE T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     -               -                       
TONICA T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     47,544         (47,544)               
VIOLA-HOME T 584         20.39     1,204,524       (52,244)         -             (52,244)          135,027       187,271         1.6345         306,094             32,860         273,234               
WABASH C 3,898      20.39     12,720,087     137,106        -             137,106         1,602,731    1,465,625      1.0000         1,465,625         711,205       754,420               
WOODHULL T 546         20.39     1,965,246       46,391          -             46,391           220,304       173,913         1.6345         284,261             51,614         232,647               

-             21,305,040       9,249,297    12,055,743         

FRONTIER T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     467,705       (467,705)             
CAMBRIDGE T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     18,309         (18,309)               
GENESEO T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     -               -                       
HENRY COUNTY T -          -         -                   -                -             -                 -               -                 1.6345         -                     186,380       (186,380)             

GRAND TOTAL -             21,305,040       9,921,691    11,383,349         

TOTAL SMALL COMPANY

@ 12/31/09 FROM 1.01 - 2009

AFF RT ADJ

ILLINOIS INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
IUSF SCHEDULE 1.01 ANALYSIS

VARIABLES
AFFORDABLE RATE

IITA Exhibit 2.6, 2.7 
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Note - Enter 20.39 for Local Rate for all companies that impute revenue up to that level
in their Schedule A.01 adjustments, even if actual tariffed rates are less.

AFTER-TAX COST OF CAPITAL -TAXABLE 9.34% 20.39$     
-COOP 9.34% FUND SIZE

TAXABLE ACCESS LOCAL TOTAL NET OP TARGET ADJUST TO GR REV ROR FUNDING CURRENT FUNDING

COMPANY OR COOP LINES RATE RATE BASE INCOME TO NOI ADJ NOI NOI TARGET NOI CONV FAC DEFICIENCY FUNDING CHANGE
ADAMS C 3,602      20.39    18,812,676     1,370,678     -            1,370,678      1,757,104   386,426        1.0000        386,426            -              386,426          
ALHAMBRA T 1,109      20.39    1,673,346       104,396        -            104,396         156,291      51,895          1.6345        84,822              62,716        22,106            
CASS T 2,102      28.10    1,760,108       (218,357)       -            (218,357)        164,394      382,751        1.6345        625,607            541,616      83,991            
CLARKSVILLE C -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.0000        -                   -              -                  
CROSSVILLE T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   -              -                  
EGYPTIAN C 2,733      20.39    7,376,656       (73,983)        -            (73,983)          688,980      762,963        1.0000        762,963            1,120,094   (357,131)         
FAIRPOINT - C-R T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   115,056      (115,056)         
FAIRPOINT - El PASO T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   25,329        (25,329)           
FAIRPOINT - ODIN T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   48,785        (48,785)           
FLAT ROCK C 504         27.89    564,791          21,355          -            21,355           52,752        31,397          1.0000        31,397              108,477      (77,080)           
GLASFORD C -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.0000        -                   -              -                  
GRAFTON T 816         21.50    1,911,157       68,752          -            68,752           178,502      109,750        1.6345        179,386            197,058      (17,672)           
GRANDVIEW C -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.0000        -                   -              -                  
GRIDLEY T 1,186      21.45    2,383,729       34,261          -            34,261           222,640      188,379        1.6345        307,906            329,791      (21,885)           
HAMILTON C 1,883      20.39    4,729,849       216,693        -            216,693         441,768      225,075        1.0000        225,075            -              225,075          
HARRISONVILLE T 16,953    20.39    36,626,123     2,254,869     -            2,254,869      3,420,880   1,166,011     1.6345        1,905,845         595,012      1,310,833       
HOME T 995         20.44    4,582,913       (24,557)        -            (24,557)          428,044      452,601        1.6345        739,776            633,541      106,235          
KINSMAN C -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.0000        -                   -              -                  
La HARPE T 903         20.39    2,867,696       92,243          -            92,243           267,843      175,600        1.6345        287,018            209,030      77,988            
LEAF RIVER T 400         24.93    2,877,373       36,914          -            36,914           268,747      231,833        1.6345        378,931            264,364      114,567          
LEONORE C -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.0000        -                   -              -                  
MADISON T 4,399      20.67    18,373,369     277,198        -            277,198         1,716,073   1,438,875     1.6345        2,351,840         783,918      1,567,922       
MARSEILLES T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   -              -                  
McDONOUGH C 3,566      22.23    13,082,916     284,909        -            284,909         1,221,944   937,035        1.0000        937,035            926,660      10,375            
McNABB T 395         20.39    545,430          (79,786)        -            (79,786)          50,943        130,729        1.6345        213,677            62,943        150,734          
METAMORA T 3,197      23.93    5,585,066       15,174          -            15,174           521,645      506,471        1.6345        827,827            354,556      473,271          
MID CENTURY C 4,131      20.39    16,397,126     426,056        -            426,056         1,531,492   1,105,436     1.0000        1,105,436         166,462      938,974          
MONTROSE T 1,429      20.39    1,340,095       (121,035)       -            (121,035)        125,165      246,200        1.6345        402,414            257,685      144,729          
MOULTRIE T 594         22.45    2,007,559       (26,480)        -            (26,480)          187,506      213,986        1.6345        349,760            593,722      (243,962)         
NEW WINDSOR T 507         20.39    1,095,353       41,495          -            41,495           102,306      60,811          1.6345        99,396              85,714        13,682            
ONEIDA C 457         22.00    1,202,911       24,786          -            24,786           112,352      87,566          1.0000        87,566              113,062      (25,496)           
REYNOLDS T 432         20.39    1,665,340       19,921          -            19,921           155,543      135,622        1.6345        221,674            -              221,674          
SHAWNEE T 3,820      20.57    23,367,054     1,332,450     -            1,332,450      2,182,483   850,033        1.6345        1,389,379         810,483      578,896          
STELLE T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   -              -                  
TONICA T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   47,544        (47,544)           
VIOLA-HOME T 584         20.39    1,204,524       (52,244)        -            (52,244)          112,503      164,747        1.6345        269,279            32,860        236,419          
WABASH C 3,898      20.39    12,720,087     137,106        -            137,106         1,188,056   1,050,950     1.0000        1,050,950         711,205      339,745          
WOODHULL T 546         20.39    1,965,246       46,391          -            46,391           183,554      137,163        1.6345        224,193            51,614        172,579          

-            15,445,578       9,249,297   6,196,281       

FRONTIER T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   467,705      (467,705)         
CAMBRIDGE T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   18,309        (18,309)           
GENESEO T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   -              -                  
HENRY COUNTY T -         -        -                 -               -            -                 -              -                1.6345        -                   186,380      (186,380)         

GRAND TOTAL -            15,445,578       9,921,691   5,523,887       

AFF RT ADJ

TOTAL SMALL COMPANY

ILLINOIS INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
IUSF SCHEDULE 1.01 ANALYSIS

VARIABLES
AFFORDABLE RATE

@ 12/31/09 FROM 1.01 - 2009
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Illinois IITA Participating Small ILECs
Access Restruction Element of New IUSF
Comparison of Current Intrastate Rates to Mirrored Interstate
Rates Based on 2009 Rates and 2008 Minutes

Company Name

Current Intrastate 
Switched Access-

Total

Intrastate 
Access at 
Mirrored 
Interstate 
Switched 

Access Rates-
Total

Reduction in 
Intrastate Access 

from Mirroring 
Interstate Rates

Access 
Restructuring 

Element of New 
IUSF before 

ISCECA 
Average 

Schedule Pool 
Adjustments

 ISCECA 
Average 
Schedule 

Company Pool 
Reallocations 

Access 
Restructuring 
Element of the 

New IUSF

1 ADAMS TELEPHONE COOP 1,862,854$      782,033$     (1,080,821)$       1,080,821$    1,080,821$        
2 ALHAMBRA-GRANTFORK TEL CO 167,495$         144,184$     (23,311)$            23,311$         23,311$             
3 CASS TELEPHONE CO 219,284$         349,766$     -$                   -$               -$                   
4 CLARKSVILLE MUTUAL TEL CO -$                   -$               -$                   
5 CROSSVILLE TELEPHONE CO -$                   -$               -$                   
6 EGYPTIAN TELEPHONE COOP 982,665$         732,767$     (249,898)$          249,898$       249,898$           
7 FairPoint COMMUNICATIONS (C-R) 352,842$         100,818$     (252,024)$          252,024$       252,024$           
8 FairPoint COMMUNICATIONS (El PASO) 181,264$         69,331$       (111,933)$          111,933$       111,933$           
9 FairPoint COMMUNICATIONS (ODIN) 787,316$         301,284$     (486,032)$          486,032$       486,032$           

10 FLAT ROCK TELEPHONE COOP 118,243$         59,826$       (58,418)$            58,418$         58,418$             
11 GLASFORD TELEPHONE CO -$                   -$               -$                   
12 GRAFTON TELEPHONE CO 196,434$         162,930$     (33,504)$            33,504$         33,504$             
13 Grandview Mutual Telephone Company -$                   -$               -$                   
14 GRIDLEY TELEPHONE CO 695,903$         179,470$     (516,433)$          516,433$       516,433$           
15 HAMILTON COUNTY TELEPHONE 523,198$         240,187$     (283,011)$          283,011$       (40,333)$       242,678$           
16 HARRISONVILLE TELEPHONE CO 1,178,455$      668,195$     (510,259)$          510,259$       510,259$           
17 HOME TELEPHONE CO 424,911$         135,537$     (289,373)$          289,373$       289,373$           
18 KINSMAN TELEPHONE CO -$                   -$               -$                   
19 La HARPE TELEPHONE CO 106,034$         63,650$       (42,384)$            42,384$         42,384$             
20 LEAF RIVER TELEPHONE CO 100,951$         43,812$       (57,139)$            57,139$         57,139$             
21 LEONORE MUTUAL TELEPHONE CO -$                   -$               -$                   
22 MADISON TELEPHONE CO 2,999,117$      1,103,813$  (1,895,303)$       1,895,303$    1,895,303$        
23 MARSEILLES TELEPHONE CO 439,442$         223,266$     (216,175)$          216,175$       216,175$           
24 McDONOUGH TELEPHONE COOP. 519,686$         345,135$     (174,552)$          174,552$       174,552$           
25 McNABB TELEPHONE CO 137,061$         79,405$       (57,656)$            57,656$         57,656$             
26 METAMORA TELEPHONE CO 323,957$         195,977$     (127,980)$          127,980$       127,980$           
27 MID CENTURY TELEPHONE COOP. 1,091,900$      525,988$     (565,911)$          565,911$       565,911$           
28 MONTROSE MUTUAL TELEPHONE CO 356,140$         147,038$     (209,102)$          209,102$       209,102$           
29 MOULTRIE INDEPENDENT TEL CO 807,836$         178,755$     (629,081)$          629,081$       629,081$           
30 NEW WINDSOR TELEPHONE CO 92,277$           42,061$       (50,216)$            50,216$         11,295$        61,512$             
31 ONEIDA TELEPHONE CO 40,972$           28,518$       (12,454)$            12,454$         12,454$             
32 REYNOLDS TELEPHONE CO 83,843$           38,883$       (44,960)$            44,960$         15,187$        60,147$             
33 SHAWNEE TELEPHONE CO 3,221,520$      1,472,680$  (1,748,840)$       1,748,840$    1,748,840$        
34 STELLE TELEPHONE CO -$                   -$               -$                   
35 TONICA TELEPHONE CO -$                   -$               -$                   
36 VIOLA-HOME TELEPHONE CO 113,876$         55,039$       (58,837)$            58,837$         13,850$        72,688$             
37 WABASH TELEPHONE CO-OP. 932,944$         488,388$     (444,555)$          444,555$       444,555$           
38 WOODHULL COMMUNITY TEL CO 100,713$         68,862$       (31,851)$            31,851$         31,851$             
39 Total of all ILECs 19,159,133$    9,027,602$  (10,262,013)$     10,262,013$  0$                  10,262,013$      
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Illinois IITA Participating Small ILECs
Summary of Proposed New IUSF Payments
Participating Small ILECs

Company Name

 Proposed 
Revised 

Payments for 
Basic Element of 

IUSF 

Access 
Restructuring 
Element of the 

New IUSF
Total New IUSF 

Payments

1 ADAMS TELEPHONE COOP 386,426             1,080,821$        1,467,247$        
2 ALHAMBRA-GRANTFORK TEL CO 84,822               23,311$             108,133$           
3 CASS TELEPHONE CO 625,607             -$                   625,607$           
4 CLARKSVILLE MUTUAL TEL CO -                     -$                   -$                   
5 CROSSVILLE TELEPHONE CO -                     -$                   -$                   
6 EGYPTIAN TELEPHONE COOP 762,963             249,898$           1,012,861$        
7 FairPoint COMMUNICATIONS (C-R) -                     252,024$           252,024$           
8 FairPoint COMMUNICATIONS (El PASO) -                     111,933$           111,933$           
9 FairPoint COMMUNICATIONS (ODIN) -                     486,032$           486,032$           

10 FLAT ROCK TELEPHONE COOP 31,397               58,418$             89,815$             
11 GLASFORD TELEPHONE CO -                     -$                   -$                   
12 GRAFTON TELEPHONE CO 179,386             33,504$             212,890$           
13 Grandview Mutual Telephone Company -                     -$                   -$                   
14 GRIDLEY TELEPHONE CO 307,906             516,433$           824,339$           
15 HAMILTON COUNTY TELEPHONE 225,075             242,678$           467,753$           
16 HARRISONVILLE TELEPHONE CO 1,905,845          510,259$           2,416,104$        
17 HOME TELEPHONE CO 739,776             289,373$           1,029,150$        
18 KINSMAN TELEPHONE CO -                     -$                   -$                   
19 La HARPE TELEPHONE CO 287,018             42,384$             329,402$           
20 LEAF RIVER TELEPHONE CO 378,931             57,139$             436,070$           
21 LEONORE MUTUAL TELEPHONE CO -                     -$                   -$                   
22 MADISON TELEPHONE CO 2,351,840          1,895,303$        4,247,144$        
23 MARSEILLES TELEPHONE CO -                     216,175$           216,175$           
24 McDONOUGH TELEPHONE COOP. 937,035             174,552$           1,111,587$        
25 McNABB TELEPHONE CO 213,677             57,656$             271,333$           
26 METAMORA TELEPHONE CO 827,827             127,980$           955,807$           
27 MID CENTURY TELEPHONE COOP. 1,105,436          565,911$           1,671,347$        
28 MONTROSE MUTUAL TELEPHONE CO 402,414             209,102$           611,516$           
29 MOULTRIE INDEPENDENT TEL CO 349,760             629,081$           978,841$           
30 NEW WINDSOR TELEPHONE CO 99,396               61,512$             160,907$           
31 ONEIDA TELEPHONE CO 87,566               12,454$             100,020$           
32 REYNOLDS TELEPHONE CO 221,674             60,147$             281,821$           
33 SHAWNEE TELEPHONE CO 1,389,379          1,748,840$        3,138,219$        
34 STELLE TELEPHONE CO -                     -$                   -$                   
35 TONICA TELEPHONE CO -                     -$                   -$                   
36 VIOLA-HOME TELEPHONE CO 269,279             72,688$             341,967$           
37 WABASH TELEPHONE CO-OP. 1,050,950          444,555$           1,495,505$        
38 WOODHULL COMMUNITY TEL CO 224,193             31,851$             256,044$           
39

Total of all participating Small ILECs 15,445,578$    10,262,013$      25,707,591$      
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