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RESPONSE OF GENESEO TELEPHONE COMPANY, CAMBRIDGE  

TELEPHONE COMPANY AND HENRY COUNTY TELEPHONE  
COMPANY TO EMERGENCY MOTION TO MODIFY SCHEDULE 

 
 Geneseo Telephone Company (“Geneseo”), Cambridge Telephone Company 

(“Cambridge”) and Henry County Telephone Company (“Henry County”) (collectively, 

“GCHC”), by their attorneys, hereby respond to the Emergency Motion to Modify Schedule as 

follows: 

I. The Emergency Motion to Modify Schedule Should Be Denied 

 The current schedule for these consolidated proceedings was set based upon the 

expressed need and desire of the petitioners and the IITA member intervenors to resolve the 

issues raised in these dockets and obtain the Illinois Universal Service funding sought as soon as 

possible.  Indeed, these parties pushed for an even tighter schedule at the time. This is 

particularly true of the intervenors now seeking to extend the schedule and thereby delay the 

resolution of these issues.  There is no less need now for the issues raised in the petitions – 

including the need for the Commission to add Access to Broadband as a supported service – to 
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be resolved as soon as possible to ensure that the rural citizens of Illinois are receiving the 

necessary benefits from Illinois Universal Service funding. 

 Based upon the schedule currently in place, all of the parties, including the small 

individual companies such as GCHC themselves, have diligently worked to respond to discovery 

requests and prepare two rounds of testimony by the dates established in the schedule.  The 

Emergency Motion fails to establish why the fact that individual companies need to respond to 

certain issues requires an extension of the entire schedule at this time.  First, the Emergency 

Motion fails to identify what issues the individual movant companies need to address, why the 

movants require more time to address those particular issues or why those issues could not be 

addressed within the four weeks allotted for in the current schedule.  It merely refers to 

amorphously to “a multitude of complicated issues.”  Second, the Emergency Motion fails to 

address why so much more time would be needed and why a less drastic extension of time for 

the current round of testimony of one to two weeks could not be made that would allow the 

hearing dates and subsequent schedule to remain intact. 

 Moreover, GCHC contests the notion that the unidentified “complicated issues” were not 

foreseeable when these cases were filed.  As identified in the prefiled testimony to date, issues 

with the use of the Schedule 1.01 and a rate of return approach have existed since the original 

order establishing the Illinois Universal Service Fund nearly ten years ago.  Indeed, many of 

these issues were raised by representatives of GCHC in discussions with the IITA and its 

member intervenors, including the movants, prior to the filing of these proceedings.  Moreover, 

the parties reasonably should have expected the issues that were raised in the last round of 

testimony by Staff and GCHC based on the data requests served on them well before that 

testimony was filed.  The movants thus have had significant notice and “lead time” to prepare 
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their positions and responses to the issues raised in the testimony filed by Staff and GCHC on 

August 30, 2011. 

 Thus, the movants have failed to meet their burden of establishing a need to modify the 

entire current schedule such that GCHC and other parties would be prejudiced by a delay in the 

resolution of the relief they seek.  Accordingly, the Emergency Motion should be denied.  

II. In the Alternative, the Issues Raised By GCHC in ICC Docket No. 11-0210  
 Should Be Allowed to Proceed on the Current Schedule 
 
 While movants fail to identify the “complicated issues” referred to in the Emergency 

Motion, GCHC believes that it is clear those issues are ones relating to the IITA’s plan and 

Stipulation with AT&T for increasing the Illinois Universal Service Fund based upon the use of 

Schedule 1.01.  Those issues pertain solely to the relief sought in ICC Docket No. 11-0211, 

which had been consolidated with the petition for relief sought by GCHC in ICC Docket No. 11-

0210 based upon both involving requested modifications to the Illinois Universal Service Fund 

and a belief that they addressed similar issues.  The Emergency Motion, however, demonstrates 

that a divergence of issues clearly has arisen between the two dockets.  The relief sought by 

GCHC is completely different than and unrelated to the rate of return approach to universal 

service funding sought by IITA in ICC Docket No. 11-0211.  As such, the allegedly unforeseen 

“complicated issues” for which movants assert a need for more time to respond do not exist with 

respect to relief sought by GCHC in its docket. 

 GCHC believes it has shown that the Commission has an obligation to add Access to 

Broadband as a supported service under the Illinois Public Utilities Act.  The “complicated 

issues” referred to by the movants concerning their Schedule 1.01 rate of return analysis are not 

relevant to this question, and thus are not relevant to the three GCHC companies and the twenty 

other independent local exchange carriers who are not seeking funding on the basis of a Schedule 
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