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Geneseo Telephone Company,    : 
Cambridge Telephone Company and   : 
Henry County Telephone Company  : 
       : 11-0210 
Petition for Universal Service Support.  : 
        (Cons.) 
Illinois Independent Telephone Association : 
       : 11-0211 
Petition to update the Section 13-301(1)(d)  : 
Illinois Universal Service Fund and to   : 
implement Intrastate Switched Access   : 
Charge reform as described herein and   : 
for other relief.     : 
 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S_PROCEDURAL RULING 
 
 
 On September 20, 2011, a “Motion for a Continuance, Adoption of a First Amended 
Schedule and [other relief]” was filed on behalf of the Illinois Independent Telephone 
Association (“IITA”) and 23 of its member companies.  On that day, an “Emergency Motion to 
Modify Schedule,” was filed behalf of Alhambra-Grantfork Telephone Company and six other 
local exchange carriers (“AGTC et al.”). 
 
 Illinois Bell Telephone d/b/a AT&T Illinois (“AT&T Illinois”) supports the Motions. The 
Commission Staff (“Staff”) does not object to the scheduling amendments proposed in the 
Motions.  Geneseo Telephone Company, Cambridge Telephone Company and Henry 
County Telephone Company (“GCHC” or “Geneseo Intervenors”) filed responses objecting to 
the two Motions. 
 

Positions of Parties 
 
 According to the IITA, its Petition was premised on a Stipulation between the IITA and 
AT&T Illinois (“Stipulation”), which was intended to provide a basis to narrow issues and 
streamline the request in the docket for relief through an updated Illinois Universal Service 
Fund (“IUSF”).  The proceeding, however, has become more complicated than IITA 
expected.  IITA states that GCHC introduced a range of topics in its rebuttal testimony 
directed both at IITA and its member companies, and the Commission Staff also raised a 
broad range of issues and is seeking significant additional input from the IITA and its member 
companies. 
 
 In recognition of the “breadth of response requested and the need to coordinate those 
responses between the numerous member company witnesses and IITA’s witness,” the IITA 
has proposed that an amended schedule be adopted.  
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 In their motion, AGTC et al. propose the same modifications, at least through the 
hearing dates, as are sought by IITA.  According to AGTC et al., when the present schedule 
was adopted, AGTC et al. anticipated that the issues would be narrowed and simplified due 
in part to the Stipulation.  Since the filing of testimony by Staff, GCHC and Frontier 
companies on August 30, 2011, it is clear, AGTC et al. argue, that these dockets now involve 
a multitude of complicated issues that were not foreseeable when the schedule was set.  
They assert that many of these issues can only be responded to by the individual telephone 
companies and not the IITA, although other issues will need to be addressed by IITA. 
 
 Geneseo Intervenors, a/k/a GCHC, oppose the two Motions. They argue that there is 
no less need now, than when the current schedule was set, for the issues raised in the 
petitions – particularly the need for the Commission to add Access to Broadband as a 
supported service – to be resolved as soon as possible so that the rural citizens of Illinois are 
receiving necessary benefits from the IUSF.   
 
 They further argue that the Motions fail to identify what issues the IITA and other 
Movants need to address, why such issues were unforeseeable, why the IITA requires more 
time to address those particular issues, why those issues could not be addressed within the 
time allotted in the current schedule, or why a shorter extension of time would not be 
sufficient. 
 
 In the alternative, GCHC argues that if the Motions are not denied, then the issues 
raised by GCHC in Docket No. 11-0210 -- adding Access to Broadband as a supported 
service and funding thereunder for GCHC and other carriers not seeking Schedule 1.01-
based funding -- should be allowed to proceed on the current schedule.  
 
 Staff’s made a filing on September 22, 2011 consisting of responses to the two 
Motions and a reply to the GCHC responses. Staff indicates that it does not object to the 
extension of time proposed in the Motions.   Although Staff does not believe the issues raised 
by Staff were unforeseeable, Staff notes that the proceeding is not subject to a statutory 
deadline.  Nor, Staff asserts, can GCHC claim an emergency, since not receiving a subsidy 
for currently unsupported services is scarcely a colorable emergency that requires expedition 
of this proceeding. 
 
 Staff also argues that GCHC’s alternative request should be rejected.  According to 
Staff, the Commission’s charge in this proceeding is to determine the proper size of the IUSF, 
and which carriers should receive funding. Staff believes this should  be done in a single, 
consolidated proceeding, especially where, as here, GCHC is proposing that the Commission 
add a new supported service, and allow carriers to elect between either of two different 
funding methodologies.  
 
 AT&T Illinois also supports the Motions to extend the schedule.  AT&T Illinois notes 
that GCHC is the only participant in this consolidated proceeding that objects to the proposed 
change to the procedural schedule.  According to AT&T Illinois, if the parties seeking to 
modify the schedule believe that there are “complicated” issues or a “breadth of issues” that 
need to be further addressed, it seems reasonable to grant the modifications to the schedule 
in this proceeding so as to create a clear and complete record that can form the basis for a 
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Commission order.  In AT&T Illinois’ view, GCHC has not demonstrated that it would be 
prejudiced by the granting of the Motions. 
 
 AT&T Illinois also objects to GCHC’s alternative request that it be allowed to proceed 
in the current schedule with respect to issues raised in 11-0210.  AT&T Illinois contends that 
any changes to the Illinois USF should be addressed at the same time. 
 
 It is reply filing, IITA states that it was not clear, until the Staff testimony filing on 
August 30, that Staff intended to propose a significant change to the Stipulation’s approach to 
dealing with intrastate access in an updated IUSF.  IITA asserts that responding to Staff will 
require an analysis and recalculation for every individual IITA member company intervenor, 
all of which will have to be recalculated for the proposed fund so that a complete and 
adequate record can be put before the Commission for its ultimate decision.  
 

Ruling 
 
 A review of the filings indicates that two competing scheduling proposals have been 
presented.  One, advocated by the Geneseo Intervenors, a/k/a GCHC, would continue to use 
the existing schedule.  The other, which is advanced by IITA and 23 of its members and by 
Alhambra-Grantfork, et al., and is supported by AT&T Illinois and the Commission Staff, 
would extend the current schedule. 
 
 Of the two scheduling proposals under consideration, the one advanced by IITA and 
Alhambra-Grantfork, et al. appears, on balance, to be the better alternative and should be 
approved, at least through the hearing dates.  While GCHC’s desire to use the current 
schedule is well explained in its filings, the IITA schedule would allow IITA and others a more 
reasonable amount of time to respond to the issues, positions and requests raised in the 
most recent round of filings, including topics introduced in GCHC’s rebuttal filing, and would 
likely result in a more clear and complete record on the difficult issues before the Commission 
in this proceeding.  Further, the IITA schedule is acceptable to all responding Parties except 
GCHC, and will not, all things considered, impose undue delays.   
 
 As noted above, GCHC argues, in the alternative, that if the motions are not denied, 
then the issues raised by GCHC in Docket No. 11-0210 should be allowed to proceed on the 
current schedule.  A review of the filings indicates that this alternative request should not be 
granted.  As argued by Staff and AT&T Illinois, at this point in the proceeding the proposed 
changes to the IUSF should be addressed at the same time, and in tandem, and GCHC’s 
proposed bifurcation is not feasible or otherwise warranted. 
 
 Accordingly, the schedule proposed in the two Motions is approved through the 
hearing dates.  Post-hearing briefing dates will be addressed at a later time.       
    
 
   


