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1      JUDGE RILEY:  Pursuant to the direction of the

2 Illinois Commerce Commission, I call docket 13-0374 .

3 This is a petition by the Universal Telephone

4 Assistance Corporation for determination of the

5 amount and form of supplemental assistance to be

6 provided by local exchange telecommunications

7 carriers, pursuant to 83 Illinois Administrative

8 Code, 757.200(b).

9          Mr. Smith, would you enter an appearance

10 for -- I believe you're here for Universal?

11      MR. SMITH:  Yes, your Honor.  My name is Gary

12 Lloyd Smith.  My business address is 1204 South

13 Fourth Street, Springfield, Illinois.  I'm an

14 attorney licensed to practice in Illinois, and I'm

15 here on behalf of the petitioner, Universal Telepho ne

16 Assistance Corporation, commonly known as UTAC.

17      JUDGE RILEY:  Thank you.  Mr. Harvey, you are

18 here for?

19      MR. SMITH:  Appearing for the Staff of the

20 Illinois Commerce Commission.  Matthew L. Harvey,

21 160 N. LaSalle Street, Suite C-800, Chicago, Illino is

22 60601.
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1      JUDGE RILEY:  Thank you.  Let the record refle ct

2 that this matter was originally scheduled for

3 10:00 a.m., and due to an effort to balance

4 schedules, we've moved it back to 9:30 a.m.

5          Notice was not sent to the various

6 entities, due to the sheer number, which I believe is

7 almost 400, or as was approximated to me by the

8 clerk's office as 400.

9          So what we have done is decided to open th e

10 record at 9:30, which is the present time, and I wi ll

11 leave it open until well after 10 o'clock, so that

12 anyone else who desires to participate would still be

13 able to.

14          That being the case, then, let me also

15 state that I had an off-the-record conversation wit h

16 Barbara Langford of the Commission's Consumer

17 Services Division, who indicated to me that she had

18 been in contact with Mr. Harvey, and the discussion s

19 centered around a verified statement.

20      MR. HARVEY:  As always, your Honor, we submit a

21 verified statement in these cases.  Based upon the

22 fact that last year we recommended approval of the
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1 supplementary assistance amount requested to be

2 determined by UTAC, and, I believe, from my review of

3 the petition, which was admittedly sometime ago, so  I

4 may be getting this wrong, that the supplementary

5 assistance amount remains the same this year.  I

6 would be hard pressed to suggest we will have any

7 principal objection to that.

8      MR. SMITH:  Actually, your Honor there is a

9 slight increase from $15 to $20 in the petition.

10      MR. HARVEY:  I missed that.  In any case, that 's

11 hard for us to object to an increase in the

12 supplementary assistance amount.  This, I believe,

13 relates to a link-up amount, unless I'm very much

14 mistaken.

15      MR. SMITH:  Correct.

16      MR. HARVEY:  And that being the case, I would

17 anticipate that our verified statement would almost

18 certainly recommend that the petition be granted in

19 its entirety.

20          That having been said, we need to file the

21 thing, and I had hoped to get that done by today, b ut

22 that proved not to be feasible.  So I will do that as
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1 quickly hereafter as I can do.

2      JUDGE RILEY:  And it's a nominal increase at

3 best.

4      MR. SMITH:  Yes.  The company had had some

5 difficulty in paying out a vast number of claims in

6 about 2010 that caused, kind of, a raid on the fund

7 with some new ETC complaints.  That problem, we

8 believe, has been rectified.  And during the past

9 year the UTAC has accumulated a few more resources

10 and believes that it can now pay a $20 benefit and

11 maintain its expenses.

12          Ms. Langford participate -- well, attends

13 the UTAC board meetings, so she's very well aware o f

14 this, and she hasn't expressed any problem with the

15 recommended amount.

16          So I would suspect that if we give Staff

17 sufficient time to file the verified statement, lik e

18 last year, I'm sure Mr. Harvey and I can work on a

19 joint proposed order to submit to your Honor, and

20 that should take care of the case.

21      MR. HARVEY:  Again, it would look, I suspect,

22 very much like last year's joint proposed order.
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1      MR. SMITH:  Yes.

2      MR. HARVEY:  Especially given the fact that we

3 already have it.  Certainly, the company's

4 characterization of the 2010 events as a "raid on t he

5 fund" is almost generous to the "raiders."  The

6 matter was a source of great concern to both the

7 staff and UTAC at that time and did require the

8 reduction of the benefits on an emergency basis, bu t

9 we're pleased to see the UTAC able to pay out a

10 higher benefit at this time.

11      JUDGE RILEY:  Well, everything that the partie s

12 have suggested to me seems to be most expeditious.

13          As I stated, I'm going to keep the record

14 open for anyone who may have gotten the 10:00 a.m.

15 notice, just in the interest of fairness.

16      MR. SMITH:  No one in the past has expressed a ny

17 interest, as I understand it, in the last --

18      MR. HARVEY:  There's been very little

19 participation in these matters, yes, in the ones th at

20 I've conducted.

21      MR. SMITH:  -- 15 or 20 years.

22          Well, I know you have to continue to
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1 monitor this thing, Judge.  I've already started on ,

2 kind of, a proposed order that I think I'll send to

3 Matt, here, probably in the next ten days or so.

4 And, you know, as you said, it's very much like the

5 last time.

6          Do we want to pick some sort of a date for

7 you to monitor this thing?  What's your pleasure,

8 Judge?

9      JUDGE RILEY:  I'm going to leave it up to the

10 parties.  I don't think we need another date.

11      MR. SMITH:  Okay.

12      JUDGE RILEY:  It's in the parties' interested to

13 get the agreed draft order filed as soon as possibl e.

14 As soon as it is, I'll --

15      MR. SMITH:  I would anticipate that probably i n

16 the next three to four weeks we'll be able to -- or

17 maybe sooner -- but somewhere in that timeframe we

18 should be able to get something to you.

19          Do we just electronically send it to you?

20 Do we have to file it?

21      JUDGE RILEY:  I don't think -- it doesn't

22 necessarily have to be filed in the e-Docket system .
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1      MR. HARVEY:  It's possible to do that, your

2 Honor, but I think anything "joint" is rather more

3 difficult than just submitting it to your Honor.

4      JUDGE RILEY:  You're suggesting it should go o n

5 the e-Docket, then?

6      MR. HARVEY:  I'm not.

7      MR. SMITH:  I think he's saying it's more --

8      MR. HARVEY:  More trouble to submit something

9 together jointly because all parties, per the clerk 's

10 longstanding instructions, have to sign onto it

11 officially.

12      JUDGE RILEY:  I see.

13      MR. HARVEY:  And as a result, that requires a

14 collection of a fair number of -- well, let's put i t

15 this way.  In my experience, doing anything jointly

16 involves an immense amount of faxing.

17      MR. SMITH:  There's probably something in the

18 software parameters that you have to take ownership

19 one way or the other.  So if you're doing it jointl y,

20 it probably becomes a difficult burden.

21      JUDGE RILEY:  I see.

22      MR. SMITH:  I think the most expeditious thing
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1 to do here is one of us will email you in "Word" th e

2 proposed order.

3      JUDGE RILEY:  All right.

4      MR. SMITH:  Probably within the next 30 days,

5 and then we'll look forward to it on the docket.

6      MR. HARVEY:  We certainly lack pride of

7 authorship in this because I don't think either of us

8 can recall who wrote it.

9      MR. SMITH:  I'm sure we've taken the template

10 from prior years and worked them to fit the facts o f

11 the current year.

12      JUDGE RILEY:  I've already read the 2012 docke t.

13      MR. HARVEY:  Could we go off the record for ju st

14 a second here?

15      JUDGE RILEY:  Certainly.  Off the record.

16                   (Discussion off the record.)

17      JUDGE RILEY:  Back on the record for a minute.

18          Let the record reflect that the parties --

19 counsel for the parties, Mr. Harvey for Staff, and

20 Mr. Smith for the Petitioner, have left.  Mr. Smith

21 was given leave to pursue other business.

22          The reason that this record is going to
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1 remain open for another 20 minutes or so is that

2 there were a substantial number of entities,

3 approximately 400, according to the clerk's office,

4 who were not given notice of the change in time fro m

5 10:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m., and they were not given th at

6 notice because of the sheer number of people that

7 would have to have been notified, and it's not

8 feasible for the clerk's office to prepare that man y

9 notices in a short span of time.

10          But in the event that they did get the

11 10 o'clock notice, and they do wish to participate,  I

12 will leave this record open for another 15 to 20

13 minutes and bring them up to date on everything tha t

14 has transpired so far.  So we will remain open for

15 another 20 minutes.

16                   (A short recess was had.)

17      JUDGE RILEY:  We're back on the record.

18          Let the record reflect that, once again,

19 counsel for the two parties have departed

20 approximately 10:00 a.m.   However, this matter was

21 -- the record was kept open to accommodate any one of

22 the approximately 400 entities who had received
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1 notice of a 10:00 a.m. proceeding, but not the

2 9:30 a.m. change.

3          It is now roughly 10:20 a.m.  No one has

4 appeared.  No one has made any effort to intervene in

5 this matter.  Consequently, there is no reason to

6 keep the proceeding going.

7          The parties have made their record.  One

8 party or the other will submit a draft order.

9          There being no further business, this

10 matter will be continued generally, but no notice

11 will be sent.  Thank you.

12                 (END OF PROCEEDINGS.)
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