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Millennium 2000 Inc. (“Millennium 2000”) submits its Initial Brief pursuant to Section 

200.800 of the Rules of Practice of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC”). 

I. Introduction 
 

Millennium 2000 is an established telecommunications firm and has been authorized to 

provide local, long distance, commercial mobile radio services (“CMRS”) as well as wireline 

eligible telecommunications carrier (“ETC”) services in Illinois over the past seven years.  Thus, 

the Company has been certified to provide telecommunications in Illinois since 2007.  It has 

been providing telecommunication service since February 2009 in the state of Illinois and 

recently, wireless ETC services in Wisconsin since June 2013.  Millennium 2000 has maintained 

an outstanding operational record. Over the many years of service, Millennium 2000 has had no 

customer complaints lodged against it.   

Millennium 2000 is a minority-woman-owned local Illinois business. As a lifelong 

resident of Illinois, the Company’s owner, Donna Harrison, has grown, expanded and continues 

to operate her business which is headquartered in Illinois. With its ties to and an explicit focus on 

economically neglected, low income communities in Illinois, it is the Company’s belief that 

qualified low income residents can be reached and better-served through its targeted community 

1 
 



outreach efforts.  As a result, Millennium 2000 has developed strong commercial ties to many 

Illinois markets that have not been well served by the traditional larger carriers.1   Not only does 

the Company have a strong relationship with its Illinois customers, but it has conducted its 

business with the goal of fulfilling the needs and expectations of its customers – many of whom 

have limited financial resources and truly need prepaid ETC offerings.              

The telecommunications market has changed since Millennium 2000 began in 2009, and 

many customers, including Lifeline customers, now prefer to subscribe to use cellular rather than 

wireline services.  Therefore, it is important that Millennium 2000 make the transition to be able 

to meet the customer’s demand and to better serve members of the low income community who, 

due to their often transient living conditions, are particularly partial to rely on cellular services 

but need the financial assistance of the Lifeline program.  Thus, Millennium 2000 has carefully 

implemented cellular service for its customers, first undertaking a pilot program in 2011 that 

consisted of customers receiving quality wireless service in a live-production environment while 

the Company performed testing to ensure the functionality and quality of the software that it 

acquired prior to its full roll-out of wireless service in Illinois.   

Over the course of its existence, Millennium 2000 has demonstrated an abiding 

commitment to meeting all Federal and State rules to prevent fraud, waste and abuse in 

provisioning ETC services.  Indeed, Millennium 2000 is proud to be one of only twenty (20) 

qualified telecommunications carriers in the United States to have received FCC approval of its 

federal Compliance Plan – meeting the most stringent vetting processes in ensuring lawful ETC 

cellular services.  Ms. Harrison regularly volunteers to participate in federal forums like USAC’s 

Connectivity Workshops to develop the National Lifeline Accountability Database (“NLAD”) 

                                                            
1 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at p. 15-18. 
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and to improve the Company’s internal processes, procedures in order to meet federal 

compliance in the delivery of quality ETC services.   

Millennium 2000’s commitment to the prevention of fraud, waste and abuse in the ETC 

program includes ensuring that customers acknowledge that:  (1) Lifeline is a federal benefit and 

that willfully making false statements to obtain the benefit can result in fines, imprisonment, de-

enrollment or being barred from the program; (2) Lifeline service is available for only one line 

per household (i.e., either one land line or one wireless); (3) a household is defined, for purposes 

of the Lifeline program, as any individual or group of individuals who live together at the same 

address and share income and expenses; (4) a household is not permitted to receive Lifeline 

benefits from multiple providers”; (5) violation of the one-per-household limitation constitutes a 

violation of the FCC’s rules and will result in the subscriber’s de-enrollment from the program; 

(6) Lifeline is a non-transferable benefit and the subscriber may not transfer his or her benefit to 

any other person. 

In addition to its targeted, community outreach programs, Millennium 2000 has 

developed services unique to its brand to insure innovative telecommunications, data and texting 

services that meet the specific needs demanded by its customer base.  As a wireless reseller, 

Millennium 2000 has demonstrated the ability to work seamlessly with its underlying carriers 

and service providers to consistently offer reliable services and expand operations in the face of 

an intensely competitive telecommunications market.  More importantly, since Millennium 

2000’s services ride over the networks of larger carriers, such as Sprint and Verizon, Millennium 

2000’s service quality and reliability is on par with that of these larger, national carriers. 

Millennium 2000 believes it is uniquely positioned to further the universal service policy 

objectives of this Commission, the FCC and the United States Congress, as reflected in the 
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Telecommunications Act of 1996.  In fact, given Millennium 2000’s explicit focus on low 

income residents, the Company believes it is better positioned to provide Lifeline services than 

larger traditional carriers, such as AT&T and Verizon, with different business plans and for 

whom Lifeline activities are more of a regulatory distraction, a government imposed cost of 

doing business.  For Millennium 2000, providing affordable phone service to the low income 

community is not an afterthought or regulatory obligation: it is at the core of its business plan.  It 

is Millennium 2000’s specialty and mission, like overnight mail is FedEx’s.  Given that Illinois 

and Federal policymakers have decided that it is in the public interest to subsidize phone service 

for low income residents – as the benefits to society outweigh the costs – Millennium 2000’s 

ETC application should be welcomed by the ICC.  As recently as September 3rd, 2013, the ICC 

issued a news release touting: “ICC Recognizes Lifeline Awareness Week; Urges Eligible 

Consumers to Sign Up for Federal Lifeline.”  Clearly, the ICC seems to believe that there are 

low-income residents in Illinois who do not have Lifeline service and desperately need it to 

maintain their social lives and to aid and improve their economic situation.  Millennium 2000 

agrees with the ICC and believes that there is much work to be done to aid Illinois’ low income 

community.  

Yet, strangely, the ICC Staff is raising the bar for Millennium 2000’s ETC approval, well 

above the FCC’s standards, which Millennium 2000 has already satisfied.  This is not only 

surprising given the ICC’s recent public announcements about the importance of universal 

service and Lifeline services, it is also unwarranted and counter-productive to the Commission’s 

efforts.   
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Lifeline is a federally funded program2 designed to support low income residents, who, 

as a weak labor markets continues to hamper efforts by unemployed and underemployed 

residents to re-enter the workforce, rely on phone services to maintain social and economic 

relationships.  As the FCC noted:  

Evidence suggests that Lifeline has been instrumental in increasing the 
availability of quality voice service to low-income consumers.  Indeed, many 
low-income consumers have stated in our record that without a Lifeline 
subsidy, they would be unable to afford service.  They have also noted the 
hardships they would face without access to phone service.3 

Therefore, in evaluating this ETC application the Commission should note that this proceeding is 

not just about the benefits that may accrue to Millennium 2000 if it is granted ETC status; it is 

also, and importantly, about the low-income residents Millennium 2000 seeks to serve in Illinois 

and whom may go unserved if Millennium 2000’s application is denied.4  The Commission has 

expressed concerns about this; Staff has not.5   

Given that Millennium 2000 has already met all of the FCC’s requirements, the issue 

before the Commission may be formulated as follows: Are low income residents in Illinois better 

off with or without Lifeline services from Millennium 2000?  The question must be answered in 

                                                            
2 Lifeline is a federally funded program and there are no additional costs to Illinois residents or 
users of telecommunications services when Illinois’ low income residents receive Lifeline 
services.  Thus, if Millennium 2000’s ETC application is approved then under the Lifeline 
program federal dollars will flow into the Illinois state economy. That is, approval of Millennium 
2000’s ETC application will not only directly benefit low income residents but also indirectly 
benefit the state of Illinois’ economy.  In addition to many other errors, Staff’s analysis is 
deficient in that it omits consideration of these benefits. 
3 FCC Lifeline and Link Up Reform and Modernization Order, at ¶15 (emphasis added).  
4   Low income residents are currently under-served in Illinois and rejection of Millennium 
2000’s ETC application will cause certain low income residents to be stranded without phone 
service at all.  Staff’s analysis ignores this.  Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at p. 9, 16-17. 
5   Staff’s analysis never considers that certain low income residents may be left stranded without 
phone service.  Indeed, Staff’s analysis never considers the extent to which low income residents 
are currently being underserved by incumbent ETCs.  As such, Staff’s analysis fails to be a valid 
public interest analysis (which should weigh the costs and benefits), and for that reason alone 
Staff’s recommendations are inappropriate and carry little weight.    
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the affirmative (they are better off) for two simple reasons: (1) low income residents who would 

not otherwise have phone service are surely and obviously better off; and (2) low income 

residents who would elect Millennium 2000’s phone service over the services of alternative 

providers will have for themselves decided they are better off with Millennium 2000’s services 

(given that the service is a pre-paid, month-to-month service, which they are free to abandon 

whenever they are dissatisfied.)     

In sum, it is in the public interest for this Commission to approve Millennium 2000’s 

ETC application: (1) it will allow more low income residents of Illinois to benefit from a 

federally funded program, established specifically for the benefit of low income residents, and, 

(2) because there are no incremental costs to Illinois residents or telecommunications users or 

companies, it will bring additional federal dollars into Illinois’ state economy that may otherwise 

flow into other state economies.6             

II. Millennium 2000 has demonstrated its compliance with relevant federal and state ETC 
rules. 

 
The standard for approval of Millennium 2000’s petition is set out in the Federal 

Communications Act and in FCC regulations.  The statutory authority is contained in Section 

214(e)7, which provides the following requirements: 

1. requesting carrier must define its proposed service area; 
2. it must offer the services that are supported by Federal universal service support 

mechanisms under section 254(c); 
3. it must provide its services either using its own facilities or a combination of its 

own facilities and resale of another carrier's services (including the services 
offered by another eligible telecommunications carrier);  
 

                                                            
6   As Dr. Ankum noted: “[I]f Millennium 2000 is permitted to provide its Lifeline services to 
low income residents, federal dollars will start flowing into Illinois.  In effect, it would be like 
federal stimulus dollars going into distressed communities in Illinois.”  Millennium 2000 Exhibit 
2.0 at p. 13.  Staff seems to be unaware of this aspect of the application.  
7  47 USCS § 214(e). 
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4. it must advertise the availability of such services and the charges therefor using 
media of general distribution. 

 
In addition to these statutory requirements, the FCC has required that applicants for ETC 

status also meet the following standards: 

5. The FCC requires the requesting carrier to demonstrate that it is financially and 
technically capable of providing the supported lifeline service8;   

 
6. The FCC requires certain requesting carriers to demonstrate ability to remain 

functional in emergency situations9; 
 
7. The FCC requires certain requesting carriers to demonstrate the ability to satisfy 

applicable consumer protection and service quality standards10 
 
8. The FCC requires applicants to demonstrate that approval of its application is in 

the public interest11. 

As shown in the next section of this brief, Millennium 2000 meets these standards. 

A. Millennium 2000 has designated a service area encompassing the footprint of AT&T 
Illinois. 
 
In Docket 97-0507, the ICC determined that the “service area” or minimum geographic 

area that AT&T Illinois must serve to be designated as an ETC is an exchange.  Millennium 

2000 designated a proposed service area that mirrors the footprint of AT&T Illinois.  The 

entirety of Millennium 2000’s proposed service area is classified as non-rural.  In Staff’s 

Response to Millennium 2000 data request 1.01(b), it stated:  “each and every exchange within 

Illinois Bell Telephone Company’s incumbent local exchange carrier study area in Illinois is an 

exchange that is not served by a rural telephone company as that term is used in 47 U.S.C. 

214(e)(2) and 47 U.S.C. 214(e)(5) and, thus, each and every such exchange is an exchange that 

                                                            
8  54 CFR 201. 
9  54 CFR 202(a)(2). 
10 54 CFR 202(a)(3). 
11 54 CFR 201(c) and 54 CFR 202(b). 
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does not overlap with rural areas.”12  Attachment A to Staff’s response to data request 1.01(b) 

contains a listing of the AT&T Illinois exchanges.  That list includes each of the exchanges 

within Millennium 2000’s proposed service area.13   

Verizon Wireless (“Verizon”) and Sprint Spectrum LP (“Sprint”) are Millennium 2000’s 

underlying carriers for wireless services.  In response to data response JZ-1.04(b), Millennium 

2000 provided copies of its third party agreements as evidence of its technical capability to 

provide wireless services utilizing Sprint and Verizon as its underlying carriers.  Millennium 

2000 has utilized its agreement with Reunion Wireless (“Reunion”) to obtain services from 

Verizon as well as Sprint.14  Pursuant to agreements between the companies, Millennium 2000 

obtains network infrastructure and wireless transmission facilities from its underlying carriers, 

which allows Millennium 2000 to provide wireless services to its end-user customers. 15  

Millennium 2000 purchases wireless service from its underlying carriers for calling and text 

messaging and will package those services into Millennium 2000’s service plans and pricing.  

These calling and texting services will be bundled with Millennium 2000’s handset selection, 

marketing materials, web interface, and customer service to produce a complete wireless service 

offering for low-income consumers.   

 

 

                                                            
12 See Exhibit 6 attached to Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R.  
13 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 865-69. 
14 Id. at lines 881-82. 
15  Millennium 2000 provided two updates to data request responses concerning its agreement 
with Reunion.  On December 12, 2013 Millennium 2000 provided a letter from the President of 
Reunion in order to clarify Millennium 2000’s ability to provide service throughout its proposed 
service area.  See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 3.17(a).  On December 18, 2013 Millennium 2000 
provided a second letter in order to clarify the Company’s ability to provide access to E-911.  
See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 3.17(b). 
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B. Millennium 2000 will offer the services that are supported by Federal universal 
service support mechanisms under section 254(c). 

 
Section 54.101(a) of the FCC’s Rules define eligibility requirements for universal service 

support. The rules define voice telephony services as:  

Voice Telephony services shall be supported by federal universal service 
support mechanisms.  Eligible voice telephony services must provide voice 
grade access to the public switched network or its functional equivalent; 
minutes of use for local service provided at no additional charge to end users; 
access to the emergency services provided by local government or other 
public safety organizations, such as 911 and enhanced 911, to the extent the 
local government in an eligible carrier’s service area has implemented 911 or 
enhanced 911 systems; and toll limitation services to qualifying low-income 
consumers as provided in subpart E of this part. 

 
1. Voice Grade Access to the Public Switched Network 

By virtue of its Illinois authority to provide resold CMRS and its forbearance order from 

the FCC, Millennium 2000 will offer its Lifeline customers voice grade access to the public 

switched network.   

2. Minutes of Use 

Millennium 2000’s proposed service plans offer its Lifeline customers a set number of 

minutes of use for wireless service at no charge to the customer.  For each month the consumer 

is eligible to receive Lifeline services, Millennium 2000 will provide Lifeline customers the 

option of receiving 250 free minutes without the ability to rollover unused minutes or 125 free 

minutes with the ability to rollover unused minutes each month for up to one year.  As described 

below, Millennium 2000 also proposes to offer a series of rate plans directed to eligible Lifeline 

consumers.16  

 

                                                            
16 See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1779-90, 1792-1828 (confidential), Millennium 
2000 Group Exhibit 3.06A (confidential). 
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3. Access to Emergency Services 

Millennium 2000 commits to provide all customers with access to emergency calling 

services at the time that Lifeline service is initiated, and that such 911 and E911 access will be 

available from Millennium 2000 handsets, even if the account associated with the handset has no 

minutes remaining.  Millennium 2000 commits to provide only E911-compliant handsets to its 

Lifeline customers.  In the event that an existing Lifeline customer does not have an E911-

compliant handset, Millennium 2000 commits to replace it with a new 911/E911-compliant 

handset at no charge to the customer.  Thus, such access will continue regardless of the status of 

the customer’s account.  The Company’s existing practices currently provide access to 911 and 

E911 services to the extent that these services have been deployed by its underlying carriers.  

Millennium 2000 currently enables 911 emergency calling services for all properly activated 

handsets regardless of whether the account associated with the handset is active, suspended or 

terminated.  Finally, Millennium 2000 agrees to abide by any state-specific obligation to obtain 

either a certification from each PSAP where it plans to offer service, or a self-certification, 

confirming that it provides its subscribers with 911 and E911 access.17 

4. Toll Limitation Services 

Pursuant to the Lifeline Reform Order, ETCs are not required to offer toll limitation 

service to low-income consumers if the Lifeline offering provides a set amount of minutes that 

do not distinguish between toll and non-toll calls.18  The FCC codified its updated toll limitation 

rules in 47 CFR 54.401(a)(2), stating: 

Toll limitation service does not need to be offered for any Lifeline service that 
does not distinguish between toll and non-toll calls in the pricing of the 
service.  If an eligible telecommunications carrier charges Lifeline subscribers 

                                                            
17 Id. at ¶375.   
18  Lifeline Reform Order at ¶49; See also Id. at ¶230. 
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a fee for toll calls that is in addition to the per month or per billing cycle price 
of the subscribers’ Lifeline service, the carrier must offer toll limitation 
service at no charge to its subscribers as part of its Lifeline service offering.19  

Lifeline customers will have the ability to make nationwide calls using Millennium 2000’s 

wireless service.  Specifically, Millennium 2000 does not make a distinction in price when 

making a local or toll call on its wireless call plans, therefore Millennium 2000 meets this 

requirement. 

C. Millennium 2000 has obtained a forbearance from the FCC for the “own facilities 
requirement. 

 
The FCC’s so called “own facilities” rule normally requires an ETC to provide supported 

services “either through the use of its own facilities, resale, or a combination of its own facilities 

and the resale of another carrier’s services (including the services offered by another eligible 

telecommunications carrier)”20  However, at footnote 982 of its Lifeline Reform Order, the FCC 

granted Millennium 2000’s Petition for Forbearance from Section 214(e)(1)(A) of the Act and 

Sections 54.201(d)(1) and (i) of the FCC’s rules.  Thus, as of the FCC’s December 26, 2012 

approval of Millennium 2000’s Compliance Plan, Millennium 2000 is no longer bound by the 

“own facilities” requirement and is therefore allowed to provide Lifeline ETC services through 

resale arrangements with its underlying carriers. 

D. Millennium 2000 meets the advertising requirements of the Act. 

In accordance with Code Part 757, Millennium 2000 advertises the general availability 

of, and charges for, the supported services listed above to all telecommunications customers in 

the specified geographic area on a quarterly basis. Millennium 2000 places those advertisements 

in a media of general distribution that targets the residential customer.  

                                                            
19  47 CFR 54.401(a)(2). 
20  47 CFR 54.201(d)(1). 
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Pursuant to the Lifeline Reform Order, Section 54.405 of the FCC’s rules was revised 

with respect to certain advertising requirements.  Specifically, Millennium 2000 commits to 

publicize the availability of Lifeline service in a manner reasonably designed to reach those 

customers who are likely to quality for the service. 21   Additionally, Millennium 2000 will 

indicate on all print, audio, video, and web materials used to describe or enroll in its Lifeline 

service program that (i) it is a Lifeline service; (ii) that Lifeline is a government assistance 

program; (iii) that the service is non-transferable; (iv) that only eligible consumers may enroll in 

the program; and (v) that the program is limited to one discount per household.22   Finally, 

Millennium 2000 commits to disclose its name on all materials describing the service.23 

E. Millennium 2000 will remain functional in emergency situations. 
 

In accordance with 47 CFR §54.202(a)(2), Millennium 2000, through its underlying 

carriers, has the ability to remain functional in emergency situations. Millennium 2000 provides 

to its customers the same ability to remain functional in emergency situations as currently 

provided by the ILECs to their own customers.  Wireless resellers are required to provide E911 

service only to the extent that the underlying facilities-based carrier has deployed the facilities 

necessary to deliver E911 information to the public safety answering point (“PSAP”).  To the 

extent that Verizon and Sprint are certified in a given PSAP territory, the 911 capability will 

function the same for Millennium 2000 as it does for its underlying carriers.  The Verizon and 

Sprint networks deliver automatic number information (“ANI”) and automatic location 

                                                            
21  47 C.F.R. §54.405(b). 
22  Id. at 47 C.F.R. §54.405(c). 
23  Id. at 47 C.F.R. §54.405(d). 
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information (“ALI”) and are contractually obligated to provide these services to Millennium 

2000.24 

F. Millennium 2000 will satisfy applicable consumer protection and service quality 
standards. 

 
Under FCC guidelines, an ETC applicant must demonstrate that it will satisfy applicable 

consumer protection and service quality standards.25  Millennium 2000 commits to satisfying all 

such applicable state and federal requirements related to consumer protection and service quality 

standards, including the Cellular Telecommunications and Internet Association's (CTIA) 

Consumer Code for Wireless Service. 

Millennium 2000 will abide by rules denominated as 83 Ill. Adm. Code 736, "Service 

Quality and Customer Protection Applicable to Wireless Eligible Telecommunications Carriers" 

("WETC Rules").  In its Amended Application, Millennium 2000 requests that certain provisions 

in the WETC Rules be waived or declared inapplicable to it because the Company provides 

prepaid wireless service and does not issue bills, or because Millennium 2000 will not be seeking 

high cost support, including the following: 736.610, 736.620, 736.630, 736.640, 736.650, 

736.680, 736.685, and 736.690. Dr. Zolnierek supports these waivers at line 791 of his 

testimony.   

G. Millennium 2000 has demonstrated that it possesses the financial and technical 
qualifications to provide wireless Lifeline-only ETC services. 

 
FCC rule 47 CFR 54.201(h) states:  “A state commission shall not designate a common 

carrier as an eligible telecommunications carrier for purposes of receiving support only under 

subpart E of this part unless the carrier seeking such designation has demonstrated that it is 

financially and technically capable of providing the supported Lifeline service in compliance 

                                                            
24 See Millennium 2000 Group Exhibit 3.17b (confidential). 
25 47 CFR 54.202(a)(3). 
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with subpart E of this part.”  The FCC provided guidance concerning its newly enacted rule at 

paragraph 388 of the Lifeline Reform Order: 

Given recent growth in the number of companies obtaining ETC designation, we 
now conclude that it is appropriate to update our rules for federally-designated 
ETCs and extend the requirement to all ETCs to ensure that Lifeline-only ETCs 
have the financial and technical ability to offer Lifeline-supported services.  
Therefore, in order to ensure Lifeline-only ETCs, whether designated by the 
Commission or the states, are financially and technically capable of providing 
Lifeline services, we now include an explicit requirement in both 54.202 and 
54.203 that a common carrier seeking to be designated as a Lifeline-only ETC 
demonstrate its technical and financial capacity to provide the supported service.  
Among the relevant considerations for such a showing would be whether the 
applicant previously offered services to non-Lifeline consumers, how long it has 
been in business, whether the applicant intends to rely exclusively on USF 
disbursements to operate, whether the applicant receives or will receive revenue 
from other sources, and whether it has been subject to enforcement action or ETC 
revocation proceedings in any states. (footnotes omitted) 
 
Millennium 2000 meets each of these five factors.  Millennium 2000 has a long-

established presence of providing quality telecommunications services in Illinois.  Millennium 

2000 has provided local exchange and interexchange services in Illinois since 2009 and began to 

provide long distance service in Illinois in April of 2013.26   The quality of the company’s 

customer service is evident by the fact that Millennium 2000 has not had a single compliant  in 

its years of service in this state. 

The Company began to provide wireline ETC services in Illinois in 2009.27  It received 

authority to provide resold CMRS in 2010 and began to provide CMRS to customers in 

December of 2011. 28   Thus, it is undeniable that Millennium 2000 has invested greatly in 

growing its business and services in the State of Illinois.29  The Company has also demonstrated 

                                                            
26 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 158-62. 
27 Id. at lines 173-76. 
28 Id. at lines 181-88. 
29 Staff Exhibit 1.0 at fn. 21 (citing to the Lifeline Reform Order at ¶387 & fn. 1010). 
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a history of regulatory compliance in Illinois.30  Although Dr. Zolnierek listed a few minor 

reporting issues, each issue was explained and/or resolved. 31   It is also undeniable that 

Millennium 2000 received approval from the FCC on its Compliance Plan.32  In that plan the 

Company provided extensive descriptions and commitments in order to address the issue of 

waste, fraud and abuse.33   

As described above, Millennium 2000 has obtained network infrastructure and wireless 

transmission facilities from its underlying carriers for its service in Illinois.  In Wisconsin, 

Millennium 2000 is eligible to provide CMRS services and is certificated as a wireless ETC.  

Millennium 2000’s directors have the necessary experience to provide Lifeline only ETC 

services.  Donna Harrison is the President of Millennium 2000 Inc.  Ms. Harrison has been 

managing Millennium 2000 Inc., since 2009. Ms. Harrison is a certified Project Management 

Professional (PMP®) with twenty years of experience in IT and project management, which 

includes initiating, planning and executing strategic telecom initiatives.  Paris Haynes is a 

Director for Millennium 2000 Inc. Mr. Haynes has seven years of telecommunication 

experience, including sales, marketing, advertising of landlines, wireless and satellite services. 

Millennium 2000 also has the financial capacity to provide Lifeline only ETC services.  

Millennium 2000 employs a diverse business strategy in which it provides prepaid wireline and 

wireless services in Illinois.  Millennium 2000 expects to continue to provide these services after 

it receives Lifeline only ETC authority for wireless services in Illinois.  Additionally, 

                                                            
30 Id. 
31 As described below Millennium 2000 has responded to the Staff’s inquiries and has corrected 
any issues with respect to timely filing reports.  See also Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 
1445-1541, 1604-41. 
32 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 335-42. 
33 See Id. at lines 425-803. 
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Millennium 2000 expects to expand its reach over time to other states.  Thus, Millennium 2000’s 

business plan is not dependent on any one service or service area. 

H. Millennium 2000 has demonstrated that the approval of its Application for 
authority to provide wireless ETC service is in the public interest. 

 
In its 2005 ETC Order, the FCC clarified the public interest analysis for ETC 

designations by adopting the fact-specific public interest analysis developed in prior orders. The 

FCC acknowledged that Congress did not establish specific criteria to be applied under the 

public interest test. 34  The FCC stated that the public interest benefits of a particular ETC 

designation must be analyzed in a manner: (1) consistent with the purposes of the Federal Act 

itself, including the fundamental goals of preserving and advancing universal service; (2) that 

ensures the availability of quality telecommunications services at just reasonable and affordable 

rates; and that (3) promotes the deployment of advanced telecommunications and information 

services to all regions of the nation, including rural and high cost areas.35 

In its recent Cricket Order this Commission stated:  “Consistent with past Commission 

rulings, the Commission finds that it will use the guidelines from the FCC’s ETC Designation 

Order, as amended by the Lifeline Reform Order where applicable, as the general framework and 

minimal requirements for considering the ETC designation requested by Cricket and for 

establishing whether Cricket’s application is in the public interest.”36  Thus, in the Cricket Order 

the Commission referenced the 2005 ETC Order where the FCC indicated that the following 

factors would be examined in performing its public interest analysis for ETC applicants:  

(1) Consumer Choice: The [FCC] takes into account the benefits of increased 
consumer choice when conducting its public interest analysis. In particular, 
granting an ETC designation may serve the public interest by providing a choice 

                                                            
34 Cricket Order at 8 (citing 2005 ETC Order at ¶40). 
35 Id. at 8-9 (citing 2005 ETC Order at ¶40). 
36 Cricket Order at page 9. 
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of service offerings in rural and high-cost areas. The [FCC] has determined that, 
in light of the numerous factors it considers in its public interest analysis, the 
value of increased competition, by itself, is unlikely to satisfy the public interest 
test.  

 
(2) Advantages and Disadvantages of Particular Service Offering: The [FCC] also 
considers the particular advantages and disadvantages of an ETC’s service 
offering. For instance, the [FCC] has examined the benefits of mobility that 
wireless carriers provide in geographically isolated areas, the possibility that an 
ETC designation will allow customers to be subject to fewer toll charges and the 
potential for customers to obtain services comparable to those provided in urban 
areas, such as voicemail, numeric paging, call forwarding, three-way calling, call 
waiting and other premium services. The [FCC] also examines disadvantages 
such as dropped call rates and poor coverage.37 

 
Millennium 2000’s Application is consistent with the fundamental goals underlying the 

public interest analysis38 and it is consistent with the factors this Commission has analyzed to 

determine public interest.39  Moreover, Millennium 2000 seeks to offer innovative services to its 

current wireline ETC customers that seek to join the 96% of consumers seeking wireless service 

and to other eligible prospective customers within its proposed service area. 

1. The Company’s Application is consistent with the goals of the federal Act and the 
specific factors this Commission has analyzed pursuant to the 2005 ETC Order and 
the Lifeline Reform Order. 

 
Millennium 2000 is a minority woman owned Chicago business that is located in 

Chicago, has community ties to Chicago, and is uniquely situated to service eligible low 

customers through community out-reach efforts.40  This is entirely consistent with the FCC’s 

Lifeline Reform Order.  “ETCs should have the flexibility to market their Lifeline-supported 

                                                            
37 Cricket Order at p. 14 (citing 2005 ETC Order at ¶44). 
38 2005 ETC Order at ¶40. 
39 Cricket Order at p. 14 (citing 2005 ETC Order at ¶44). 
40 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1849-54. 
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services in creative and innovative ways.” 41  In another Order repeatedly referenced in the 

Lifeline Reform Order (for example, at ¶278), the FCC stated:   

Coordination should also include cooperative outreach efforts with state 
commissions, tribal organizations, carriers, social service agencies, community 
centers, nursing homes, public schools, and private organizations that may serve 
low-income individuals, such as American Association for Retired Persons and 
the United Way.  Cooperative outreach among those most likely to have 
influential contact with low-income individuals will help to target messages 
about Lifeline/Link-Up to the low-income community.42 

 
As Dr. Ankum noted, marketing (i.e., how to bring Lifeline to those who need it) is one of the 

most important aspects of the lifeline product: 

Marketing to and serving low income residents in often distressed neighborhoods 
requires a specialized approach, which is very different from the marketing 
practices of the large wireless carriers, such as Verizon and AT&T.  Companies 
that specialize in Lifeline services often develop specific marketing strategies that 
focus on going into lower-income neighborhoods, and to deliberately seek out 
low-income residents that deserve Lifeline service.  Also, they tend to provide 
low cost handsets that further lower the start-up costs of wireless service for low-
income residents.43   

 
Of course, Millennium 2000 has proven experience with marketing to low income consumers 

through its already established wireline ETC offering.  As also noted by Dr. Ankum, low-income 

residents in Illinois are generally underserved: 

Again, given the nature of poverty and the unique qualities of distressed 
neighborhoods, we can say with a high degree of certainty that a portion of the 
low income residents whom Millennium 2000 would serve will go unserved if the 
ETC application is denied.44   

 
As noted by Ms. Harrison, through its current offerings (both Lifeline and non-Lifeline) 

the Company has maintained a solid footing in the Chicago Metro area including many hard-to-

                                                            
41 Lifeline Reform Order at ¶277.   
42  Lifeline and Link Up, WC Dkt. No. 03-109, Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, 19 FCC Rcd 8302, 8328 (April 29, 2004) (footnote omitted) (emphasis added). 
43 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at p. 9, 18-19. 
44 Id. at 19. 
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service urban areas.45  Millennium 2000 has thus maintained a relationship with customers who 

have traditionally been underserved by large carriers.46  Finally, as will be more fully described 

below, through its pending Application Millennium 2000 seeks to offer Lifeline customers 

convenient and affordable telecommunication services that are not currently being offered by 

wireless ETCs in Illinois.47 

 Related to the factors reviewed by the Commission in its Cricket Order, Millennium 

2000 will offer an important choice to eligible low income consumers – the choice to receive 

landline or wireless Lifeline service.48  Thus, current wireline Lifeline customers will have the 

choice to transfer their service to a wireless Lifeline offering (the type of service chosen by 96% 

of Lifeline customers49) or retain their existing Lifeline wireline.50  As noted by Ms. Harrison, a 

wireless offering is particularly attractive to customers who do not have a permanent address to 

receive wireline Lifeline support.51  Beyond that most basic of choices, and as described below, 

Millennium 2000 will also offer its Lifeline customers a choice of innovative service plans that 

are not currently being offered by existing ETCs in Illinois.52   With respect to advantages, 

eligible and existing Lifeline customers will have a true choice between wireline and wireless 

                                                            
45 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 68-69. 
46 Id. at lines 70-71. 
47 See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 38; 1792-1828 (confidential). See also Millennium 
2000 Group Exhibit 3.06A (confidential). 
48 Id. at lines 1921-26. 
49 See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 115-17 (citing (News from the Illinois Commerce 
Commission, ICC Urges Eligible Consumers to Sign Up for Lifeline, Link-Up  
Telecommunications Assistance Services (September 5, 2013).  As noted by Ms. Harrison, a 
wireless offering is particularly attractive to customers who do not have a permanent address to 
receive wireline Lifeline support.  Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1699-1700. 
50 Id. at lines 1694-99. 
51 Id. at lines 1699-1700.   
52 Id. at lines 1792-1828 (confidential); See also Millennium 2000 Group Exhibit 3.06A 
(confidential). 
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Lifeline offerings.53  Moreover, as a currently certificated provider of wireline ETC services, 

Millennium 2000’s current customers that know the Company and that have come to rely on its 

quality service offerings will have the option to switch their existing wireline service to a 

wireless Lifeline if they so choose rather than seek out another wireless provider.54   

III. The Commission Staff’s Objections to Millennium 2000’s Request Are Baseless. 

Instead of focusing on the Company’s Illinois operations and the extensive procedures 

that Millennium 2000 committed to and implemented, Dr. Zolnierek created a set of 

“recommended requirements” that he alleges are necessary to reduce waste, fraud and abuse in 

Illinois.  At the same time, Dr. Zolnierek made no allegation that the Company committed any 

such actual waste, fraud and abuse since 2009 with respect to its existing Illinois wireline ETC 

customers.55  It is no surprise that Dr. Zolnierek did not allege any waste, fraud or abuse since 

the FCC approved the Company’s procedures for preventing waste, fraud and abuse and 

Millennium 2000 has never been the subject of a complaint before this Commission, the FCC or 

the USAC.56 

 Dr. Zolnierek’s analysis seems to also be greatly weighted in favor of massive out-of-

state corporations that provide mass market wireless services.  According to Dr. Zolnierek a 

Company such as Millennium 2000 that is more of specialty carrier with respect to servicing the 

low-income community is not welcome to provide wireless Lifeline services in Illinois (even 

though it has provided wireline Lifeline services in Illinois since 2009).  Dr. Zolnierek is wrong.  

The first question one might ask – is it appropriate for ICC staff to interfere in market based 

                                                            
53 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1921-26. 
54 Id. at lines 1724-27. 
55 See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at page 7. 
56 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 62-74. 
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decisions and attempt to dictate what services carriers should offer?  This is not typically how 

regulation works.  As Dr. Ankum summarized: 

preventing companies to specialize is as wrong as a federal law requiring 
(assuming for sake of argument it had the authority to do so) that FedEx cannot 
specialize in overnight and express mail, or a hospital cannot specialize in, say, 
eye-care.  Staff’s approach is topsy-turvy in that we generally put a premium on 
companies that specialize, because it suggests that they are good at what they 
do.57   
 

Millennium 2000 demonstrated in its Response Testimony that it favorably meets each of the 

five factors enumerated by the FCC at paragraph 388 of the Lifeline Reform Order.58   To 

summarize, Millennium 2000 has been in business in Illinois since 2007 and has been providing 

wireline Lifeline service in Illinois since 2009.59  The fact that Millennium 2000 has been able to 

successfully operate as a wireline service provider since 2009 is a strong indication and proof of 

financial and technical capability to provide wireless services in Illinois.  Millennium 2000 

provided wireless service in Illinois since December of 2011.60  Millennium 2000 offers prepaid 

local, local and toll, long distance and wireless calling services to all consumers (i.e. lifeline or 

traditional customers) who apply for service regardless of past credit history, while receiving 

revenues from non-Lifeline sources.61  Finally, Millennium 2000 has not been subject to an 

enforcement action or ETC revocation proceedings in any state. 62   Each of these factors 

demonstrates Millennium 2000’s technical and financial viability, as evidenced by the fact that 

the FCC approved the Company’s Compliance Plan.  Based in part on these factors, the FCC 

approved Millennium 2000’s Compliance Plan on December 26, 2012.  There, the FCC stated: 

                                                            
57 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at page 20. 
58  See Section I.G, infra; See also Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1136-95. 
59  Id. at lines 1153-60. 
60  Id. at lines185-188. 
61  Id. at lines 1162-71. 
62  Id. at lines 1181-88. 

21 
 



The Bureau has reviewed the nine plans listed in the Appendix [of which 
Millennium 2000’s was one of] for compliance with the conditions of the 
Lifeline Reform Order and now approves those nine compliance plans.  
(emphasis added)63 

 
One such condition of the Lifeline Reform Order was the description of financial and technical 

qualifications described at paragraph 388.  Thus, the FCC has determined that Millennium 

2000’s financial and technical qualifications are consistent with the Lifeline Reform Order.64 

Rather than acknowledge those relevant factors, Dr. Zolnierek created an entirely new set 

of factors for financial and technical qualifications that he claims are necessary for the 

prevention of waste, fraud and abuse.  In doing so, Dr. Zolnierek ignores the fact that 

Millennium 2000 successfully demonstrated its procedures to protect against waste, fraud and 

abuse in its FCC-approved Compliance Plan.  Thus, the Staff’s analysis almost entirely ignores 

the fact that the FCC determined through its Order approving Millennium 2000’s Compliance 

Plan that the following Millennium 2000 procedures for the prevention of waste, fraud and abuse 

are compliant with the FCC’s Lifeline Reform Order: 

• enrolling customers; 

• submitting for reimbursement from USAC; 

• annually verifying customer eligibility; 

• non-usage policy; 

• customer education with respect to duplicates; 

• customer education related to the Lifeline rules; and 

• cooperation with state and federal regulators.65   

Approval of Millennium 2000’s Compliance Plan demonstrates that the Company has taken 

extensive measures to develop an effective action plan that has been adapted to the Lifeline 

                                                            
63  Id. at lines 810-21; Exhibit 1B to Amended ETC Petition. 
64  Id. 
65 Id. at lines 404-17. 
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Reform rules.66  Upon receiving the approval of the FCC, Millennium 2000 immediately began 

to implement its Compliance Plan with its current Lifeline customers.67  Those commitments 

have paid off since it has never been the subject of a complaint before this Commission, the FCC 

or the USAC.68 

Dr. Zolnierek states that his “recommended requirements” procedures are necessary to 

prevent waste, fraud and abuse, yet Staff has brought forth no evidence of any waste, fraud or 

abuse that occurred with Millennium 2000’s wireline ETC customers from 2009 (when 

Millennium 2000 began to provide wireline ETC services) to the present day.  The FCC’s 

approval of Millennium 2000’s procedures for the prevention of waste, fraud and abuse, when 

coupled with the Company’s own track record of providing wireline ETC services in this state 

ensure that the Company will not suddenly backslide upon certification to provide wireless ETC 

services. 

A. Dr. Zolnierek proposes an improper standard for technical qualifications that is 
inconsistent with the Commission’s Order in Docket 10-0477 and inconsistent with 
the Commission’s jurisdiction over CMRS. 

 
At line 898 of his testimony, Dr. Zolnierek states:  “There is very little evidence 

regarding Millennium’s technical capability to provide wireless telecommunications services in 

Illinois.  Millennium provided no service record, and, in particular, no quality-of-service record, 

with respect to its wireless services offered in Illinois.”  There are two important flaws with Dr. 

Zolnierek’s statement.  First, Dr. Zolnierek ignores that this Commission has previously 

determined Millennium 2000’s technical and financial ability to provide CMRS in Illinois by 

virtue of its order in ICC Docket 10-0477.  In the ICC Order 10-0477, it states “Applicant (i.e. 

                                                            
66  Id. at lines 377-85. 
67 Id. at lines 416-17. 
68 Id. at lines 1208-10; Millennium 2000 Group Exhibit 3.02. 
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Millennium 2000) possesses sufficient technical, financial and managerial resources and abilities 

to provide resold commercial mobile radio service in Illinois.”  Second, although Dr. Zolnierek 

apparently seeks a “quality-of-service record” (see Dr. Zolnierek’s Testimony at line 902) from 

Millennium 2000, he ignores the fact that this Commission specifically does not regulate quality 

of service of CMRS: 

Except to the extent expressly permitted by and consistent with federal law, the   
regulations of the Federal Communications Commission, this Article, Article XXI 
or XXII of this Act, or this amendatory Act of the 96th General Assembly, the 
Commission shall not regulate the rates, terms, conditions, quality of service, 
availability, classification, or any other aspect of service regarding . . . (iv) 
wireless services, including, but not limited to, private radio service, public 
mobile service, or commercial mobile service, as those terms are defined in 47 
U.S.C. 332 on the effective date of this amendatory Act of the 96th General 
Assembly or as amended thereafter.  

 
200 ILCS 5/13-504 (emphasis added). 

 
Beyond just “quality of service”, the jurisdictional limitation is much broader, further applying to 

“rates, terms, conditions, … availability, classification, or any other aspect of service.”  By 

obtaining network and wireless transmission facilities from Sprint and Verizon as its underlying 

carriers, Millennium 2000 has demonstrated that it meets the statutory requirements of 47 U.S.C. 

§214(e)(1)(A) of the 1996 Telecommunication Act.69 

B. Dr. Zolnierek’s “recommended requirements” are not competitively neutral and do 
not capture Millennium 2000’s true financial and technical abilities given its 
established track record of providing services in Illinois. 

 
Dr. Zolnierek’s “recommended requirements” for determining technical ability are not 

competitively neutral.  Section 253 of the Communications Act (47 U.S.C. § 253) states, in part: 

(a) In general. No State or local statute or regulation, or other State or local legal 
requirement, may prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the ability of any 

                                                            
69 See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at page 9, line 20 to page 10, line 7 (noting that from a 
technical standpoint there is little difference between providing resold wireline and resold 
wireless services). 
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entity to provide any interstate or intrastate telecommunications service. 
  
(b) State regulatory authority. Nothing in this section shall affect the ability of a 
State to impose, on a competitively neutral basis and consistent with section 254 
[47 USCS § 254], requirements necessary to preserve and advance universal 
service, protect the public safety and welfare, ensure the continued quality of 
telecommunications services, and safeguard the rights of consumers. 

 
In its 2005 ETC Order 70  the FCC addressed the minimum requirements for a 

telecommunications carrier to be designated as an ETC.71  The FCC further encouraged state 

Commissions to adopt the same requirements.72  A major principle discussed throughout the 

Order is competitive neutrality.73  The FCC defines competitive neutrality as "universal service 

support mechanisms and rules that neither unfairly advantage nor disadvantage one provider over 

another, and neither unfairly favor nor disfavor one technology over another."74  Although a state 

commission is allowed to impose consumer protection requirements on a wireless carrier as a 

condition for ETC designation, any such requirement must be “generally applicable, 

competitively neutral requirements that do not regulate rates or entry and that are consistent with 

sections 214 and 254 of the Act to all ETCs in order to preserve and advance universal 

                                                            
70 In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Report and Order, CC 
Docket No. 96-45, FCC 05-46 (rel. Mar. 15, 2005) (“2005 ETC Order”). 
71  2005 ETC Order at ¶1. 
72  Id. 
73 See, for example, Id. at ¶19 (“We further encourage state commissions to apply these 
requirements to all ETC applicants in a manner that is consistent with the principle that universal 
service support mechanisms and rules be competitively neutral.”); Id. at fn. 45 (‘As 
recommended by the Joint Board, the Commission adopted competitive neutrality as an 
additional principle for universal service.” See Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, 
Report and Order, CC Docket No. 96-45, 12 FCC Rcd 8776, 8801-04, ¶¶ 45-52 (1997) (First 
Universal Service Report and Order)); Id. at ¶31 (“While Section 332(c)(3) of the Act preempts 
states from regulating the rates and entry of CMRS providers, it specifically allows states to 
regulate the other terms and conditions of commercial mobile radio services. Therefore, states 
may extend generally applicable, competitively neutral requirements that do not regulate rates or 
entry and that are consistent with sections 214 and 254 of the Act to all ETCs in order to 
preserve and advance universal service.” (internal footnote omitted)). 
74 2005 ETC Order at fn 45 (citing First Universal Service Report and Order at ¶¶ 45-52 (1997). 
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service.”75  Dr. Zolnierek’s “recommended requirements” fail these crucial limitations.  But even 

if the “recommended requirements” were competitively neutral (and they are not), the standards 

themselves are deficient because they fail to measure Millennium 2000’s technical and financial 

capabilities. 

 Starting at line 396 of his Testimony, Dr. Zolnierek recommends that Millennium 2000 

be required to “demonstrate a record based upon no less than 6 months of providing Illinois non 

Lifeline service of the same type that it plans to provide to Lifeline customers.”  Initially, it 

should be noted that Millennium 2000 meets that standard because since December 2011, it 

began providing the same wireless telecommunications services it will offer its Lifeline 

customers.  Nevertheless, it is instructive to review the complete lack of support for Dr. 

Zolnierek’s recommendation and its disparate impact on new entrants. 

Aside from providing no support 76  for why a 6 month requirement is necessary or 

effective to show financial abilities, Dr. Zolnierek’s recommendation of a six month non-lifeline 

service requirement is inappropriate because it only targets carriers seeking new ETC authority.  

Established ETC carriers would follow the existing Lifeline rules without the imposition of 

following such restrictions.  Thus, an existing wireless ETC in Illinois would not be required to 

provide non-Lifeline CMRS and an existing wireline ETC would not be required to provide non-

Lifeline wireline services.  Yet the FCC defines competitive neutrality as "universal service 

support mechanisms and rules that neither unfairly advantage nor disadvantage one provider over 

another, and neither unfairly favor nor disfavor one technology over another."77  Dr. Zolnierek’s 

“recommended requirements” fails that definition because it unfairly disadvantages new ETC 

                                                            
75 2005 ETC Order at ¶31.  
76 See Staff Ex. 1.0 at lines 390-436. 
77 2005 ETC Order at fn 45 (citing First Universal Service Report and Order at ¶¶ 45-52). 

26 
 



carriers (or pending Applicants) over existing ETC carriers.  Dr. Zolnierek’s recommendation 

further disfavors wireless technology because it prevents Millennium 2000 from offering its 

current wireline ETC customers a vastly preferred wireless offering.78  Nor is the requirement a 

“generally applicable, competitively neutral [requirement]. . . that do[es] not regulate rates or 

entry.”79  To the contrary, the requirement is not generally applicable because it only applies to 

prospective ETCs, and the requirement to provide a like service for 6-months is obviously 

intended to regulate entry.  

 In spite of the legal flaws described directly above, Millennium 2000 has nevertheless 

complied with Dr. Zolnierek’s recommended 6-month requirement.  Millennium 2000 began 

providing wireline services in Illinois since 2009.80  Millennium 2000 began to provide wireless 

services in Illinois in December 2011.81  *** BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 

                                                                                                                                                        

. 82   *** END CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION Just as USAC is testing the National 

Database prior to its roll out, Millennium 2000 used best practices known in the software 

industry to test its systems in the same manner that every company uses prior to rolling out a 

                                                            
78   As this Commission has noted, “In 2012, 737,428 Illinois residents were participating in the 
Lifeline Assistance Program.  Approximately 96 percent of those participants were using 
wireless telecommunications service.”  Ex. 1.0R at lines 115-17 (citing (News from the Illinois 
Commerce Commission, ICC Urges Eligible Consumers to Sign Up for Lifeline, Link-Up  
Telecommunications Assistance Services (September 5, 2013).  In spite of the consumers’ 
overwhelming preference for wireless Lifeline, Millennium 2000 has committed to offer its 
customers a true choice of either maintaining their wireline ETC account or transitioning over to 
a wireless offering upon approval of its Application by this Commission.  See Millennium 2000 
Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1921-26. 
79 2005 ETC Order at ¶31. 
80 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 158-62. 
 Id. at lines 185-88. 
82 Id. at lines 1286-1304; Millennium 2000 Group Exhibit 3.05 (confidential). 
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service to the general public. 83  During that period, Millennium 2000 customers received 

continuous quality wireless service and still do so today.  Beyond the technicalities of Dr. 

Zolnierek’s recommendation, Millennium 2000 meets the spirit of Staff’s “recommended” 

requirement, since Millennium 2000 has provided wireline  services for many years and has 

serviced all customers (i.e. lifeline and traditional customers) regardless of past credit history.84 

Starting at line 408 of his testimony, Dr. Zolnierek recommends “that the fraction of non 

Lifeline wireless to total (both Lifeline and non Lifeline) wireless customers has not fallen below 

20% in each state each month in the period beginning six months prior to submission of the ETC 

petition.”  Dr. Zolnierek’s proposed 20 percent requirement is even more egregious.  First, this 

Commission’s jurisdiction over CMRS is very limited.  Section 13-804 of the Act states, in part: 

Except to the extent expressly permitted by and consistent with federal law, the 
regulations of the Federal Communications Commission, this Article, Article XXI 
or XXII of this Act, or this amendatory Act of the 96th General Assembly, the 
Commission shall not regulate the rates, terms, conditions, quality of service, 
availability, classification, or any other aspect of service regarding . . . (iv) 
wireless services, …85 

 
This Commission cannot regulate “any aspect of service regarding” CMRS absent express 

authority consistent with federal law.86  Precluded squarely by that extremely broad limitation 

would be a Staff requirement that a carrier must provide more than twenty (20) percent of its 

CMRS services to non-Lifeline customers.  Buried beneath the brashness of the requirement 

itself, it should be noted that Dr. Zolnierek provided no real justification for the specific “20 

                                                            
83 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1300-03. 
84 Id. at lines 1282-85. 
85 220 ILCS 5/13-804 (emphasis added). 
86 Id. 
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percent” amount or how compliance with this requirement is necessary to demonstrate financial 

ability.87   

The Staff’s requirement must be consistent with federal law (and it is not). 88   The 

proposed 20 percent requirement that would be applied only upon a subset of carriers (i.e., new 

entrants) cannot be competitively neutral because it disadvantages new entrants as compared to 

the competitive landscape enjoyed by established carriers. 89   Furthermore, the 20 percent 

requirement blatantly regulates entry, because as Dr. Zolnierek himself states, “the Company 

cannot begin to provide Lifeline service in Illinois until such time as it has established a six 

month record of providing non Lifeline service in Illinois.”90 Such a requirement cannot be a 

“generally applicable, competitively neutral [requirement]. . . that do[es] not regulate rates or 

entry.”91 Therefore, this “recommended requirement” would violate the federal requirement of 

competitive neutrality. 

C. By requiring a carrier to maintain more than twenty percent non-Lifeline services, 
Dr. Zolnierek’s proposal would have the effect of improperly requiring a carrier to 
subsidize Lifeline services. 
 
Federal law prohibits that universal service type programs and services are supported by 

such implicit type subsidies.  Federal law prohibits companies from subsidizing certain services, 

for universal service purposes, with revenues from other services.92  Yet, this is exactly what 

Staff is proposing.   Section 254(a)(5) of the Telecommunications Act of states: 

                                                            
87 See Staff Exhibit 1.0 at lines 406-31; Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1372-87. 
88 220 ILCS 5/13-804. 
89 2005 ETC Order at ¶31; 2005 ETC Order at fn 45 (citing First Universal Service Report and 
Order at ¶¶ 45-52). 
90 Staff Exhibit 1.0 at lines 415-18. 
91 2005 ETC Order at ¶31. 
92 47 USC §254(a)(5). 
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254(a)(5) (5) SPECIFIC AND PREDICTABLE SUPPORT MECHANISMS.—
There should be specific, predictable and sufficient Federal and State mechanisms 
to preserve and advance universal service.93 

 
This section has been interpreted by the FCC as a prohibition on the establishment of internal 

subsidy flows, by which a company is required to use revenues from one set of services to 

support (subsidize) other services or activities for the purposes of promoting universal service.  

In fact, much of the federal efforts to reform universal service policies have focused on the 

elimination of precisely such internal subsidy flows, which are generally recognized as being 

incompatible with competition.94    

The FCC specifically, addressed the need for reform as mandated by Section 254 of the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996, where it stated:  

The Act also recognizes, however, that universal service cannot be maintained 
without reform of the current subsidy system. The current universal service 
system is a patchwork quilt of implicit and explicit subsidies. These subsidies are 
intended to promote telephone subscribership, yet they do so at the expense of 
deterring or distorting competition [….]  Hence, section 254 of the Act requires 
the Commission, working with the states and consumer advocates through a 
Federal/State Joint Board, to revamp the methods by which universal service 
payments are collected and disbursed. The present universal service system is 
incompatible with the statutory mandate to introduce efficient competition into 
local markets, because the current system distorts competition in those markets.95 

 
Staff’s recommendation is in effect asking the Commission to turn the clock back and to 

reinstitute such internal subsidies.  The recommendation should be rejected. 

 

 

                                                            
93 Id. 
94 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at p. 22. 
95  Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
CC Docket No. 96-98, First Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd 15499 (1996) (“Local Competition 
Order”), at 5 (Emphasis added). 
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D. Millennium 2000 has properly passed through federal subsidies for its wireline 
Lifeline customers.  
 
Contrary to Dr. Zolnierek’s testimony at line 823, Millennium 2000 has properly passed 

through to its wireline ETC customers an amount in excess of that which is required by federal 

law.  Upon reviewing Dr. Zolnierek’s testimony, the Company became aware that its tariff at the 

Commission did not reference a discount that Millennium 2000 provides to its wireline ETC 

customers.  Thus, Millennium 2000 met its obligation to pass on *** BEGIN 

CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION                         

.96               

 

                                                                                                                                  

END CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION ***  In order to demonstrate its pass through 

amount Millennium 2000 provided to Staff copies of post pay bills (from when it formerly was a 

post-pay carrier) and current service statement.97  Millennium 2000 regrets that its tariff did not 

reference the goodwill discount, but the fact remains that each and every Lifeline customer were 

credited an amount in excess of that which is required by federal law.     

E. The alleged reporting issues noted by Dr. Zolnierek could not reasonably alter the 
Commission’s analysis and conclusion from Docket 10-0477 that the Company 
possesses sufficient technical, financial and managerial resources to provide resold 
CMRS. 

 
In his testimony Dr. Zolnierek noted three reporting issues that are more akin to a 

managerial analysis than an analysis of technical ability.  Millennium 2000 responded to each 

                                                            
96 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1554-62 (confidential). 
97 See Exhibits 11 & 12 Attached to Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0 R); Millennium 2000 Group 
Exhibits 3.23 and 3.24. 
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issue through testimony and/or data request response in order to explain Dr. Zolnierek’s 

misconception. 

At line 794 of his testimony Dr. Zolnierek takes issue with a disclaimer that Millennium 

2000 inserted into a 2012 Part 730/732 service quality and credit report.  Millennium 2000 

explained that the inclusion of the disclaimer was related to informal discussions the Company 

had with members of Staff, including Dr. Zolnierek regarding the performance of its wireline 

underlying carrier.98  Ms. Harrison intended to inform the Staff that parts of the report were 

impacted by the ongoing dispute with AT&T concerning performance measurements that the 

Company had informally discussed with the Staff.99  Thus, Ms. Harrison testified that the intent 

behind the disclaimer was simply for Millennium 2000 to express its disagreement with the 

performance measurements totals reported by AT&T.100  Finally, Ms. Harrison testified that 

evidence of the Company’s continuous working relationship with its wireline underlying carrier 

is the fact that Millennium 2000 has been providing wireline service since 2009 and it has never 

had any customer complaints lodged against the company.101 

At line 898 Dr. Zolnierek questioned Millennium 2000’s service quality reports.  At lines 

906-913 Dr. Zolnierek questioned why zeros were reported for percentage of service installs 

completed on time; operator answer time, and repair office answer time.  Ms. Harrison 

explained that when a Millennium 2000 customer dials ‘0’ for operator assistance from their 

home phone, the calls goes directly to an AT&T operator – not to Millennium 2000. This 

performance measurement is not included on Millennium 2000’s performance measurement 

profile located on AT&T’s CLEC Online data base. Therefore, Millennium 2000 did not report 

                                                            
98 See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1445-1503. 
99 Id. at 1461-62. 
100 Id. at 1469-71. 
101 Id. at lines 1498-1503. 
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arbitrary information for those performance measurements to the ICC.102  Ms. Harrison noted 

that the Staff had not contacted the Company regarding this issue prior to this proceeding.103  

Nor did the Staff follow up the Company’s explanations by propounding data request(s) or 

further inquiries. 

 Finally, at line 953 Dr. Zolnierek testified regarding the Company’s Part 757 Quarterly 

Reports.  Ms. Harrison testified that Millennium 2000 had responded to several substantive 

questions regarding past quarterly reports filed by the Company, adding that to her knowledge 

the Company’s data request responses had satisfied the Staff’s inquiries.104  Dr. Zolnierek also 

observed that in the past Millennium 2000 had late-filed reports.  Ms. Harrison acknowledged 

that late-filed reports were the result of a Company oversight and were corrected upon notice of 

the oversight.105  The Company has since corrected those oversights, having timely filed for the 

last three quarters of 2012 and the first two quarters of 2013.106  Ms. Harrison further committed 

to timely file future wireline and wireless quarterly reports.107 

 In summary, the Company has strived to comply with all Commission reporting 

requirements.  Further, upon learning of the Staff’s issues regarding past reports (each issue was 

brought to Millennium 2000’s attention for the first time during this proceeding) Millennium 

2000 provided answers and clarifications through testimony and data request responses.  The 

                                                            
102 Id. at lines 1512-18. 
103 Id. at lines 1525-29.  At lines 914-929 of his testimony Dr. Zolnierek posed a similar question 
regarding service trouble and answer time.  Ms. Harrison explained that when a Millennium 
2000 customer calls and reports trouble on their wireline, Millennium 2000 then calls AT&T to 
request a line test. Once again, this information was not reported since AT&T does not return the 
repair office answer time in its performance measurement profile report for Millennium 2000.  
Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1420-24.   
104 Id. at lines 1616-22. 
105 Id. at lines 1623-26. 
106 Id. at lines 1628-32.  Since the filing of Ms. Harrison’s Reply Testimony the Company timely 
filed its 3rd Quarter of 2013 Report.  
107  Id. at lines 1633-41. 
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Company corrected its reporting timeliness and has committed to timely file future reports for 

both wireline and wireless services.  Thus, none of the Staff’s issues could reasonably alter the 

Commission’s prior determination that the Company possesses sufficient technical, financial and 

managerial qualifications. 

F. Proposed additional reporting requirements 

Dr. Zolnierek recommends two reporting requirements:  (1) a so called “Wireless 

Customer Report” that seeks to track a company’s number of wireless customers, wireless non-

Lifeline customers and wireless Lifeline customers and (2) a quarterly report detailing E911 

taxes that seeks to track a Company’s wireless and/or prepaid wireless E911 surcharges.108 

The “Wireless Customer Reporting” requirements will presumably be used to enforce Dr. 

Zolnierek’s “recommended” requirements regulating the fraction of wireless non-Lifeline to 

wireless Lifeline customers.  First, as described in Section II.2, above, the Commission does not 

maintain jurisdiction over CMRS to force a carrier to maintain a certain percent of wireless non-

Lifeline customers.  Second, the proposed 20 percent requirement is inconsistent with the federal 

Act because it regulates entry by requiring 20 percent of non-Lifeline CMRS customers before 

Lifeline CMRS can be begun and it would be applied only upon a subset of carriers (i.e., new 

entrants)109 and therefore disadvantages new entrants as compared to the competitive landscape 

enjoyed by established carriers.110  The reporting requirement itself is therefore unnecessary and 

improper because its purpose is to improperly regulate new entrants.   

                                                            
108 Staff Exhibit 1.0 at lines 588-610. 
109 In its response to Millennium 2000 Data Request 1.15(d) the Staff indicated that it will not 
apply Dr. Zolnierek’s recommended reporting requirements to existing wireless ETCs.  See 
Exhibit 16 attached to Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R. 
110 2005 ETC Order at ¶31; 2005 ETC Order at fn. 45 (citing Federal-State Joint Board on 
Universal Service, Report and Order, CC Docket No. 96-45, 12 FCC Rcd 8776, 8801-04, ¶¶ 45-
52 (1997) (First Universal Service Report and Order). 
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 With respect to the recommended E911 Report, to the extent necessary, any such report 

should be implemented on an industry-wide basis.  Its response to Millennium 2000 Data 

Request 1.15(d), the Staff indicated that it will not apply Dr. Zolnierek’s recommended reporting 

requirements to existing wireless ETCs.111  Furthermore, the prepaid wireless 911 surcharge 

(which Millennium 2000 pays as a provider of prepaid services) is administered by the Illinois 

Department of Revenue.  Pursuant to the Prepaid Wireless 911 Surcharge Act, it is that 

Department that “shall administer the collection of all 9-1-1 surcharges and may adopt and 

enforce reasonable rules relating to the administration and enforcement of the provisions of this 

Act as may be deemed expedient.”112   

G. Irrespective of the appropriateness of Dr. Zolnierek’s public interest 
recommendations, Millennium 2000 has demonstrated that it will provide services 
that are substantively distinct from those of its competitors and create nontrivial 
demand from Illinois consumers. 

 
Dr. Zolnierek recommends a novel set of requirements to meet the public interest 

standard that are not supported by any order of the FCC or this Commission and that are not 

consistent with the purpose of lifeline service.  Thus, Dr. Zolnierek’s newfangled “recommended 

requirements” only serve to improperly limit entry into the telecommunications market without 

furthering the public interest.  Thus, for example, pursuant to his recommendations, a new 

entrant must offer “benefits that are currently unavailable to consumers in the marketplace but 

will become available upon the designation” 113  and must be “substantively distinct or 

differentiated (from consumers’ perspective) from Lifeline offerings currently available to 

                                                            
111 See Exhibit16 attached to Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R. 
112 50 ILCS §753/20(d); See also Millennium 2000 Group Exhibit 3.05 (confidential). 
113 Staff Exhibit 1.0 at lines 545-47. 

35 
 



consumers in the marketplace, including Lifeline offerings of traditional as well as non-

traditional ETCs.”114   

As discussed above, although a state commission is allowed to impose consumer 

protection requirements on a wireless carrier as a condition for ETC designation, any such 

requirement must be “generally applicable, competitively neutral requirements that do not 

regulate rates or entry and that are consistent with sections 214 and 254 of the Act to all ETCs in 

order to preserve and advance universal service.”115  Dr. Zolnierek’s recommendations are not 

really “consumer protection”, as consumers would be quite able  to decide for themselves 

whether they prefer Millennium 2000’s services or not, given that there is no service contract and 

they may switch to another provider whenever they chose to do so.  Further, Dr. Zolnierek’s 

recommendations are also not generally applicable and have the effect of regulating entry.  Dr. 

Zolnierek’s standards are not competitively neutral either since he intends them to apply only to 

new entrants, thus favoring incumbent carriers.116  There is no public policy justification for such 

an uneven handed approach.    

Dr. Zolnierek’s bias against new ETC providers is apparent from his statement that his 

unique public interest test is explicitly designed to keep out new entrants: 

Unless we have reasonable certainty that the additional wireless Lifeline ETC will 
not, inadvertently or purposefully, commit waste, fraud and abuse, the additional 
designation will increase the overall likelihood of waste, fraud, and abuse of the 
federal low income program in Illinois.  In addition, the Commission’s resources 
required to ensure and verify compliance will increase with each additional 
designation. 117  
 

                                                            
114 Id. at lines 569-72. 
115 2005 ETC Order at ¶31.  
116 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1773-78; Millennium 2000 Group Exhibit 3.04. 
117 Staff Ex. 1.0 at lines 549 to 554. 
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This is an extraordinary admission.  Dr. Zolnierek admits that he thinks the best way to prevent 

fraud and abuse in the Lifeline program is to limit the number of carriers able to offer that 

service so the Commission has a lighter case load.  Millennium 2000 must repeat again: the FCC 

has approved its Compliance Plan which defines extensive measures the Company currently uses 

to prevent fraud and abuse.  Ensuring that such measures are taken by carriers is the direct, and 

best, way to prevent fraud and abuse.  Limiting the number of carriers does virtually nothing to 

prevent fraud and abuse. 

 Dr. Zolnierek speculates that a carrier could “inadvertently or purposefully” commit 

waste, fraud and abuse, but he presented no such evidence related to Millennium 2000 despite 

the fact that Millennium 2000 has been operating in Illinois since 2009.  In fact, Ms. Harrison 

testified that Millennium 2000 has not had any complaints – by the USAC or otherwise – lodged 

against the Company since it began business in 2009. 118   Moreover, even if the Staff is 

concerned about the chance of hypothetical future waste, fraud and abuse, Millennium 2000 

underwent a comprehensive vetting process by FCC during its Compliance Plan Review in 

which the Company detailed the very measures it commits to take in order to guard against 

waste, fraud and abuse.119  The FCC approved the Company’s Compliance Plan on December 

26, 2012.120  As Dr. Ankum noted,  

Staff is obsessed with fraud, well beyond its concerns for universal service, as if 
somehow it suspects that Millennium 2000 may commit fraud if granted ETC 
status.  In fact, Staff’s testimony mentions the term “fraud” over a dozen times.  
But there is simply no evidence, none, to support such an underhanded 
insinuation.  It is inappropriate.  On the other hand, terms like “poor”, “poverty”, 
“unemployed”, “employment”, “promotion of universal service”, “promoting 
universal service” do not appear in Staff’s testimony at all.121   

                                                            
118 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1208-12. 
119 Id. at lines 335-42; See also Id. at lines 377-803. 
120 Id. at lines 810-21. 
121 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at p. 7. 
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Thus, beyond having presented no evidence of actual waste, fraud and abuse, the Staff has hardly 

presented a balanced review pursuant to any type of a public interest standard, much less the 

standard that was recently used by this Commission in the Cricket Order.   

In any event, Millennium 2000 has nevertheless demonstrated that its proposed Lifeline 

offerings will comply with Dr. Zolnierek’s heightened public interest standards because it will 

offer unique services to its customers. 

For each month the consumer is eligible to receive Lifeline services, Millennium 2000 

will provide Lifeline customers the option of receiving 250 free minutes without the ability to 

rollover unused minutes or 125 free minutes with the ability to rollover unused minutes each 

month for up to one year.122 Millennium 2000 will offer discounted rates to Lifeline customers 

for additional purchases.123  Millennium 2000 has further committed to offer an innovative plan 

that is currently not otherwise available to Lifeline consumers in Illinois.  As discussed by Ms. 

Harrison, in addition to those plans, the Company has negotiated an additional proposed plan 

with its underlying carrier *** Begin Confidential Information  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            
122 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1779-85. 
123 Id. at lines 1787-88. 

38 
 



              .124 *** End Confidential Information  An additional innovation was proposed 

by the Company in order to serve the low income community.125  *** Begin Confidential 

Information 

 

 

  *** End Confidential Information  Thus, Millennium 2000 seeks to offer services that 

are substantively distinct from currently available plans in order to create non-trivial demand 

from Illinois consumers.126 

Last, Staff’s requirement that Millennium 2000’s services should be an improvement 

over services already in the market place is unworkable: How would Staff judge such a thing? 

(Indeed, if Dr. Zolnierek had a proven ability to spot new and innovative services, wouldn’t he 

be a high roller on Wall Street, making millions of dollars in some investment firm?)  Further, 

the requirement is also inconsistent with economic theory and standard telecommunications 

policies, which seeks to promote rather than to limit competition.  As Dr. Ankum noted:127 

[A]s a matter of economics, it makes no sense to artificially restrict the number of 
providers, i.e., competition.  Would Staff also prefer that there were only a single 
provider of nails in Illinois, because a nail is a nail, and “the customer would be 
no better off than without” alternative nail providers?  

… 
Third, one of the main objectives of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 is to 
promote competition.  The fact that Lifeline is subsidized is immaterial: the 
benefits of competition are the same for subsidized products and services as they 
are for unsubsidized products and service.  For example, housing is subsidized in 
the United States (through tax policies, which allow interest on mortgages to be 
tax deductible), as is farming and many other products.  I have never heard a 

                                                            
124 Id. at lines1805-11 (confidential). 
125 See Millennium 2000 Group Exhibit 3.06A (confidential).   
126 See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines1830-47, and Millennium 2000 Group Exhibit 3.06 
(A) (confidential). 
127 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at p. 24. 
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policy maker or economist argue that therefore competition in real-estate markets 
or farming should be limited.  The recommendation is baffling. 
 

H. Dr. Zolnierek misinterprets retention data and misunderstands the realties faced by 
low-income consumers in Illinois. 

 
At line 994 of his Testimony, Dr. Zolnierek concludes that Millennium 2000 has a low 

Lifeline retention rate.  He later concludes:  “In sum, the vast majority of Lifeline customers do 

not stay with Millennium for any length of time.  This evidence is inconsistent with the notion 

that Millennium is providing customers “lifeline” service that they depend upon and have 

available  over time.”128   

Dr. Zolnierek ignores that ninety-six percent (“96%”) of Lifeline customers are wireless  

users.129   Thus, Dr. Zolnierek is improperly comparing wireline retention (of which only 4 

percent of eligible customers seek) with wireless retention (of which 96 percent of customers 

seek).  Therefore, it should not be a surprise to Dr. Zolnierek that customers are transitioning 

from a traditional landline service to a convenient wireless service.  As Ms. Harrison stated, “The 

broader group of eligible customers often seeks the convenience and mobility of a wireless 

offering.  As I also stated previously, a wireless Lifeline offering is better suited for eligible 

customers who do not have a permanent address (or who move from a permanent address to a 

temporary one).”130  This transition is broadly occurring for both traditional landline and landline 

ETC services.131  Millennium 2000 is currently only certified as a wireline ETC.  It is in this 

proceeding that Millennium 2000 is seeking the authority to provide its current customers and 

eligible customers access to the overwhelmingly preferred type of Lifeline service, i.e., wireless.  

                                                            
128 Staff Exhibit 1.0 at lines 1020-23. 
129 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 115-17; Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at page 28, lines 
9-11. 
130 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1915-20. 
131 Id. at lines 75-87. 
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Thus, Dr. Zolnierek’s criticism when viewed through a traditional landline prism is misguided 

for that reason alone.   

Dr. Zolnierek also misunderstands the purpose of the lifeline program and the realities of 

low-income consumers.  As noted by Dr. Ankum, Dr. Zolnierek does not perform a true cost-

benefit analysis. 132   In doing so, Dr. Zolnierek ignores the realities faced by low income 

consumers.  Low income customers benefit from the transitional nature of pre-paid services, 

since it affords them the opportunity to adjust their limited spending to reflect just the amount of 

service they need, rather than “always on” traditional service.  As Dr. Ankum further noted, 

“[b]ecause Millennium 2000’s Lifeline service (as those of other providers in the industry) is 

pre-paid, it is easy for a customer to not continue the service until resources become available 

again.  While this will show up as ‘low retention,’ it says little or nothing about how much 

customers value the service, as Staff mistakenly conjectures.”133   Indeed, it is easy to see how a 

low income customer who is able to afford the service only intermittently (and thus causes a low 

retention rate) may in fact be critically dependent on the service.  Further, low income customers 

who tend to be on the move – for reasons of work, or family or housing situations – would 

naturally have a high churn rate.134  Finally, it is in the nature of poverty that a low income 

person may be transient (e.g., frequently move, become homeless, have to live on another family 

member’s couch, etc.). 135   When such a challenge occurs the customer will obviously not 

                                                            
132 See Millennium 2000 Exhibit 2.0 at pages 6-7, 11-13. 
133 Id. at pages 27-28. 
134 Id. at page 28. 
135 Id. at page 27. 
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continue their Lifeline landline service – which is not portable!136  Thus, what Staff mistakenly 

sees as low retention is in part the transient nature of the Lifeline population.137     

  Dr. Zolnierek also misunderstands the realities of being a prepaid provider of Lifeline 

services.  A prepaid model is the billing structure that is preferred by low income consumers.138  

Dr. Ankum noted that a prepaid offering “means that customers are not contractually bound, like 

customers are with traditional landline and wireless services.  It makes no sense, therefore, to 

compare Millennium 2000’s retention rates with retention rates in other segments of the industry, 

as Staff does implicitly.”139  Furthermore, it is in the nature of poverty that a low income person 

has to “juggle” bills.140  Sometimes it is the telephone bill that may be put at the bottom of the 

pile, if, say, medication needs to be purchased, a school uniform is needed, a utility bill is due, 

etc.141  Because Millennium 2000’s Lifeline service (as those of other providers in the industry) 

is pre-paid, it is easy for a customer to not continue the service until resources become available 

again.  Again, this reality that is prevalent within the customer base says little or nothing about 

how much customers value the service.142   

1. There is no Commission rule related to customer retention. 

There is no existing rule that requires ETCs to retain its customer for a specific amount of 

time.  Members of the Commission Staff confirmed that fact when Millennium 2000 met with 

the Staff and members of the USAC in September of 2012.  There, Staff confirmed that “there is 

                                                            
136 Id. at page 27-28. 
137 Id. at page 28. 
138 Id. at page 27. 
139 Id. 
140 Id. 
141 Id. at pages 27-28. 
142 Id. at page 28. 
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no regulation on the length of time a customer must stay on to receive Linkup in Illinois.”143  

That common sense conclusion makes sense, since as described below, customers must remain 

eligible to receive Lifeline services at all times and therefore must be de-enrolled upon becoming 

ineligible.  

2. This Commission has previously acknowledged churn in the provision of Lifeline 
service. 

 
 Millennium 2000 offers local calling services to all who apply for service regardless of 

past credit history and this Commission has acknowledged the nature serving customers, even 

where there are low retention rates.144  As noted in the Tennessee Telephone Service, LLC d/b/a 

Freedom Communications USA LLC Order 09-0403:  

Applicant’s local calling packages are offered to all who apply for service 
regardless of past credit history.  This tends to lead to a large churn and default 
rate.  Consequently, the cost of doing business may be higher for Tennessee than 
for Illinois Bell.145     

 
The Commission expressed an understanding of the challenges and the impact a carrier faces 

when providing services to all customers regardless of credit history, which includes higher cost 

to the carrier.  Regardless of the carrier’s challenge for high churn, the ICC showed support of 

the carrier in Docket No. 09-0403 stating that: 

In the instant proceeding, the designation of Tennessee as an ETC for the limited 
purpose of offering Lifeline and Link-up service will increase customer choice for 
low income consumers eligible for Lifeline and Link-up support in the areas 
requested.  
 
Another factor for consideration is the advantages and disadvantages of the 

                                                            
143 See Exhibit 17 (confidential) attached to Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R; Millennium 2000 
Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1903-09. 
144 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1934-35. 
145 Tennessee Telephone Service, LLC d/b/a Freedom Communications USA, LLC Application 
for Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier for Purposes of Receiving Federal 
Universal Service Support pursuant to Section 214(e)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
Docket 09-0403, Order at p. 15 (Nov. 24, 2009). 
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particular service offering.  Tennessee’s offering is intended to provide additional 
options for low income customers and increased access to emergency services for 
the public overall, to the extent that it enables low income customers to obtain 
service.146   

 
Millennium 2000 has demonstrated that it meets the same factors of increasing customer choice 

and offering innovative service options to its existing wireline ETC customers and eligible 

consumers throughout its proposed service area.147 

 
3. The FCC’s rules to prevent waste, fraud and abuse impact churn because they 

properly require ineligible customers to be de-enrolled. 
 

Millennium 2000 takes its responsibility to eliminate waste, fraud and abuse very 

seriously.  Those considerations were the driving force behind Millennium 2000’s Compliance 

Plan which was approved by the FCC on December 26, 2012.  Ms. Harrison noted that she 

voluntarily attends and participates in the USAC’s Connectivity Workshops to develop the 

National Lifeline Accountability Database (NLAD).148  Millennium 2000 has volunteered to test 

its data during the development of NLAD in the Release Testing phases.149   

With respect to its current wireline Lifeline customers, in order to eliminate waste, fraud 

and abuse Millennium 2000 is required to de-enroll for any of the following reasons: 

If Millennium 2000 discovered that the customer had received Lifeline wireless 
service with another carrier, Millennium 2000 de-enrolled the customer from its 
wireline Lifeline service. 
 
If Millennium 2000 discovered that the customer had received more than one 
Lifeline support per household, Millennium 2000 de-enrolled the customer from 
its wireline Lifeline service.  For example, if the husband requested a wireline 
Lifeline service from Millennium 2000 and a wife received a wireless Lifeline 
services from another carrier, Millennium 2000 de-enrolled the customer from its 

                                                            
146 Id. 
147 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R 1789-90, 1791-1828 (confidential); Millennium 2000 Group 
Exhibit 3.06A (confidential). 
148 Millennium 2000 Exhibit 1.0R at lines 1975-80. 
149 Id. 
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wireline Lifeline services. 
 

If Millennium 2000 discovered that the customer had received Lifeline benefits at 
more than one address, Millennium 2000 de-enrolled the customer from its 
wireline Lifeline service. 
 
Furthermore, if a customer did not re-certify their eligibility to continue to receive 
Lifeline support, Millennium 2000 de-enrolled the customer from its wireline 
Lifeline service.150 

 
Thus, irrespective of the impact on customer churn Millennium 2000 is required to de-enroll a 

customer if the Company becomes aware the customer is ineligible for the Lifeline program.  

Not only is that good policy, but it is required by the FCC.151 

 
IV. Conclusion 

 
For the above stated reasons, Millennium 2000, Inc. respectfully requests that the 

Commission designate the Company as a wireless eligible telecommunications carrier to receive 

federal universal service support pursuant to the provisions of Section 54.201(d) of the FCC’s 

rules. 

Dated:  January 22, 2014 

         Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
   _s/ Thomas H. Rowland_ 
 
   Counsel for Millennium 2000 Inc. 

                                                            
150 Id. at lines 1982-2002. 
151 Id. at lines 2004-09. 
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