
BEFORE THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF KANSAS 

Before Commissioners: Dwight D. Keen, chair 
Shari Feist Albrecht 
Susan K. Duffy 

In the Matter of Certification of Compliance ) 
with Section 254(e) of the Federal ) 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and )       Docket No.  19-GIMT-399-GIT 
Certification of Appropriate Use of Kansas ) 
Universal Service Fund Support 

RESPONSE OF INDEPENDENT TELECOMMUNICATIONS GROUP, 
COLUMBUS ET AL., TO STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

COMES NOW The Independent Telecommunications Group, Columbus et al., 

and submit the following Response to the Report and Recommendation of Commission 

Staff (“Staff”) filed herein October 8, 2019. For the reasons set forth herein Columbus 

opposes the imposition of penalties as recommended therein by Staff. The Rural 

Telephone Companies, as defined in K.S.A 66-11,187(l), comprising the Independent 

Telecommunications Group are: 

Columbus Communications Services, LLC 
Cunningham Telephone Co., Inc. 
Gorham Telephone Co., Inc. 
H & B Communications, Inc. 
Home Telephone Company, Inc. 
LaHarpe Telephone Company, Inc. 
Moundridge Telephone Company, Inc. 
Totah Communications, Inc. 
Twin Valley Telephone, Inc. 
Wamego Telecommunications Company, Inc. 

 Wilson Telephone Company, Inc. 
 Zenda Telephone Company, Inc. 

Each of the Columbus companies operates under traditional rate of return regulation 

subject to each company’s election pursuant to K.S.A. 66-2005(b). 
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 1. It appears Staff’s report and recommendation is based on, and arguably 

consistent with, past Commission practices on assessment of penalties, with the 

exception of a specific issue related to emailing Excel spreadsheet files separately 

discussed hereafter. Columbus urges, however, that the Commission now consider 

prior to imposition of any penalty whether such practices are consistent with 

reasonableness, fairness and the public interest.  

 2. Columbus submits that generally any imposition of a penalty for 

inadvertent error, made in good faith and promptly remedied on notice, is contrary to 

the public interest and that the proposed time-based methodology of determining the 

amount of such penalties as evidently utilized by Staff is arbitrary and capricious. Staff 

recommends imposition of a penalty effectively based on an absolute liability standard. 

The Commission, before imposing any such penalty order, should consider anew the 

purpose and effect of such a penalty. 

 3. Columbus does not contend that the Commission lacks authority 

generally to impose penalties on regulated utilities. Questions now properly before the 

Commission are whether such penalties assessed against small rate of return carriers 

advance the public interest, and whether enhancement of a penalty is reasonable when 

based on a period when the carrier is without knowledge of, and opportunity to correct, 

the error. 

 4. Staff has not claimed, and the record does not reflect, that any error or 

omission by any of these carriers impeded or delayed Staff’s performance of its 

responsibilities in this docket. In each case, when notified by Staff of a claimed error in a 

filing, each carrier acted promptly to remediate or correct the issue. If a penalty has any 

prospective effect in such circumstances it is only to incur higher carrier effort and costs 

in the preparation of filings, resulting in greater costs either recoverable from ratepayers 
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or necessarily diverted from public service. The public interest has been better served 

by Staff’s past approach to inadvertent shortcomings in filings: direct contact with the 

carrier and prompt correction of any oversight. 

 5. In the absence of any claim of negligent or improper operation by the 

carrier a penalty can serve no function benefiting the public. There is no assertion of 

willful conduct to be deterred, and the record here reflects mere inadvertent or 

interpretation errors that did not prevent Staff from performing its responsibilities in 

this docket. An after-the-fact recommendation of penalties actually imposes new 

regulatory burdens on carriers, requiring additional effort by Staff and by the carriers 

without producing material public benefit. 

 6. Imposition of a penalty cannot reasonably achieve any legitimate public 

purpose, unless it is intended solely as a revenue measure. Avoidance of any possibility 

of error under an absolute “no errors” standard would require prudent management of 

a public utility to incur significant additional expense in an attempt – likely futile – to 

assure virtual perfection in all regulatory submissions. Such a standard would not 

produce any resulting material benefit to ratepayers or to the public generally.  

 7. Any penalty imposed for an unintentional or technical deviation from an 

absolute liability standard detracts from the ability of such a utility to provide the high 

quality of public utility service consumers are entitled to expect and is therefore 

contrary to the public interest. This is particularly true when there is no evidence, or 

even claim, that the occurrence of a good-faith error materially impeded the 

Commission or its Staff in the performance of their respective duties. In this regard it is 

significant that the Commission, notwithstanding any initial filing errors in this 

proceeding, was able to meet its obligation under Section 254(e) of the Federal 
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Telecommunications Act of 1996 timely to recertify all Columbus carriers and all other 

Kansas RLECs as eligible for continued receipt of federal support. 

 8. Prudent management, under a standard of absolute liability even for 

minor good faith errors in a filing with the Commission, would require each Columbus 

carrier and each Kansas RLEC to incur significantly increased operating expenses in an 

attempt to assure freedom from any such error. 

 9. In practice, the only way a small carrier can be confident of an error-free 

filing is to submit its filing for review well in advance of its required filing date. This, in 

turn, would advance and aggravate demands on Staff’s time and resources, particularly 

as to filings ordered to be made by numerous carriers simultaneously. In the case of 

annual ETC certifications Staff could be burdened by dozens of concurrent advance 

submissions and requests for their pre-deadline review. The alternative approach, 

timely correction of any errors identified by Staff in otherwise-timely filings, is a far 

more efficient and effective use of Staff’s limited resources. This approach has been 

utilized successfully in various filings for may years. The threat of a fine is simply 

ineffective to guarantee error-free filings – not due to disregard of the possibility of a 

fine, but due to the impossibility of removing any human error. 

 10. Small rural telephone companies for the most part utilize outside 

expertise to prepare and submit required filings relating to costs and revenues. The 

alternative would be to require each small carrier, at significant added expense, to 

employ highly skilled personnel to perform only occasional tasks. Outside support is 

provided by entities having a multitude of other – often concurrent – obligations to 

other carriers in Kansas and other jurisdictions. The notion that all filings must be error-

free is a departure from reason and common sense, as is any policy requiring penalties 

for mere errors readily correctable promptly upon their identification. 
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 11. Ordinarily any reasonable added expense necessary to guarantee an 

errorless report by a carrier and thereby avoid risk of a penalty – if such guarantee were 

possible – would be recoverable under traditional rate of return regulation applicable to 

RLECs having elected such regulation under K.S.A. 66-2005(b). Under the provisions of 

K.S.A. 66-2008 (e)(3), however, it would appear that rural companies may be precluded 

from recovering such added costs, even though those newly added costs would be 

incurred solely to meet regulatory requirements imposed by the Commission. Whether 

or not this state of affairs amounts to a taking of the utility’s private property, it is clear 

the addition of unrecoverable administrative expenses directly conflicts with the public 

interest in the provision of efficient and sufficient utility service at affordable rates. 

 12. Further, any effort by a rural carrier to recover the added costs 

necessitated by current penalty policy would likely require a full rate case application, 

placing a significant added burden on carrier and Staff alike – whether or not the costs 

of such an exercise ultimately would be recoverable. 

 13. In past years any inadvertent error in an RLEC filing has been resolved 

through timely contact from Staff and prompt correction by the carrier. In the present 

proceeding Staff, consistent with this approach and to Staff’s credit, has simplified and 

expedited many individual corrections by volunteering to provide correction sheets to 

the Commission’s docket room rather than require the carriers to submit formal 

amended filings  This non-adversary process has been effective to advance Staff’s 

ability to perform its required activities in the docket without adding material (or in 

most cases, any) regulatory cost. This restraint in regulatory expense has permitted rate 

of return carriers to devote their limited resources and revenues to maintaining and 

improving the public utility service they provide to their consumers. A change of 

practice to an automatic presumption of penalty imposes additional regulatory burdens 
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on Staff and the subject carrier alike, without any positive effect on the carrier’s service 

to its customers. 

 14. Conversely, a dollar spent on a penalty imposed for mere inadvertent 

error promptly corrected is a dollar that cannot be spent by the carrier to improve the 

quality of service provided to the public. Likewise, the time required of Staff to 

document an error and recommend a penalty to the Commission is time that cannot be 

spent in regulatory activity that can provide a tangible benefit to the public. 

 15. As addressed above, imposition of any penalty for an inadvertent and 

readily correctable error in filing is contrary to the public interest, as it diverts revenues 

and resources otherwise necessary for the provision of mandated public utility service. 

It is particularly arbitrary and unreasonable to set the amount of such a penalty based 

on the length of time since a filing with an inadvertent error was submitted. Timely 

filing by all RLECs in this docket was accomplished by June 28, 2019. 

 16. To base a penalty on the time between initial filing and correction 

artificially enhances the penalty without any aggravating act or omission by the subject 

carrier. It is questionable whether any penalty for a correctible good faith error is in the 

public interest; it is clearly arbitrary, capricious and contrary to justice and the public 

interest to enhance such penalty based solely on the passage of time when neither the 

carrier nor Staff was aware of a claimed error. If any penalty is appropriate it is 

reasonable only to base such penalty on any material period of time required for action 

by the carrier, on reasonable notice, to correct the error claimed, as this is the only 

interval over which the carrier has any element of control. 

 17. These carriers recognize Staff’s available time is finite. Clearly not all 

filings can be analyzed immediately upon their receipt. As a result, as a necessary 

practical matter, Staff action determines when a carrier’s filing will be reviewed and 
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when any possible errors could be identified. The result is that, given two carriers 

making the same error, Staff’s choice of which carrier’s filing to review first will cause 

imposition of disparate penalties for similar or identical errors. Such a result, imposing 

differing penalties for the same or similar claimed failure, beyond the control of a 

carrier, is facially arbitrary and capricious because the extent of the penalty bears no 

relation to the claimed fault of the carrier. The extent of the delay between filing and 

notice of error is random and unforeseeable to the carrier, and clearly beyond the 

control of the carrier, so an enhanced penalty would be ineffective as a greater incentive 

to assure perfection in carrier filings. 

 18. If Staff is unable to examine promptly a carrier’s filing and identify a 

claimed error the carrier, unaware of the error, is effectively deprived of the 

opportunity to take corrective action at least until the claimed error is brought to the 

carrier’s attention. It is unreasonable and illogical to assert a carrier should be penalized 

for delay in correcting an error of which it is unaware. Instead, the reasonable time for 

which a penalty might be considered is any significant interval between the carrier’s 

awareness of the error and its correction of the error. These carriers question whether 

mere notification to a carrier of an error and prompt receipt of a correction requires 

significant Staff time or effort, as it may ordinarily be accomplished with a single 

electronic message or a single telephone call. 

 19. The only possibly reasonable relationship between the extent of a penalty 

for inadvertent error and the time before the issue is corrected is the time required for 

corrective action by the carrier once it is made aware of the error. As Staff is obliged to 

review numerous filings serially, thereby necessarily delay in identification of some 

carriers’ error, the time necessary for correction is attributable to unavoidable 

limitations on Staff resources. That time is not related to any act or omission of the 
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carrier. The extent of any resulting penalty thereby set could be subject to the “luck of 

the draw” – which of the carriers’ filings happens to be reviewed earlier or later – rather 

than being set on any rational basis. 

 20. In the instant docket both Staff and certain carriers are affected by the 

recent development and provision of A-CAM federal support. This newly emerging 

federal support methodology creates deviations from the prior standard practices 

related to reporting of costs and revenues. Absent express Commission policy on this 

new form of revenues, adopted with reasonable opportunity for affected carriers’ input, 

a good faith effort to explain an element of a filing and treatment of such revenues 

cannot reasonably be designated as erroneous if it differs from Staff’s expectations. Any 

time required to resolve the effect of this new revenue issue should not be considered a 

reasonable basis for a penalty, or of enhancement of the extent of such a penalty. 

 21. Assuming for the sake of discussion that any time-based penalty can be 

appropriate in a case of inadvertent error, the extent of the penalty may be reasonably 

related only to the time elapsed for the carrier’s remedial action remediation after the 

carrier is made aware of the error. In most, if not all cases of Columbus companies 

notified by Staff of a claimed error, each carrier initiated and pursued prompt remedial 

action – sometimes within minutes or hours. Penalizing a carrier based on a claimed 

failure to correct an inadvertent error for a greater period, during which neither the 

carrier nor Staff was aware of that error, is inherently arbitrary and unreasonable. In the 

case of any error promptly corrected on notice from Staff any adverse impact is de 

minimis. 

 22. It is not clear from Staff’s Report and Recommendation when Staff first 

became aware of claimed errors in any individual carrier’s filing. Surely basic notions of 

fairness and reasonable regulation require that the Commission afford a reasonable 
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opportunity to mitigate the impact of any error, rather than defer notice to a carrier with 

a resulting increase in the penalty under present policy. 

 23. There is no lawful basis to impose a penalty for a claimed violation of the 

Commission’s Order of April 11, 2019 initiating this Docket as it relates to emailing 

copies of Excel spreadsheet files to certain Staff personnel. The relevant provision of 

that Order states: “B. The required ETC certifications, along with the attached 

worksheet(s), shall be filed with the Commission in this docket on or before July 1, 2019. 

Refer to Staffs R&R to determine which filings need to be made by which entities and 

how to report the information. Note that copies of the supporting Excel files for 

Attachments 2-5 should be e-mailed to c.aarnes@kcc.ks.gov and s.reams@kcc.ks.gov.” 

 24. Penal action by an agency of a state, under due process of law, may be 

taken only subject to a strict interpretation of a requirement claimed to have been 

violated. The Staff Report and Recommendation identifies as an issue for numerous 

carriers the following: “Follow-up required to obtain supporting Excel files, as required 

by Order.” That Order (Order Opening Docket; Requiring Compliance Filings, dated April 11, 

2019), as quoted above, sets a deadline only for the filing of “[t]he required ETC 

certifications, along with the attached worksheet(s)…”.  

 25. All Columbus carriers timely filed all such certifications and worksheets 

were as ordered. The separate directive to email “copies of the supporting Excel files for 

Attachments 2-5” is in a separate and subsequent sentence including no date for 

compliance. Columbus carriers’ provision of the referenced Excel files promptly upon 

request Staff satisfies this provision of the Commission’s Order. 

 26. It may be claimed Staff or the Commission contemplated or presumed a 

carrier’s provision of Excel files concurrent with the required filing by July 1, 2019. The 
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Commission could have ordered that additional action by a date certain, yet the Order 

of April 11, 2019 does not so state. The subject carriers are not responsible for the 

drafting of the Order; they are required only to comply with the Order as issued, and 

they have done so. Imposition of a penalty based on an intent not expressly stated 

amounts to an ex post facto punitive action. 

 27. Columbus does not know when Staff became aware of the presence or 

absence of emails from any Columbus carrier providing Excel files to Staff. It appears, 

however, that there was no Staff communication to any Columbus company, its 

consultants or its counsel on this matter before July 8, 2019, a full week after the date 

specified for filing required ETC certifications and worksheets and some eleven or 

twelve days after the companies’ timely filings June 28, 2019. Again, Columbus is aware 

and appreciates the limitations of time and resources available to Staff; it does not 

follow that a carrier should be subjected to a penalty for failure to provide materials 

during a period when Staff is unable to utilize those materials. 

 28. Staff received all Columbus carriers’ Excel files as ordered either July 8 or 

July 9, within a day of contact from Staff to the carrier, to its cost consultants directly, 

and/or to the carrier’s counsel. In some cases the subject files were provided within an 

hour of contact from Staff. 

 29. Staff’s Report and Recommendation, and the record as a whole, contain 

no substantial competent evidence of violation of the express terms of a Commission 

Order as to the provision of Excel files. Further, all such files were provided as ordered, 

each either at the time of filing or within a day of contact regarding such files from Staff. 

Such provision was reasonably timely for the purpose of allowing Staff to utilize the 

subject files. There is no lawful basis for imposition of any penalty order regarding 

provision of Excel files by any Columbus carrier. 
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 30. Attachment A to Staff’s Report and Recommendation appears to identify 

“issues” for certain Columbus carriers with an “N/A” designation and/or a recitation 

of “0” as the “No. of Days Filing was Incomplete Beyond Due Date.” Columbus 

reasonably assumes Staff proposes no penalty in such instances. If, to the contrary, Staff 

proposes imposition of a penalty in any such instance Columbus and the individual 

carrier request leave to submit further timely response thereto. 

 WHEREFORE these rural telephone companies pray the Commission not impose 

penalties related to emailing Excel files; that the Commission consider anew its current 

policies and practices regarding imposition of penalties; that the Commission not 

impose penalties in the absence of substantial competent evidence of willful or culpable 

conduct contravening its Orders, or of unreasonable delay in remedying any 

inadvertent errors; that the Commission find no public interest is advanced through the 

imposition of penalties for inadvertent and readily corrected filing errors, and that no 

penalties be imposed on rate of return carriers in this proceeding for any of the “issues” 

recited in Attachment A to Staff’s Report and Recommendation of October 8, 2019.  

 

   
 
 
 
  Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
  __________________________________________                                                                               
  Thomas E. Gleason, Jr.   #07741 
  GLEASON & DOTY, CHARTERED 
  PO Box 6 
  Lawrence, KS  66044 
  (785) 842-6800   Fax: (785) 842-6800 
  gleason@sunflower.com 
  Attorney for Independent  
  Telecommunications Group 
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Candace  Wright, CFO 
BLUE VALLEY TELE-COMMUNICATIONS, INC.  
1559 PONY EXPRESS HWY 
HOME, KS  66438 
 cwright@bluevalleyinc.net 
 
KEVIN J KASTOR, DIRECTOR-GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 
BLUESTEM TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC.  
350 SOUTH LOOP 336 WEST 
CONROE, TX  77304 
 kevin.kastor@consolidated.com 
 
JULIA REDMAN- CARTER, REGULATORY AND COMPLIANCE OFFICER 
BOOMERANG WIRELESS, LLC  
955 KACENA RD STE A 
HIAWATHA, IA  52233 
 jrcarter@readywireless.com 
 
MICHAEL A. PIERCE, WIRELESS MANAGER 
CELLULAR NETWORK PARTNERSHIP D/B/A PIONEER CELLULAR 
108 E ROBBERTS AVE 
PO BOX 539 
KINGFISHER, OK  73750 
 NEKRETCHMAR@PTCI.COM 
 
TODD E. LOVE, ATTORNEY 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER BOARD  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 t.love@curb.kansas.gov 
 
DAVID W. NICKEL, CONSUMER COUNSEL 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER BOARD  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 D.NICKEL@CURB.KANSAS.GOV 
 
SHONDA  RABB 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER BOARD  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 s.rabb@curb.kansas.gov 
 
DELLA  SMITH 
CITIZENS' UTILITY RATEPAYER BOARD  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 d.smith@curb.kansas.gov 



 14 

 
LARRY  GATES, UTILITIES DIRECTOR 
CITY OF CHANUTE  
101 SOUTH LINCOLN 
MEMORIAL BLDG, PO BOX 907 
CHANUTE, KS  66720 
 lgates@chanute.org 
 
KEVIN J KASTOR, DIRECTOR-GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 
CONSOLIDATED COMMUNICATIONS OF KANSAS COMPANY  
350 SOUTH LOOP 336 WEST 
CONROE, TX  77304 
 kevin.kastor@consolidated.com 
 
KEVIN J KASTOR, DIRECTOR-GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS 
CONSOLIDATED COMMUNICATIONS OF MISSOURI COMPANY  
350 SOUTH LOOP 336 WEST 
CONROE, TX  77304 
 kevin.kastor@consolidated.com 
 
ROB  LOGSDON, DIRECTOR REGULATORY AFFAIRS**  
COX KANSAS TELCOM, L.L.C. D/B/A COX COMMUNICATIONS, INC 
11505 WEST DODGE RD 
OMAHA, NE  68154 
 ROB.LOGSDON@COX.COM 
 
CRAIG  WILBERT, GENERAL MANAGER 
CRAW-KAN TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE, INC.  
200 N OZARK 
PO BOX 100 
GIRARD, KS  66743 
 crwilbert@ckt.net 
 
BECKY  SCOTT 
ELKHART TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC.  
610 S COSMOS 
PO BOX 817 
ELKHART, KS  67950 
 bscott@epictouch.com 
 
JOHN  IDOUX, REGULATORY AFFAIRS MANAGER   
EMBARQ COMMUNICATIONS, INC. D/B/A CENTURYLINK 
COMMUNICATIONS 
KSOPKJ04-4015 
600 NEW CENTURY PKWY 
NEW CENTURY, KS  66031 
 john.idoux@centurylink.com 
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JENNIFER  CARTER, CHIEF COMPLIANCE OFFICER 
GLOBAL CONNECTION INC. OF AMERICA  
5555 OAKBROOK PKWY STE 620 
NORCROSS, GA  30093 
 jcarter@standupwireless.com 
 
BEAU  REBEL, GENERAL MANAGER 
GOLDEN BELT TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION.  
103 LINCOLN ST 
PO BOX 229 
RUSH CENTER, KS  67575 
 brebel@gbtlive.com 
 
SUE A LEPPERT, ASSISTANT ACCOUNTANT 
HAVILAND TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC.  
104 N MAIN 
PO BOX 308 
HAVILAND, KS  67059 
 sue@havilandtelco.com 
 
DANIEL P. FRIESEN, PRESIDENT 
IDEATEK TELCOM, LLC  
111 OLD LMILL LN 
BUHLER, KS  67522 
 daniel@ideatek.com 
 
JOHN   WILLIS 
I-WIRELESS, LLC  
ONE LEVEE WAY STE 3104 
NEWPORT, KY  41071-1661 
 John.willis@iwirelesshome.com 
 
 
MARK  WADE, VP OF OPERATIONS 
J.B.N. TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC.  
PO BOX 111 
HOLTON, KS  66436 
 mark@havilandtelco.com 
 
JILL  KUEHNY, CEO/GENERAL AMANGER 
KANOKLA TELEPHONE ASSN., INC.  
100 KANOKLA AVE 
PO BOX 111 
CALDWELL, KS  67022 
 jkuehny@kanoklanetworks.com 
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MICHAEL  NEELEY, LITIGATION COUNSEL 
KANSAS CORPORATION COMMISSION  
1500 SW ARROWHEAD RD 
TOPEKA, KS  66604 
 m.neeley@kcc.ks.gov 
 
JOHN  TIETJENS, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER 
LR COMMUNICATIONS, INC. D/B/A MUTUAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
365 MAIN ST 
PO BOX 338 
LITTLE RIVER, KS  67457 
 jtietjens@mtc4me.com 
 
SHANA  RAINS, Accountant 
MADISON TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC.  
117 NORTH THIRD 
P O BOX 337 
MADISON, KS  66860 
 srains@madtel.net 
 
MATTHEW  SAMS, MANAGER 
MERCURY WIRELESS KANSAS, LLC  
3301 S KANSAS AVENUE 
TOPEKA, KS  66611 
 MATTHEW.SAMS@MERCURYWIRELESS.COM 
 
PAT  MASTEL,  GENERAL COUNSEL 
MIDCONTINENT COMMUNICATIONS D/B/A MIDCO 
3901 N LOUISE AVE 
SIOUX FALLS, SD  57107-0112 
 pat.mastel@midco.com 
 
CHASE  CUSTER 
MOKAN DIAL, INC.  
1525 SURFSIDE BLVD 
MERRITT ISLAND, FL  32952 
 ccuster@townes.net 
 
JOHN  TIETJENS, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER 
MUTUAL TELEPHONE COMPANY  
365 MAIN ST 
PO BOX 338 
LITTLE RIVER, KS  67457 
 jtietjens@mtc4me.com 
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MONICA K AKIN, GENERAL COUNSEL 
NE COLORADO CELLULAR, INC. D/B/A VIAERO WIRELESS 
1224 W PLATTE AVE 
FORT MORGAN, CO  80701 
 MONICA.AKIN@VIAERO.COM 
 
SHANNON  DREILING 
NEX-TECH WIRELESS, L.L.C  
3001 NEW WAY 
HAYS, KS  67601 
 sdreiling@ntwls.com 
 
JIMMY  TODD, CEO/GENERAL MANAGER 
NEX-TECH, LLC  
145 N. MAIN  
PO BOX 158 
LENORA, KS  67645 
 jtodd@nex-tech.com 
 
KATHY  BILLINGER, CEO/GENERAL MANAGER 
PEOPLES TELECOMMUNICATIONS, LLC  
208 N BROADWAY 
PO BOX 450 
LA CYGNE, KS  66040 
 KATHY@PEOPLESTELECOM.NET 
 
CATHERINE  MOYER, GENERAL MANAGER & CEO 
PIONEER TELEPHONE ASSN., INC. D/B/A PIONEER COMMUNICATIONS 
120 W KANSAS AVE  
PO BOX 707 
ULYSSES, KS  67880-0707 
 catherine.moyer@pioncomm.net 
 
ISSA ASAD 
Q LINK WIRELESS LLC  
499 E SHERIDAN ST STE 400 
DANIA BEACH, FL  33004 
 Legal@qlinkwireless.com 
 
KATHY  RUOFF 
RAINBOW COMMUNICATIONS, L.L.C.  
608 MAIN ST 
PO BOX 147 
EVEREST, KS  66424 
 kathy@rainbowtel.com 
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RHONDA S  GODDARD, CFO* 
RURAL TELEPHONE SERVICE COMPANY, INC. D/B/A Nex-Tech 
145 N MAIN 
PO BOX 158 
LENORA, KS  67645 
 RGODDARD@NEX-TECH.COM 
 
JANET   BATHURST, GENERAL MANAGER 
S&A TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC.  
413 MAIN ST 
PO BOX 68 
ALLEN, KS  66833 
 jbathurst@satelephone.com 
 
CHRISTINA  HICKERT, CFO 
S&T COMMUNICATIONS LLC  
320 KANSAS AVE 
PO BOX 99 
BREWSTER, KS  67732 
 christina.hickert@sttelcom.com 
 
CHRISTINA  HICKERT, CFO 
S&T TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC.  
PO BOX 99 
320 KANSAS AVE 
BREWSTER, KS  67732 
 christina.hickert@sttelcom.com 
 
MYLOC  DINN, ASST. GENERAL COUNSEL & SR DIR. OF GOV. AFFAIRS 
SAGE TELECOM COMMUNICATIONS, LLC  
1149 S HILL ST STE 400 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90015-2894 
 regulatoryaffairs@truconnect.com 
 
 
JEFF  PICKERING 
SKYBEAM, LLC  
61 INVERNESS DR EAST 
STE 250 
ENGLEWOOD, CO  80115147 
 jpickering@risebroadband.com 
 
CARLA  SHEARER, GENERAL MANAGER 
SOUTH CENTRAL COMMUNICATIONS, INC.  
PO DRAWER B, 101 W KANSAS 
MEDICINE LODGE, KS  67104-0802 
 cshearer@sctelcom.com 
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CARLA  SHEARER, CEO/GENERAL MANAGER 
SOUTH CENTRAL TELEPHONE ASSN. INC.  
215 S ILIFF 
PO BOX B 
MEDICINE LODGE, KS  67104 
 cshearer@sctelcom.com 
 
KENDALL S. MIKESELL, PRESIDENT 
SOUTHERN KANSAS TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC.  
112 S LEE ST 
PO BOX 800 
CLEARWATER, KS  67026-0800 
 kendall.mikesell@sktcompanies.com 
 
JAVIER  RODRIGUEZ, AREA MANAGER - REGULATORY RELATIONS 
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE CO. D/B/A AT&T KANSAS 
816 CONGRESS AVE 
SUITE 1100 
AUSTIN, TX  78701-2471 
 JR1515@ATT.COM 
 
JIM  CARPENTER, PRESIDENT 
TELRITE CORPORATION  
4113 monticello street 
COVINGTON, GA  30014 
 JIM.CARPENTER@TELRITE.COM 
 
SHARYL  FOWLER, REGULATORY & LIFELINE COMPLIANCE MANAGER 
TEMPO TELECOM, LLC  
320 INTERSTATE NORTH PKWY SE 
ATLANTA, GA  30339 
 SHARYL.FOWLER@LINGO.COM 
 
RICHARD B. SALZMAN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
TRACFONE WIRELESS, INC. D/B/A Safe Link 
9700 NW 112TH AVE 
MIAMI, FL  33178 
 RSALZMAN@TRACFONE.COM 
 
DALE  JONES, GENERAL MANAGER 
TRI-COUNTY TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION, INC.  
1568 S 1000 RD 
PO BOX 299 
COUNCIL GROVE, KS  66846 
 djones@tctainc.net 
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TODD  HOUSEMAN, ASST. GENERAL MANAGER 
UNITED TELEPHONE ASSN., INC.  
1107 MCARTOR RD 
PO BOX 117 
DODGE CITY, KS  67801 
 toddh@unitedtelcom.net 
 
JOHN R. IDOUX, DIRECTOR KANSAS GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
UNITED TELEPHONE CO. OF KANSAS D/B/A CENTURYLINK 
100 CENTURYLINK DR 
MONROE, LA  71203 
 john.idoux@centurylink.com 
 
JOHN R. IDOUX, DIRECTOR KANSAS GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANY OF EASTERN 
KANSAS D/B/A CENTURYLINK 
100 CENTURYLINK DR 
MONROE, LA  71203 
 john.idoux@centurylink.com 
 
JOHN R. IDOUX, DIRECTOR KANSAS GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
UNITED TELEPHONE COMPANY OF SOUTHCENTRAL 
KANSAS D/B/A CENTURYLINK 
100 CENTURYLINK DR 
MONROE, LA  71203 
 john.idoux@centurylink.com 
 
STEPHANIE  CASSIOPPI, DIRECTOR - STATE LEGISLATIVE AND 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS* 
USCOC OF NEBRASKA/KANSAS LLC  
8410 BRYN MAWR 
CHICAGO, IL  60631 
 stephanie.cassioppi@uscellular.com 
 
DIANE C BROWNING, COUNSEL STATE REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
VIRGIN MOBILE USA, L.P.  
KSOPHN0314-3A459   
6450 SPRINT PKWY 
OVERLAND PARK, KS  66251 
 diane.c.browning@sprint.com 
 
RANDY  HOFFMAN, GENERAL MANAGER 
WHEAT STATE TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC. D/B/A WHEAT STATE 
TECHNOLOGIES, WST 
PO BOX 320 
UDALL, KS  67146 
 rhoffman@wheatstate.com 
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DAVID  TATUM, CFO 
YOURTEL AMERICA, INC. D/B/A TERRACOM 
745 E. Main Street 
Chattanooga, TN  37408-1427 
 DAVID@TERRACOMINC.COM 
 
 
  
 
 
  
  __________________________________________                                                                                   

Thomas E. Gleason, Jr. 
 

 
 


