BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Application of Easy Telephone )
Service Company for Designation as an )
Eligible Telecommunications Carrier in the ) File No. TA-2011-0164
State of Missouri )

STAFF SUBMISSION

CoMEs Now the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission and states as
follows:

1. On December 7, 2010 Easy Telephone Service Company (“the
Company™), a wireless carrier, filed an application with the Missouri Public Service
Commission seeking designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier (“ETC”) for
the purpose of receiving federal universal service fund support for low income customers
through Lifeline and LinkUp programs. On April 11, 2011, the Staff, having completed
its review of the submitted documentation, recommended that the Company be granted
ETC status. At the Agenda Session of April 19, the Commission instructed the Staff to
investigate the matter further.

2. The Staff interviewed both the Company and the “whistleblower.” The
Company has already filed an affidavit concerning the matter; attached is the affidavit (a
public document) of the “whistleblower.”

3. The Staff has yet to receive requested information from the Louisiana

Commission.

WHEREFORE, Staff submits the attached affidavit.



Respectfully submitted,

Colleen M. Dale

Senior Counsel

Missouri Bar No. 31624

Attorney for the Staff of the
Missouri Public Service Commission
P. O. Box 360

Jefferson City, MO 65102

(573) 751-4255 (Telephone)
cully.dale@psc.mo.gov

Certificate of Service

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing have been mailed, hand-delivered,
transmitted by facsimile or electronically mailed to all counsel of record this 12" day of
May, 2011.



AFFIDAVIT OF NAOMI RODRIGUEZ

STATE OF FLORIDA )
) ss
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

Naomi Rodriguez, of lawful age, on her oath states that the following facts are true and
correct to the best of her knowledge and belief. In matters related to these facts, I also g0
by the Spanish version of my name; Noemi, Emi; my nickname, Emi Rodriguez and Emi
Kent.

Naomi Rodriguez
Case No. TA-2011-0164

A£h
Subscribed and sworn to before me this & day of-April 2011,
M /

Notary Publiec—"
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T am the sole owner and manager of Full Access Experiential Media Group and Local
Flyer Distribution Service. Telecom Service Bureau does not and never has had any
ownership interest in Full Access Experiential Media Group or Local Flyer Distribution
Service. Telecom Service Bureau is the only client Full Access Experiential Media Group
and/or Local Flyer Distribution has worked with to promote Lifeline and Link Up
programs,

In late 2010, Local Flyer Distribution Service was contacted by Telecom Service Bureau
and entered into a contract with Telecom Service Bureau for arranging and publicizing
meetings whereby attendees; gencral public could apply for Lifeline service. Telecom
Service Bureau provided Local Flyer Distribution Service with sales collateral including;
flyers, Lifeline application forms, banners, road signs, etc. Local Flyer Distribution Service
conducted a Grassroots Marketing campaign to pre-promote one of Telecom Service
Bureau’s many programs; “Wireless for Hope®. At these meetings Lifeline applicants
would submit Lifeline application forms to Local Fiyer Distribution Service. If an
applicant submitted a signed and completed Lifeline application form to Local Flyer
Distribution Service then, Local Flyer Distribution would call Telecom Service Bureau
with information on application. If Telecom Service Bureau confirmed, then Local Flyer
Distribution Service provided a phone to the applicant. Telecom Service’s Bureau’s
confirmation was provided orally and documented with a tracking number they provided
Local Flyer Distribution Service. The tracking number provided was then noted on the
Lifeline application form,

The agreement between Local Flyer Distribution Service and Telecom Service Bureau
identifies compensation arrangements whereby Local Flyer Distribution Service was to be
paid at the rate of $3 for every phone distributed to a Lifeline subscriber, with a minimum
of 10,000 phones to be distributed per market; New Orleans and Baton Rogue.
According to the agreement, Local Flyer Distribution Service would receive a total of
$60,000 for work related to setting up meetings in two markets, New Orleans and Baton
Rouge, to be paid as follows: $20,000 in December 2010 or January 2011 (prior to
events), $20,000 due week after first event; and $20,000 to be paid afier Local Flyer
Distribution Service provided all completed Lifeline application forms to Telecom Service
Bureau. Upon the second $20,000 payment being due Telecom Service Bureau demanded
Local Flyer Distribution Service sign an Addendum to modify the original agreement as a
condition of payment. Local Flyer Distribution Service refused. However, after a
conference call with key Telecom Service Bureau owners, managers and their attorneys
Telecom Service Bureau agreed to make a payment but, failed to actually do so. In the
meantime, Local Flyer Distribution Service continued to work on behalf of Telecom
Service Bureau as it awaited the payment it had been promised.

Local Flyer Distribution Service arranged mectings in New Orleans and Baton Rouge by
distributing flyers, creating public service announcements, online ads and setting up web
pages for Telecom Service Bureau. Approximately 35+ meetings were held in a two week




Case No, TA-2011-0164

time period within both markets and several locations whereby customers completed and
submitted Lifeline application forms. The meetings proved to be challenging and unruly.
Telecom Service Bureau failed to provide Local Flyer Distribution Service adequate
customer service support as originally agreed during the contracting phase. In short, there
was an average of a 5 - 6 minute hold time when Local Flyer Distribution Service in-take
Field Brand Ambassadors called Telecom Service Bureau to process Lifeline application
forms. The slow process resuited in long lines and thousands of impatient consumers. A
stabbing even occurred at one meeting. When Local Flyer Distribution Service requested
Telecom Service Bureau provide event sccurity they declined and suggested Local Flyer
Distribution Service “give someone a couple of bucks to guard the door,” as suggest by
Gary Wayne Birch. Applicants may not have been truthful in filling out the application.
For example some applicants appeared to fill out the forms using names of celebrities.
Telecom Service Bureau was represented during the event by have Gary Wayne Birch
present to oversee the initial distribution in New Orleans. Telecom Service Burecau
instructed Local Flyer Distribution Service to not ask for customer identification.
Telecom Service Bureau would deny confirmation of some applications; however, many
applicants received multiple phones. One person was able to receive 38+ phones. Melissa
Chaber, Field Market Manager, contracted by Local Flyer Distribution Service informed
me that she observed some applicants immediately attempting to sell their Lifeline phones
to people that were tired of waiting in the long application lines. Ultimately Local Flyer
Distribution Service distributed approximately 6,500 Lifeline wireless phones, 50,000
flyers promoting the event, 25,000 Lifelinc application forms, 100 road signs in high traffic
locations.

Telecom Service Bureau is not fulfilling the obligations contemplated in the agreement
between Telecom Service Bureau and Local Flyer Distribution Service. To date Telecom
Service Bureau has only paid Local Flyer Distribution Service $20,000 in compensation.
Telecom Service Bureau still owes $40,000; the balance on the contract to Local Flyer
Distribution Service. Prior to the end of the events in New Orleans and Baton Rouge,
Telecom Service Bureau reclaimed an unknown number of processed and unprocessed
Lifeline applications forms and approximately 13,000+ phones previously provided to
Local Flyer Distribution Service. This reclamation of phones prevented Local Flyer
Distribution Service from the opportunity to meet the obligation to distribute up to 10,000
phones in each of the two markets. After realizing Telecom Service Bureau may not pay
Local Flyer Distribution Service as contemplated in the agreement, I retained
approximately 5,500 Lifeline application forms submitted by applicants. Telecom Service
Bureau has informed me that it does not need these forms.

The relationship between Local Flyer Distribution and Telecom Service Bureau was
terminated in February 2011 and Local Flyer Distribution Service no longer performs any
work for Telecom Service Bureau. For weeks after the promotional blitz I had consumers
and organization calling me to complain they are waiting for their phones. We collected
some applications to process and instructed consumers to return and pick-up their




Case No. TA-2011-0164

phones. Since an unknown number of applications were confiscated by Mr. Birch along
with the wircless phones we were not able to provide those consumers with a phone.
Additionally, our Grassroots QOutreach to hospitals, schools, community centers,
cmployment center, etc. was thwarted by Telecom Service Burcau. We provided these
organizations with Lifeline application forms which we were unable to take credit for
because Mr. Birch shut the events down.

Attempts have been made to resolve this matter. For instance Telecom Service Burcau
proposed amending the contract if I dropped all concerns and refused to cooperate with
any investigation efforts. I rejected the amendments proposed by Telecom Service Bureau,
I have never attempted to amend the contract. Telecom Service Bureau has promised to
make payments but, has ultimately failed to do so.

I did contact USAC expressing concerns about Telecom Service Bureau. I became
increasingly suspicious of Telecom Service Bureau’s activities. For example, their
relationship with 2.0 Wireless and PayGo Services; our predecessors, was also turbulent.
When my agency was retained, Telecom Service Bureau informed me it had cut all ties
with 2.0 Wireless and PayGo Services. However, it was not until days before the
beginning of our distribution that I learned we would be competing within the same
market with PayGo Services thereby, making it more difficult for us to meet our
distribution timetable. I learned from conversations I had with Mr. Birch and Ms. Chaber
that Telecom Service Bureau had been contacted by pawn shop(s) after Lifeline phones
entrusted to PayGo had been sold in bulk to area pawn shops. I learned that PayGo
fabricated applications which Telecom Service Bureau processed. In turn, the Lifeline
wireless phone associated with the application was then, sold to pawn shops. Moreover,
there was a very questionable relationship between the Section 8 Director in New Orleans;
Eddie Scott and Mikc Sloan of PayGo Services. It was suspected that PayGo was
providing Mr. Scott a kick-back for allowing them to set-up events within government
property; Section 8 Housing. Mr. Birch voiced this concern. I also suspected the same.
USAC’s email suggests Telecom Service Bureau is claiming support for phones not
distributed to Lifeline customers; however, T am unaware if this claim is actually occurring
but, I do suspect it. USAC’s email also suggests Telecom Service Bureau is fabricating
applications; however, I am unsure if this claim is occurring but, Mr. Birch did voice
concerns suspecting it. To date, the Missouri PSC Staff and The Tennessee Utilities
Commission have been the only state level government entities I have been in contact with
regarding this matter. On a Federal level the FCC is also investigating Telecom Service
Bureau for fraud.

Ms. Chaber is no longer contracted by Local Flyer Distribution Service. Ms. Chaber
fraternized with Telecom Service Burcau employees and failed to meet the mandates of
her agreement with Local Flyer Distribution Service. Ms. Chaber exceeded the allotted
staff hours for this project, over booked field staff, made un-authorized purchases with
Local Flyer Distribution Service funds, made cash withdrawals, returned property
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purchased by Local Flyer Distribution Service and stole money refunded from those
purchase returns,
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