
119. With a net trans account funding mechanism, if
the carrier decided to absorb some or all of the fund charge, or
chose not to disclose that part of their bill pays to support the
CHCF-B, then the AB 3643 principle that the subsidy be
imposed in a manner that clearly identifies the source of the
subsidy would not be met.

120. The AEUS method of funding is a more
competitively neutral method of funding than the net trans
account method because it is imposed on virtually all
telecommunications services and customers.

121. We are not persuaded by TURN's argument that
Section 254(k) [sic] of the Telco Act limits our ability to impose
an AEUS to fund the CHCF-B, since Section 254(t) of the
Telco Act pennits the states to adopt regulations pertaining to
universal service that are not inconsistent with the FCC's rules
to preserve and advance universal service.

122. Carriers who collect the AEUS contribute to the
CHCF-B because they incur administrative expenses to assess,
collect, and remit, the monies to the fund. 107

TURN interprets Conclusion of Law 119 as a conclusion that AB 3643 prohibits the
use of a net trans account funding mechanism, and argues that the conclusion is
erroneous. lOS Such an interpretation extends Conclusion of Law 119 father than its fmding.
Conclusion of Law 119 fmds that if a net trans account funding mechanism were used, and if

. a carrier did not provide adequate disclosure to its customers about the amount the customers
were paying through their bills to fund universal service, then it would violate AB 3643.

The wording of AB 3643 is clear. Any funding mechanism used to support universal
service must be one which clearly identifies the source of the subsidy to customers. A net
trans account, in and of itself, simply does not meet that requirement because it consists of a
transaction between carriers and the fund administrator. In turn, in order to cover the cost to
carriers of their contribution to the net trans account, carriers are allowed to include in their
rates the full cost of their contribution. However, nothing in the net trans account structure
requires that a customer be notified that a specific dollar amount of their rates constitutes the
customer's contribution to universal service programs. I09

107 Decision, at pp. 273-274.

108 TURN Application, at p. 10.

109 As shown repeatedly above, the evidence is clear that it is the customer, and not the provider, who
ultimately pays to support universal service. Therefore, we do not hear reargue that issue.
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TURN argues that:

As long as customers received notice (through bill inserts or
otherwise) that the universal service subsidies were being
collected from a surcharge [sic] on carrier revenues, the
requirement of subsection (3) -- to clearly identify the source of
the subsidy -- would be satisfied.

However, the Decision finds that, because some carriers
would absorb some of the cost of the surcharge, customers
would not know exactly how much of the surcharge was being
passed through in their rates. To find that this outcome violates
subsection (3) is to read too much into that provision.
Subsection (3) only requires that customers know "the source of
the subsidy", not a to-the-penny calculation of how much
carriers might have passed through in rates. Under carrier
funding, the source of the subsidy is carriers. Customers are
intelligent enough to know that companies try to pass through
some or all of any taxes they must pay in the rates they charge
their customers. If the Commission believes that customers
need more information in order to comply with subsection (3), it
can require that all carriers state on each bill that the carrier is
required to pay an X% surcharge to support universal service
programs. If properly interpreted subsection (3) of AB 3643
poses no bar to the adoption of carrier funding. 110

Besides referring to the assessment as a "surcharge," this argument misses the point
in several respects. First, the CPUC did not find that some carriers would absorb part of the
cost of universal service; rather it recognized TURN's argument that they might do so,
without reaching a conclusion about the accuracy of that argument. As the analysis above
shows, TURN's argument is flatly wrong. HI

TURN admits that Subsection (3) requires that the source of the subsidy be disclosed
to customers. While TURN is correct that Subsection (3) does not specifically require that
customers be informed, to-the-penny, of the amount they are paying for universal service, a
disclosure of the amount of the subsidy is necessary in order to comply with the intent and
spirit of AB 3643, which was adopted in a context in which state universal service programs
are funded by customer surcharges.

110 TURN Application, at p. 11.

111 That analysis extends to TURN's statement here that ·companies try to pass through some or all of any
taxes they must pay in the rates they charge their customers.· (TURN's Application, at p. 11.) As the analysis
above shows, companies pass through to customers all of the taxes they must pay; otherwise, the companies
quickly would become insolvent.
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Section (2)(b)(5) of AB 3643 requires that "[c]onsumers should be able to have access
to all the information needed in order for them to make timely and informed choices about
telecommunications products and services, . . ." In a democracy, consumer decisions about
telecommunications services include what kinds of universal service programs should exist in
a competitive marketplace, and the level of support which the contributing customers should
pay and supported customers receive. Consumers cannot intelligently make those decisions
without information that: (1) they are receiving support from or paying support to fund
universal service programs; and, (2) the amount they are receiving or paying as universal
service subsidies.

A net trans account funding mechanism does not even require that a customer be
notified that he or she is receiving or paying to fund universal service subsidies, much less
the amount the customer is receiving as support. Even if the CPUC were to require, as
TURN suggests, that carriers disclose to their customers either that "universal service
subsidies were being collected from a surcharge on carrier revenues," or that "the carrier is
required to pay an X% surcharge to support universal service programs," neither of those
disclosures would be meaningful or satisfy the mandates of Subsection (5).

Moreover, informing customers that a surcharge to fund universal service is imposed
on carriers does not communicate to customers that customers, and not carriers, are paying
that cost, and it does not quantify the net impact of the programs on the particular customer,
who will be either a "subsidizer" or a "subsidizee". To the contrary, it erroneously
communicates to customers that carriers are paying that cost, when in economic fact they are
not. ll2 Communicating to customers that carriers pay an X% surcharge to support
universal service suffers from that same flaw. Neither proposed disclosure informs paying or
receiving customers about how much they personally are paying or receiving under the
universal service program in question. It is that information that consumers, both recipients
of subsidies and providers of subsidies, must have in order to function as consumers and
citizens.

TURN is correct that AB 3643 does not explicitly require the use of an AEUS
funding mechanism for universal service programs. In view of the specific statutory
requirements that the ULTS and the DDTP be funded through an AEUS, it would be difficult
to argue that if the Legislature had intended in AB 3643 to impose a particular funding
mechanism on the CPUC, rather than give the CPUC discretion in deciding that issue, it
could have specifically so stated.

TURN has acknowledged that "there are and always have been only two main
competing models for universal service funding mechanisms -- carrier surcharges and retail

112 Consideration should be given to whether such statements might constitute misleading advertising in
violation of California's laws against false and deceptive advertising.
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surcharges -- . . . II 113 The Legislature was well aware that California has traditionally
funded its universal service programs using an AEUS funding mechanism. While AB 3643
does not specifically require the use of an AEUS, it does specify parameters that any funding
mechanism must meet -- parameters which are not met by a net trans account. In order to
meet those parameters using a net trans account, it would be necessary to require carriers to
disclose exactly the same information that is disclosed through the use of an AEUS funding
mechanism. That being the case, one could conclude AB 3643 effectively precludes the use
of a net trans account. 114

D. Use of an AEUS does not Violate the Supremacy Clause.

TURN's invocation of the Supremacy Clause of the United States Constitution rests
on TURN's misinterpretation of Section 254(t).115

1. A Proper Interpretation of Section 254(f)
Avoids Invocation of the Supremacy Clause.

TURN fIrSt argues that if Section 254(t) is interpreted to preclude the use of an
AEUS, then pursuant to Article VI, Clause 2 of the U.S. Constitution (lithe Supremacy
Clause") Section 254(t) preempts the CPUC's Decision, and the CPUC is precluded from
implementing an AEUS.

State law can be preempted by federal law in either of two general ways. First,
Congress may evidence an intent to occupy a given field. In that event, any state law falling
within that field is preempted. 1l6 Neither the TCA, nor Section 254, could be interpreted
as an attempt by Congress to preempt the field of regulation of the telecommunications
in4ustry. To the contrary, Section 254(t) specifically confirms a state's jurisdiction to
establish state universal service programs.

113 TURN Application, at p. 9.

114 In its Decision, the CPUC states that ·carriers who collect the AEUS do 'contribute' to the fund in the
sense that they incur administrative expenses to assess, collect, and remit the monies to the fund.· TURN
assens that this conclusion by the CPUC is error. Although it might not rise to the level of error, it appears to
be a weak basis for supporting the use of an AEUS. The administrative expenses carriers will incur in
collecting and transmitting universal service funds should be minuscule compared to the total universal service
fund. There is nothing to indicate that Congress was thinking of that type of ·contribution· when it enacted the
TCA. However, as shown by the arguments above, it is not necessary to rely on that basis in order to find that
a state may use an AEUS funding mechanism to support its universal service programs.

liS TURN Application, at pp. 11-13.

116 ~,generally, 16 Am.Jur.2d, Section 292, at p. 797-799, and April 1996 Supplement, at p. 131, citing
California Coastal Commission v. Granite Rock Co. (1987) 480 U.S. S72 [107 S.Ct. 1419J, and Wisconsin
Public Intervenor v. Mortier (1991, US) 111 S.Ct. 2476.
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Thus, the relevant question is whether, as TURN effectively argues, Congress
intended to preempt a state's jurisdiction over only one element of a state's universal service
programs -- the manner in which a state may fund those programs. In order to answer that
question, one must look to the second way in which a state law may be preempted; that is,
where Congress does not entirely displace state regulation over the matter in question, state
law still may be preempted to the extent that it actually conflicts with the operation or
objectives of federal law. 117 Such a conflict arises when compliance with both the state and
federal laws is impossible, or when the state law stands as an obstacle to the accomplishment
of the full purposes and objectives of Congress. 118

As shown above in the section discussing the application of principles of statutory
construction, a conflict which possibly could make it difficult or impossible to comply with
Section 254(t) and the CPUC's adoption of an AEUS arises only if one interprets Section
254(t) in the manner TURN seeks.

The frrst rule of statutory construction which a court should apply is to seek frrst to
interpret laws and regulations in a manner which gives effect to both. When Congress
passed the TCA, it knew that, up until that time, every state had jurisdiction to determine not
only whether it maintained separate state universal service programs and, if so, the manner
in which it would fund those programs, but also the manner in which the state would fund its
contribution to the federal universal service programs. Congress also is charged with
knowledge that California (and perhaps other states) funds both its state universal service
programs and its contribution to federal universal service programs through AEUS funding
mechanisms. Thus there is precedent for allowing states to use an AEUS funding mechanism
to fund both state and federal universal service programs.

If Congress intended to revoke the jurisdiction of states in those matters, it would
have stated so very explicitly. As this analysis makes clear, Section 254(t) is nQl a clear
revocation of that jurisdiction. Interpreting Section 254(t) in the manner the CPUC has done
complies with the rules of statutory construction and allows both the CPUC's order and
Section 254(t) to be given full force and effect without invoking the Supremacy Clause.

2. If AD 3643 Precluded Carrier Funding,
the CPUC Would Not Have the Authority to

Refuse to Comply With it Absent a Court
Determination that the TeA Supersedes AD 3643.

TURN also argues that if AB 3643 precludes the use .of a net trans account, then
.there is a conflict between federal preemption based on the Supremacy Clause and Article
ill, Section 3.5 of the California Constitution. The cited section of the California

117 Ibid.

"I Ibid.
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Constitution, among other things, prohibits a state administrative agency from refusing to
enforce a state statute on the basis that federal law or regulations prohibit enforcement,
unless an appellate court has made such a finding.

TURN suggests that the CPUC should ignore Article Ill, Section 3.5 and AB 3643,
and adopt a net trans account funding mechanism.

No one disputes the efficacy of the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution. If
one were to wrongly interpret both Section 254(f) and AB 3643 as TURN does, then it is
likely that a conflict between the TCA and the Supremacy Clause on the one hand, and AB
3643 on the other hand, would exist.

However, even if TURN's interpretation were correct (which it is not), it would not
give the CPUC a basis upon which it could ignore Article llI, Section 3.5 of the California
Constitution. The limitations placed on the CPUC by that constitutional provision are clear
and unequivocal. No matter how much the CPUC may feel that following the dictates of
Article ill, Section 3.5 and awaiting a ruling of a court would require the Commission to
perform "idle acts," the Commission is not free to prejudge how an appellate court will rule
on the issue.

Thus, if the CPUC believes, as TURN asserts, that AB 3643 precludes it from using
a net trans account funding mechanism, then, even if the CPUC agreed with TURN that the
TCA precludes the use of an AEUS, the CPUC would not be free to resolve that
contradiction by violating what it believed to be the requirements ofAB 3643. In that event,
the CPUC would be required by Article Ill, Section 3.5 of the California Constitution to
await an appellate court decision on those issues.

E. The Commence Clause Does Not Preclude the Use of an AEUS.

In its first and second claims for relief, TURN asserts that if AEUS funding
mechanisms are implemented to fund the CHCF-B and the CTF, they will affect, disrupt,
and interfere with interstate commerce. Specifically. TURN asserts that as a result of the
AEUS, California-based business telecommunications customers will incur increased costs of
doing business. Those increased costs will raise their costs of goods and services for sale in
interstate commerce. 119 "As a result, such businesses will be placed at a competitive
disadvantage with respect to competing businesses located outside of California that do not
pay the end user surcharges as a cost of doing business. "120 TURN also asserts that as an
additional result, California telecommunications customers will pay more for telecommunica-

119 It is interesting that TURN invokes this basic business principle in support of its Commerce Clause
argument, but ignores its application to the issue of who ultimately pay for the costs of universal service
programs.

120 TURN Complaint, at 1 21(a).
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tions services than if the surcharge were not imposed, and that consequently, California
consumers will have less money to spend on goods and services provided through interstate
commerce. TURN asserts that this amounts to a violation of Article I, Section 8, Clause 3
of the U.S. Constitution (the "Commerce Clause").

Although the DCA has not conducted exhaustive research on the application of the
Commerce Clause, based on the research DCA has conducted the flaw in this arguments
appears to be fundamental.

The central rationale for the rule that state or local laws that discriminate against
interstate commerce violate the Commerce Clause is to prohibit state or local laws whose
object is local economic protectionism. 121 The purpose of the Commerce Clause is not to
protect state residents from their own state taxes. Rather, the purpose of the Commerce
Clause in requiring that a state tax be fairly related to the presence and activities of the
taxpayer within the state is to insure that a state's tax burden is not placed upon persons who
do not benefit from services provided by the state. l22 It is fundamental that a person may
not claim exemption from a state license fee on his business conducted within the state as a
violation of the Commerce Clause on the basis that the products sold may be used in
interstate commerce. 123

States and local governments have the right to assess taxes and fees for appropriate
purposes. The assertions TURN makes would be equally true for virtually any fee,
surcharge, or tax imposed by a government entity -- licensing fees, business permit fees, fees
for tearing up streets to install pipe and wiring, franchise fees charged to cable television
companies, etc. For every such fee that California businesses must pay, those businesses
must recoup those costs in the prices they charge for their goods or services. To the extent
that out-of-state businesses with whom the California businesses compete are not assessed
those fees in the same amounts by their own state and local governments, California
businesses could be said to be at a competitive disadvantage. That is merely the cost of
doing business in one state versus another, and businesses take those costs into consideration
when deciding whether to locate or do business in a particular state.

Similarly, every surcharge, fee, or tax which California consumers are required to
pay reduces the amount of income they have to spend for goods or services sold in interstate
commerce. To the extent that consumers from other states do not also have to pay those

121 C&'A Carbone v. Town of Clarkstown (1994, U.S.) 114 S.Ct. 1677; see also, ISA Am.Jur.2d,
Commerce, section 9S, April 1996 supplement, at p. 161.

122 Goldberg v. Sweet (1989, U.S.) 109 S.Ct. S82; see also, 71 Am.Jur.2d, State and Local Taxation,
section 244, April 1996 supplement, at p. 77.

123 Sl'Am.Jur.2d, Licenses and Permits, section 24, at p. 30, citing Nathan v. Louisiana, 8 How (US) 73,
12 L.Ed. 992.
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same surcharges, fees, or taxes in the same amounts, California consumers' transactions in
interstate commerce may be said to be impaired. Once again, that is a cost of living in one
state versus another, and people take those factors into consideration in detennine where th~y

will live.

The reverse also is true. To the extent that businesses and consumers in states other
than California are required to pay surcharges, fees, or taxes which exceed those which
Californians must pay, those businesses and consumers have less money to spend on
purchasing goods and services offered by California companies.

To the DCA's knowledge, those facts have never been the sole basis for upholding a
claim that a surcharge, fee, or tax violates the Commerce clause.

F. TURN's Civil Rights Claim.

In its third claim for relief, TURN asserts that the Federal Civil Rights Act (42
United States Code section 1983) protects persons against deprivation of any rights,
privileges or immunities secured by the U.S. Constitution and federal laws. TURN then
asserts that the TCA "secures to California ratepayers . . . the right to be free from the
imposition of ratepayer-funded contributions to ftnance new universal service support
mechanisms that may be adopted both by state and federal regulations. "124

TURN has not made this argument either in its Application or in any of its briefs
before the CPUC relating to the CPUC's universal service proceeding. Therefore, it remains
to be seen what arguments TURN will assert to support this claim. Although the DCA has
not had the opportunity to conduct extensive research regarding civil rights claims in contexts
like this, based on the research it has conducted, it questions whether TURN would be able
to prove its civil rights claim.

Even assuming that a court found that Section 254(f) precluded the use of an AEUS
funding mechanism for universal service programs, it does not necessarily follow that
requiring the use of a net trans account "secures to California ratepayers ... the right to be
free from the imposition of ratepayer-funded contributions to fmance new universal service
support mechanisms that may be adopted both by state and federal regulations." As shown
several times in the discussion above, and as members of the Joint Board admitted, even if a
net trans account funding mechanism is used, universal service programs will continue to be
funded, ultimately, by customers. Therefore, if Section 254(f) truly "secures to California
ratepayers ... the right to be free from the imposition of ratepayer-funded contributions to
fmance new universal service support mechanisms that may be adopted both by state and
federal regulations," then Section 254(f) must be interpreted to require that carriers pay the
full cost of universal service programs from their proftts, and that it precludes carriers from
recovering any portion of those costs from the revenues they receive from their customers.

1:14 TURN Complaint. at Third Claim for Relief, " 2 and 3.
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In addition, the evidence in this case may not be sufficient to prove TURN's claim.
Among the allegations which a plaintiff must plead and prove in a civil rights action against a
public official is that the official acted in bad faith. l2S TURN's Complaint does not include
such an allegation. Moreover, based on the facts of which the DCA is aware surrounding
the CPUC's adoption of the Decision, it seems very unlikely that TURN could prove such an
allegation.

Additionally, state officials are immune from suits for damages alleging constitutional
violations unless it is clearly established that, at the time of the official's acts, the interest
asserted by plaintiff was a protected one, or if it was objectively reasonable for officials to
believe that their acts did not violate any clearly established statutory or constitutional
rights. 126 Based on the facts of this case, there does not appear to be evidence that would
prove that it was objectively reasonable for the CPUC to have known that adopting an AEUS
would violate clearly established statutory or constitutional rights. Even if a court found in
TURN's favor on its first claim, there is sufficient ambiguity in Section 254(t) that it is
doubtful a court would find that the CPUC should have known that adopting an AEUS would
violate those rights.

V. CONCLUSION.

Both the TCA and AB 3643 (polanco) require that universal service funding
mechanisms be explicit. That aspect of a universal service program is important because it
allows the democratic process to help sort out the equities, and assure that the benefits of
those programs are worth the cost. That means that: (1) the amount of the subsidy should
be identified to those who pay it and to those who receive it; (2) those who receive the
subsidy should be aware of the amount of subsidy they receive; and, (3) those who fund the
subsidy should be aware of the amount they are contributing to it. This can best be
accomplished through an AEUS funding mechanism.

Section 254(t) of the TCA does not preclude the use of an AEUS funding mechanism.
Irrespective of whether an AEUS or a net trans account funding mechanism is used, it is
telecommunications customers, and not carriers, who ultimately bear the cost of universal
service programs. Interpreting Section 254(t) to require that carriers fund the cost of
universal service programs would require a prohibition against carriers recovering any part of
that cost from their customers. Section 254(t) cannot reasonably be interpreted to include
such a requirement.

Both the TCA's and AB 3643's requirements that universal service funding be explicit
are more easily and effectively met through the use of an AEUS funding mechanism.

125 Morales v. Vega (D.C. Puerto Rico 1979) 483 F.Supp. 1057.

126 McMillian v. Healey (S.D.N.Y. 1990) 739 F.Supp. 153.
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Since Section 254(f) does not preclude the use of an AEUS funding mechanism, the
CPUC's decision to use an AEUS funding mechanism to support state universal service
programs and the state's contribution to federal universal service programs does not violate
the Supremacy Clause.

Use of an AEUS does not violate the Commerce Clause simply because it a surcharge
on Californians which citizens of other states may not be required to pay. A state's
imposition of a surcharge on only those persons who benefit from services provided by the
state is entirely appropriate.

Section 254(t) does not secure to any telecommunications ratepayers'the right to be
free from the imposition of ratepayer-funded contributions to finance universal service
programs. Therefore, use of an AEUS does not violate the civil rights of California's
citizens.

In short, nothing in the TCA, and nothing in the federal Constitution or laws,
precludes the use of an AEUS funding mechanism to support universal service programs.

An AEUS provides consumers with the information they need in order to optimize the
democratic process. Making subsidies explicit will help achieve a subsidy process that is
efficient and democratic. It will help to assure that universal service programs will be
focused on those who need a subsidy, and that their overall benefits are reasonably
commensurate with their cost. It will help to prevent universal service from taking on a life
of its own without reference to the real and important valid reasons for its existence.

Prepared by:

Vqinia J. Taylor. Staff Counsel
Ricbard A. E1brecbl, Supervisina AttorIIC)'
California Dcpanment of COIIIUmer Affain
LcpI Services Unit

(J:\II\vjt\teIecmn\mcmos\alm3.10)
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Dear Ch~anan Hundt: . ~~

....{ __L. .~.:nb ...~...... fth . ..I •• 1 ..~~~.
l~extw~ you. w-w. e m-.u.. one 0 e most unponant weaslons on te ecommunlcatIons smc:e
divestiture. StNetUring a universal service plan to assure reasonably available and affordable ~

. services to all is a challenge, and your determinations will be critical to the entire nation.

The universal service decision will address many issues, on most ofwhich there are divergent
points oCview. All the issues are complex or controversial. I would like to share some brief
observations and opinions on a few ofthe~ items.

Prozy Models
I under~and the goal of l'ro~ models as used .in lbe universal service context is to simp~ the
process ofdetermininJ COsts, Bued on experien.ce. I recope that cost studies are expensive
and can be time intensive fi'om a resulatory perspective. I would like to see a process that
minimizes costs and regulatory imer.rention; however, I agree with low Board Commissioner
Julia IohMon that none ofche pro,gcs in this pro~eedinJ is ready for use. On this matter'. I urge
you not to make a final decision. As this whole c:ost issue is examined in the months ahead, I
would encourage the FCC (and the ,ontinuing Joint Board) to consider more reliance on state
commission eifons to idenwy the costs of seMce. tJc. of Copies roc'd }

~tA8CDE ~l------
TransitiQ1I Plall
I support the position ofthe state members ofthe Joint Soard that encouraaes use of the
altemative transition plan as part of the overall uNversal seMce decision. The initial10int Board
decision presents a grave potential to hann. Nfal areas and aetuaUy diminish universal service.

. The altemative pJan maintains more suppcn for~ areas and cOlllpanies. It o1f'ers continued
incentives Cor inft'astrue:ture invesnnen.t., avoids an immediate potential fot local rate increases, and
suppons expanded service and growth in the rural areas.

The ....arious provisioas ofthe transition plan, inc:Juding c:ontim&ed universal scM,e support for
second residential lines and business lines, will protect universal service in aU parts alme nation.
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Chairman Reed Hundt aad Commissioners
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TIle UlIi"erstll ServKf Cltalle"6'
I am very aware of the ~hallenge thi~ case presents. As a commissioner for several years, I have
been in your shoes as you attempt ro minimize c:ostS while rrullntaining suppOrt for the many
goals encompassed in tbe c::onc:ept of universal service. I believe attention to meetine these ,oals
is of paramount importance. Meeting all these needs may require a measured and reasoned
approach that recognizes all goals may not be achievable at once. The impacts of these universal
service provisions on local rates could be so hiih as ro negare the very intentions of, the univcrsal
service fund programs. It would be the ultimate irony if steps taken to protect and. promote
universal service were in fact a contributor to its downfall.

Joint BHrds
The Joint Board process is not painless. but it works. I support continued reliance on this process
co shepherd further universal service cha.nges. I applaud the pUblic CO~l1ts by Chairman
Hundt on a commitment to oaloing Joint Board involvcmeat. The work of the separations Joint
Board-in process now-will be a critical input in the ongoing evaluation of universal service.

Access Cluugcl .
, Some access char.e red.uctions are needed; however, careful weighing of goals is require<1.
Ovenealous access charge reductions cou!djeopvdizc support for rural areas and low income
customers and increase pressures for in~reases in local rates.

In conelusion, I suppon your efforts lAd recognize your challenge. I encourage you to consider
these comments as you deliberate these important issues.

Sjncerely,

(:;

f.'.. .....:.-'
\\.L~r~.

Cheryl L. Parrino
Chairman
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Apri129, 1997

11Ie Honorable Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: CC Docket No. 96-45

Dear Chainnan Hundt:

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

TIM FREEMAN
IOUi! Auburn Road

Fort Wayne, IN 46825

Tam an employee of the Fort Wayne Community Schools district.. Since my work willI tllc dis/ricl involves
information systems, Jhave an awarenc.c;s of the importance of dIe "E-Rate" Telecommunications Discount
Progrdm in relation to affordable communications services to school districts wanting to provide internet
and distance lec1ming services to students. To adequately prepare students to sUl"Vive in America's ever­
expanding "lCchnology" society, it is essential that smdents have access to this technology in the c1assroom.

1 urge the FCC to fully support tlle Joint Board's discount plan for universal service for schools and
libraries.

Sincerely,

. ~. ~ ~//~~--­
~nan

tJo. of Copies mC'dJ.__­
ListABCDE
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Pennsylvania Association of Intermediate Units
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iJUN , 0 1997

FEDERAL COMMUIV'CAT1~
OFRCE OF SECRJ:'MtilllSS/0N

The Honorable Reed Hunt, Chainnan
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street NW, Room 844
Washington, DC 20'.54

Dear Chainnan Hunt:

As a Pennsylvania Intennediate Unit Executive Director, I would like to thank you for
your dedication in ensuring that all school districts and education consortia will have affordable
access to the Infonnation Superhighway.

The Telecommunications Act and the Federal-State Joint Board decision will guarantee
that all school districts will have the opportunity to connect to the Internet and provide
distance learning opportunities. The $2.25 billion a year will address the needs of all of our
schools, and importantly, the plan will bring services directly to the classroom where students
learn. Your inclusion of internet classroom connections is vital. This plan is essential for
preparing the workforce of tomorrow.

ARIN Intermediate Unit 28 serves as an Internet Service Provider to our local districts,
vocational-technical schools, and public libraries (as do many of our sister Intennediate Units
across the Commonwealth). Even though we provide these services at well below market rates,
there are many institutions in our rural area that simply cannot afford Internet connectivity. The
discounts provided in the Telecommunications Act will enable them to establish these desperately
needed connections.

Our students need deep discounts for telecommunications selVices this year. I urge you to
fully support the Joint Board's discount plan for universal service for schools. Thank you.

jl

S$~
Thc1~ , ~arey. &1.0.
PAIU President

No. of Copies rec'd.-...J _
UstABC 0 E

Dr. Thoffl4s P. Car~, Executive Dlreccor, ARIN 1U 28, Rouee 422 East, P.O. Box 175, Shelocta, PA 15774..fJ175
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The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919M. Street, NW, Room 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

iJUN 10 1997

FEDEIIAL COMQlCAnONS COMMISSION
OffICE OF SECRETARY

N'ortr.aD<l:li('ls
Dear Chairman Hundt:

(j;.l~ Shcm::r,
l.li:":lrl'l1::ult GO\(:rnllr

Sn::\''l:.11 G. Bine.:l;

t',:o=..:mivt: Djrl:'t~l

It is our understanding that at your next meeting the FCC will be implementing
the rules of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Any reform that impacts rural
America in an adverse way is ofvital concern to the Kansas Rural Development Council
(KRDC) as well as any other rural development organization. The loss of the universal
service support will decrease rural businesses and communities ability to compete in a
global market.

We are quite concerned about the long-term effects on rural economies if
universal service is eliminated. Since many of our local phone companies have to
provide service to areas that meet frontier status, i. e., a population density less than six
persons per square mile, the loss ofuniversal service will increase the cost to provide
service to multi-line phone users to extremely high levels and in many cases prohibitive
levels to the customer. Not only are these customers businesses, they are oftentimes
hospitals, schools and residents wanting access to the information highway. Without
access to affordable multi-line phone service Nral Americans, institutions and businesses
will be denied many of the services urban America takes for granted and this will lead to
a further erosion of our rural communities.

We understand that rules were initially proposed which would eliminate much of
the support that has traditionally kept telephone rates reasonable in rural areas.
However, we also understand that the FCC intends to propose rules which will provide a
three year transition period during which time the service support system for rural
customers will remain unchanged. This will limit the impact and maintain current levels
of service in the short run. We hope this period of transition will be applicable to both
rural businesses and residences.

Thank you for taking the time to learn about our concerns and KRDC hopes you
will consider this information when you take action next week.

Steven G. Bittel
Executive Director

cc: Commissioner James H. Quello
Commissioner RacheJle B. Chong
Comissioner Susan Ness
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1997
THE UNIVERSITY OR NORTH CAROLINA FEDEfw.

AT . :UUNICATiONS COMMISSION
CH.APEL HILL CE OF SECRETARY

...cudcmic Technology 1111d Network,
TelecommunIcations Oft:c~. MayS, 1997

Campus Bo~. 18~O, c;il~~ .F'. 1'I"rn~1 Bldg.
The Univcfsity of NOHh Curolin·11 "t Ch"l'oll<1ill
Ch"p~t Hill. NC 27599·1830

I

Reed E. H\Jndt; Chairman
Fed~ral Communil;:ationsComlnission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington) DC 20544

Re.Ex Pane Communication inCC Docket No.96·~62

Dear Chairman Hundt:
I

The p\1Q)ose of this cOITe$pon~en~e is:· to in£ormyo~ of:thesi~~~ntimpact on the
Universitr O~!NQrth Ca~ol~naafChapel •. Hill~C)<>fse~eraljs~s,:p'e~ding:befotethe Federal
CorrunurucatlonsComnusSlon." :

, •.•.... I

Current proposals to su~sid~e telecomm~nieationsservices{9t jrWes,K-12, libraries, and
,. .. .....• ". .' ,,".. I .'. .

rural health ~efacilities <posSiblyi~cl\ldin8:Wiril1&·costs) from· the universal serv.ice fund will
have a si8~fl~ant fi?anciali:mp~~. qn th~~nive~sity::of-N90~C~o,li~a.a~ Ch:~pel Hill a~ well, at
other public and .pnvate uruversltles. le$tlm(l!~ thtltpropoS(lls,to,.mcr~~se·t~. SQbscnber lme
charge (SLC) from $6.00 to. S?;50 perline .aIJ4~oimple1nent~pre~su~scrib~d li~ surcharge
(PS~) oj $4.50 ~r .1iru: perm()nth willcostVfl!CapRr~i~at~lY;$l, ~()O,QOO per year. As a
publicly fund~d UlstltUt~Q14 UNC cun:~n~ly has,noa11oeated sO\1rce\of fiinds"lo.pay for such an
increase in telecomrn.unication$' ~~en$~s. Ilt1p~e~~~at!tlp ()fthe~p~9p0sa1s would not: o~y
preclude the acc()mpbshmentofiS1rm':ar'~~ologyl~taat'Yes attJNC,·· bu~ wOuld,also·make baSIC

telephone selVices unaft'ordablefor many,::of ourdq,artmerits, ,fac91ty.and Istaff.,

I encourage you to find'alternative solu~ionsoffunding thesejmp~tt~t measures without
jeopar~ng ~he~evel of technology~up~ottat-;'UNC,and:at..o~rnatioJl's~~v~l'~ti:s.Amon~ the
alternative solutions you may conSIder•. I wquld urge you" to eXeJ1ilPf mstltutlons of higher
education from the proposedsufcharges.

cc: COmnUssioner James E.. Quello
Comnp,sioner Rachelle B. Chong
COmnUssloner Susan Ness
Mr. Brya,n Moir

Sincerely,

":5~~~20~
St~e lIarWlird;~iate Director
Networking and' C0nFunications

No.@fcopiesrec'd.--4-1 _
List ABe DE
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belffected IS follows: S3;SO.perrnontIJ,potentillf'klcr,l. InS~C, \~i~h -
~.50 ,.rmonthA'~f.'SL.totallng.$8;OO~r,j~e'rn ad,dlt~"J"8,.M l\
S80,OOO'In.ddiUon~J'~.r,g'$,p.~rmon~;lf~,u:nJ?Ortant:to·notethafG)"7 ~I: c:.._ .T.... U,.>c ~t', ,f,'
th.s. are '$tim8te~, .n~ th.ea~ual eff..et ma)'vary· ---J

". C~ +!)A,'1' .A-u- ~.'IC
Nt.A..~h~.P.·\ ~~~ ~c:::.. Nurr!:

Inte..-t. Icce.. charges 8reialsoplanr\tld.~beCIJt"0;:~,~~'!nthe
first 18~r,~sultlng ~JoSt a~ceSSeharg~'r,~nue~ 1"he~fi~j!f~~'Of
th... ~.ngeswflt,:be·~matlc~stln~as"sJ~~~SJn,,~,~a..~:j•. '.
IncIIJd~g 'b,lQher ed~~tJO,I',Jostilu~AS:Y.~~:rn~J:"b~~: ~f;"* 'ACUTA
leg~I~,~ttgUI.t.ory:~all:seo~ltleaih"~: ~~~t~~attl1'li'
IncIMdual,unl\'8r$lty could,~ffer a C9n'\~a~no(c:ost;Jri~ase-s,and

lostrewnuerangklgbetween $43.000 and $2S0,OOO i>erye.r~·· .
@ ;...~t) !.t'~~ CoL Csc>~~

;- T~~~ 7
I I, :- " : , I' -I ,

Jf'YO,~r'u"n,ersJtrils ~~me4 aboutU1Is:~tel)~!~I;~LIg,,~t., '.
~,eteas~,we urg,e )'OU:to'~9rk w,lthiYO&Jrln~~u~\Ort'S:le~~~~tIIp:,a,~d ,
Q9...emm.ntal reI8Uons·dep8J1lile.nt$im!T'e.dI8te,yto~e.IJS$Y9ur. '. '
oppos!lJOn. Time ~Qf!1h••essence. ¢,C?~~~po(\de~c.:"'!~·.~:~~·
to th"8,ch of th.follc>wlngFCC, Comm'isslOners"an,dshouid.be '(a)GJd to'
them ~$ ilOon asp()s$!bIe~ Ii lslmPO~l1t to~~rite't9alJ~':':~~:'i: .... '. '
comlTljS.SlOners. n~ Just the Chalrman.Thel,>names 8nd:fax numbelS>are·
8S follows': . , , .

ehltm.&~'R.e(i::e.!.Hu~) .F' 202"-4182801 '
C·.'o'·.·.'m'.... ·M.:.. "" ..:~'.' ' ..... , .......' .'....:.;.,...•... :•.'1.8.'.. '."'"-.'., .•:£.•..•.... Q.':.. '. "u"e""·1·0·.....· .~~.},

••..,.,. I .'"' ,,_~ >'~ax:202~1~28Q2

cqm~~r,R~~lIeB;'9h~llg·Fa)C,2024,t~2820
comni~lon.rSu~nN:eS$·· ····Fa£·202~41~2821"·,:·.

Ma~ingAddressfor the Commissioners:
Fed.raICommunlc.tlons Commission
191'8 M',$tfeet,NW
WashjoQton. DC 20554

PI.... not. IUhetop;of ei~ letler:'''~ParteCc)mmuniCationIflCc
Qo~et~.q..•~~e~~,,~leas~'~PY.8U·"#ttrS:toii~ijlt1ftY:~'.;/•..
,,:ru:~.,~92-~~1~~85~.·~$Q~pytheJ.tt8(wJ,n:~em"t·~:"'i.···· .
ACtnA.ofliCe!:Fax#6oe;;278~326·8;· .. . . . .. ..

'. ", ,. ,. ,.,., :,' :' , ", ., ",' :, ' .. ' :' .~"'" ", ., ""1 "

10 addJtlOn>:wesu~e~ you consider~pyklg :thls;!~tlert():~ur, ,.
stat"s~Seaators~I'l~':tht~mber.o' CC:)Ilgr~~fromYQur~ool's;
dlstrfct. l:he C~nQ~;,shO,Wdbem8d~:.wa~ofthe·Fq~i~pl.tnto.
targ,t :busli'lessuS~:r:Sd~J'C)portlOn.atelYJn aneffo.rtto, ach~lAttl'le
uni'f18"al a'Mea socla~agenda.

. I - I' " .', ,:' .;,':'. ..':"., ','" .':

Mor•. ~rotmatlon·· o~ .l,Jniversal SerMc•.ar:ld,,~Et,~C~arg'~'~rm.
a,VaUabl,~.fromith&FC~ Web site, WY./W;fcc,gov;·.You ~n(r.a<-Jt;,theFCC

Weti. ,throughU1e~c:U1AWe~Sl.;:www.acutB.org.ttiI.Ough.I.1ink
from, the L.g~latMtlRegulatory section. .

JedA.$emer
~cull.. Olrector ,
~oclati9n 0' Cl;>J1ege .and ,Uni~r:sit)'
Telecommunications Admlnlstr8to~ (ACUTA)
152 W. zand.al.D~., Suit" 200
Le)drigtO~,)(Y' .PSP3
Phon.: ;(8oe)27:8.~3,38

Fa;rc, (eoe)27~328.
~"'M8li:jsemer.aCu""o~
World.Wide Web.:btlo:l/wWw.acuta.sua

Page 2
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ro~tOleuta~Org[SMl:p:rootGa'cut8,Qtgl '
Wedne8diy.Apni' 23;,19Q78:3~:'AM' "
mernberQacu~.org,

ACUTA RegUlatory Alert

From:
••nt:
To:
Subject:

i ,.

ACUTAReg,ulato,y,Alert

FCC,Acc:essCbl~e~ ~efon:n CoulclRe,sult lno,ama*;¢qstl~8se5fOr
~sin.si Teleph0t¥t Customers ' " " '

! , , ' . ', ,':' ,;::, ," ',' ' ~

AC~T~ tft.mb.rsjh~uJd: bS a\ill,re of two: asu"'94JTeD.tl.y,:pet9rettll
Fedefal :communlClaUOns Cornmlssit\n,(FCC)lh.tC9ulc:(~DltlCantJY,'
JncreaSetheteleCQI;n~\JolC8tiOn$ CostS:ofh\)h8r:ed~c;aiiO~)n.Utions
and other latge muJU-linebusl18$S u~rS' T~8s"pio~~~JnJo'
chang.. In unlwtS~I:S.l'\'iceandJnterst8te8~ss;~arg~trule •.

I ' ,

. ~ '. . • 'I ~ • :

A cl8cIIIDn:maYJ?8;~ onth:ese:p~JX)SlIlJ"bY',~Y:~.,~~h:I:h~s.'
Rot ,been 8nno~; p,UbIJc;ly" A~tlTAt1~.~1~8,.,,~I'tI1~t,~., ..~ershlPof
U)e FCC Is I8po,ite~lY-consJderil'lg,p~po,~aJ$th. ~~Id'ta.-g~' : "
multi-lin., business'cuslomerswlth majorlncreasesv.th. i$ubici:1ber
Llne;chirg'es (SLe),J;lQrd:e;'tQgen~r..en.8dY;$3'bijl!O~!Jri'::""
IddllJo.nll re~nu.,; This re\lt~u. woilldb8t.1Sed'losubSld1Z~Jnside
~g and ;access1O,tb.networi:forpu~ic~S1~~0qIS:;'Ad' ...
libradesi ilccess:tothe netWork for Nralhealttl eare faCllJtI8s;.and
IIlcre8ses In IIfelln~seNice. . ..

Th. T'18commLiniCati()n.~ctof 1~98ntc:wkJ!~.the'.FCq·.~~blls,hrule~·
for CSiScQuntedtele~~s~NIce$.,for K·12 $cbo.ol$. Ubr,ade:s.:'ll,FldtUr81
health.facllltles,.subSktized.through,the. UOl\1trsal.,$eNcsi Furiil. ..
Howewr, wilinglsnotealled for in this.leg'lsIation. . .,

Under the Proposalbeln.O,.pro.moted bY'the Ctl~IA'llan otthe:F¢C'.the
followingincreases:~uldoccur: .

• Tbe..cap, onbosii1~~ ·rnul\14Ine·$Ubs~fLlrie Cha~es.(Sli~)
ma~b., raised fro".' $8 per line to $9.5"0: perlin~per montb,lncluc:iffng
Centrexillnes.

• A;,p"subs~c1.,Jlr.Ie':<PSL}·s.urcharge:wutb,eln)po,,4ori
bU$lneilusera. The ~rg81s.riliCIPated at$~~$O'~rrtl~llne ..
busli1oss1lne. The ~.50permontb chalge wO.uJd>alsoapp(:yto'eICh
Centr8xillne.

• The ~LC cap,()rJ·.~ondreSId.n~ll~.m8y,~"~Lted~fr~ ..
$3,.50 to. $8.00 permprith, ThIS wUfaffect uri~l'S~yemplpy8es8.,d
stuCfeAts who telecO.mmute.

:1

• CeUulaf. pes; andp~gino customersrn~ybe, a$Se$S~'.:$f'.OO
per te.l,phone number per month "u.nlwrsals8Nc8 scclatagsoda
obligatiQtl'·'ee. '

According to .the.In~lTI'latJon ACUTAhas Iie~el"!d"it ~~!a(8f/(Ol1'lour
initial analyslsthat. uill..erslty thathas 10,000 C8ntrexlitl~sWOUld

Peg.• 1
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f£D£RALCOM.~T1 M~ "ONS COMMISSION
~I CRETARY

Corbett Elementary School
Making Conn~tlon. with Literacy

5949 E. 29th Street
Tucson, AZ 86711

(520) 512-3370
corosch@azstarnet.com

The Honorable Reed Hundt. Chairman
The H arable Rachelle B. Chong, Commissioner
The H arable Susan Ness, Commissioner
The H rabfe James Quello, Commissioner
Feelera Communications Cornmisslon
1919 II "Street, NW, Room 644
Washirlgton, DC 20554

RE: C¢ Docket No. 96-4-.Ci

JOCKET FILE COpy OR1GIM.1t

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

Dear Cbmmissioners,

We ar1'~riting to t~ank you for your dedication to providing affordable access to the
Inform tlon Superhighway. Democracy requires equal pubtic access to information for
all citiz ns, including students

The TelecommunicatiOnS Act and the Federal-State Joint Board decision will
guaran ee that all school distriCts will nave tne opponunlty to be connected to the
Interne and dtstance-Iearning opportunities.

In poor schools like ours, atfordabtlity is critical. We are a neighbOrhood school
serving a low socioeconomic community. For most of our 700 students and their
families, the public school provides the nearest and most affordable (free) access to
information technologies,

The classroom connection to information is critical. At present, our school library has a
modem - one computer for telecommunicatiOns to serve the Internet needs of our
entire school community. Trns does not begin to address our needs.

Our students, teachers, and families need deep discounts immediately. We urge the
FCC to fully support the Joint Board's discount plan for universal service tor all
American sChools,

Thank you for your continued support of affordable access.
t~o. of Copies rcc'd,--,-l _
List ABe 0 E

JKdimFYei//~
Judi Moreillon. teacher-librarian



~001

)R~~gj~Deana 59068
'j06-446-1301
r UN 10 1997

flD£RAt =CEM/JN/rATlDNS COMMISSION
Of SECRETARY

~atbott Q!:OUttty ~UPttttttttt~tttt (1f ~cbooIg
JOCKET FILE COpy OHiGfNAL

Jerry Scott, Superintendent

04/29/97 rUE 14:01 FAX 406 446 1301

April 29, 1997

The Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW. Room 844
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am the Carbon County Superintendent ofSchools with an office in Red Lodge, Montana. I am
the acting administrator for four rural schools which range from 13 to 33 students grades K - 8.
There are alSi) six other schools in Carbon County which have their own administrators and range
in size from 133 to 547 stUdents K - 12 grade. One of the ways we have been trying to
coordinate communications between our Carbon County schools has been via e-mail and/or other
electronic methods. This has not been an easy 'task with the variety of equipment and size of
budgets the schools have.

The Telecommunications Act and the Federal-State Joint Board decision wilt guarantee that all of
the school districts will have an opportunity to connect to the Internet and provide many other
opportunities for our rural area. The inclusion of internal classroom connections for discounts is
vital for our schools to continue to be able to afford such connections to each other and the
world. There is no doubt in my mind that many ofearboD County's school boards would choose
to cut high phone expenses by discoMecting, or not connecting at all, nom the Internet services.
Our students need deep discounts to such services this year and in the years to come, I urge the
FCC to fully suppon the Joint Board's discount plan for universal service for schools.

Thank you.

No. of Copies mC'd,_-+} _
-I

UstABCDE
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u:~lEOR LATERtEO f£DSIAL=':~~AfM1SSlON

BOSCOV'S DEPARTMEN'r STOFi~ES. It,le:.
IN~"C)1,MATK)N SI~HVrCE::.~;:;

~~ '13~, M"'~II~)N '''Y~,:I'l\JF . LAUflE.l.DAI..E. f'I'1 ,)(;05· ;!"l,,:~,.~'.;

PHONC(61019:'!D6960 "r-AX ",10) 9;:'~9·1~1.3·(;

BOSCOV'S INFO SERV,

April2g: 1997

APR-30-97 WED 10:04

ru:,: ExPtutc COllmllmicntion in DeC Dockel No. 96---262

Dcat (~hainoan Tlundt:

t nm writtng to ..::xpn;~ss l3oSGov'S Dcparttllcnt Store, Irnx)(-P0fil'l.<::d'l; com;ct'us ahout u po:",~":ibh:

Federal (\Jmrllunlcnl:ions (~ommission lIe-tion wbich could suh:4tantially mi.',e (lUr (),:k~phoIlC bi.ll~,,:,

OUt' infj:JflUalion is that the Conunission win V()ti~ May 6 on, among olher tllingl;, thl: iJl1po~""iti.Qn of
a "'Fair ;:lud b.:luitablc Rate ChaIW.~" of $4.50 pCI' mont.h bcgilloi.ng tbi!; c011:I,ing January" \:vhk:h
would increase to $6.00 pcr ll'lOi'llh thl~ next year, to be us.;:d to win: se-hools tmd lIbmr:iI,:.~; l!)lW

Internet

We du not qlJi::~tion the wisdmn ofwirJng Sd){lOls ,\lid libraf'k~s. <lnd we had no ob.i'.~.cli(Jn 10 it.s
indu:siun in the TelccOmllllJllicatiolls Act of 1996. Ruther, we qllC~;tiOll til(: l1UUlller in~vh!d.l Ow;
ni~W churge iili to be lc:vlcd, and the fad that the Cornmisskm has to our knmv!edge not dc.tC'Tluincd
how the money might best be d.istribulcd. Reliable studies have shownlhat bm;~nc~;s i::li~;;,t(Hnel;, arc
aJrc.ady o\o'en.:hmgcd sIgnificantly by Hwil' loc..ltcl(~phollc cOlnpWiics" and \!o"~ wmll:.:h,:~r \lilly ll.ml
nwney would nOl he uSI.:d to accollllp!i:>h t.he worthy goal of wir iug gehool!> ::;md hhraries,

lfthe::;,: dKIl!~(:S aTe instituted, tlH~ impact on us '"vOl-tId be suhst<lntial, bGC,IW';(; BO,~COV'S [)epartmc/lt
Ston~:s hns 415 telephone Ijnc~;, n:sulting in yearly sl11'chargcs of .$22,41 O. We COilsH.k:r lhj~;

~::urchargc to be undulyburd~"~n.",,)nu~, and we clumol: imagine thatlJlis ch:~lge 1\)f'1CCtS nH.~ inlunt 01
C:ongn:~">i'; \l;'hul it acted 10 bdng advaw,::ed tcdlTlllJogy to Arncriea's das~n:rom::;

Wt~: ll~~k you 1.0 com::,i(kr the erred, that Surdl a proposal would have 011 rclailcrs. who IlrG

increasingly fell,mt on t~k::com.rmTniGalj(ms ill thl: rout.im: lYlaml.gcmCl1t OfUH:~jr bm:inl;'::~:;IS. \Ve
:~ppn,::eiHte your cons idN~ll.:I(I\1.

Sinee Idy"

[tOSCOV'S DEPAR'rM}:~NTS'T'ORE, lNC.

Tilornas H.. 1··Hnldc
Din~:ctor of Busim.;~;sTechnology
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The Honorable Reed E. Hunt
Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Room 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Hundt:

Last year, Congress passed and the President signed into law the Telecommunications Act
of 1996. This legislation mandated reform ofthc universal service support system (which
lowers the cost of serving areas of the country thal otherwise would be too costly to
serve). Apparently, rules implementing this mandate are to be made final by May 1997.

We understand that rules were initially proposed which would eliminate much of the
support that has traditionally kept telephone rates reasonable in rural areas. IIowever, we
also understand that the Federal Communications Commission intends to propose rules
which will provide a 3-year transition period during which time the service suppol1 system
for rural consumers will remain unchanged. Such revision to the proposed rules will limit
the impact on rural consumers and maintain current levels of support for the ncar future.
We tnlst this 3-year transition period will be proposed for all rural consumers, both
residential and business. Rural communities need this window of opp0l1unity in order to
evaluate and address changes to universal service support.

In this regard, we sincerely appreciate the efforts of the Commission to maintain
affordable reliable phone service for rural areas. However, we are very concerned about
the long-term effect upon rural areas ifunlversal service support is eliminated to rural
multi-line customers. Local phone service provides the necesfiary link between rural areas
and urban areas. In rural areas, the multi-line customer is often a hospit,\I, school districl,
nursing home, small business, or rural resident with access to the Internet. Without access
to affordable multi-line phone service, we question the ability ofmral America to retain
these institutions and businesses and to attract new ventures. We are also concerned that
rural Americans may no longer be able to afford access to the information super-highway.
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We understand that the Office of Advocacy of the Small Business Administration has
provided you wilh information concerning the probable impact on rural consumers of the
newly proposed universal service support mechanism. We are very concerned. as is SBA.
that under present proposals only urban areas will benefit from increased competition.
while the cost of comparable telephone service in rural areas will increase dramatically.
We fear that, because of the increased cost of service, rural areas will lag even farther
behind its urban counterparts in terms of resource development, information access and
educational opportunities.

Thank you for considering the unique impact that universal service SUppOlt rules will have
on rural America during this rule-making process, We will continue to monitor this
impact and provide to you timely and reliable information,

Sincerely,

Q~~~ .. _-
tl.:-nes Cowan, Chairman
Telecommunications Infi'astructure
Committee

c: Commissioner James H. QueUo
Commissioner RacheJ1e B, Chong
Commissioner Susan Ness
Jenell Trigg, SBA Office of Advocacy
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The Honorable Reed Hundt
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. , Room 814
Washington, D.C. 20544

Dear Commissioner Hundt:

On behalf of the students of the Virgin Islands, I would like to a~k you for your support to
ensure that alJ !\chools havc affordable access to the Information Superhighway. As the
Chairman of the Commiuee on Education for the 22nd Legislature. I would like to also
pJedge my supporl for the implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and othcr
technology initiatives that are essential tools in contemporary classrooms.

The Telecommunications Act and thc Federal-State Joint Board discount plan will guarantee
that students all over the country will have the opportunity to get on-line and gather
information from all over the world. The discount plan will save our schools over $2.25
billion a year, which may be used (0 fund other important education mandates.

In the Virgin I!\lands. the Department of Education reccived a grant which enabled
volunteers to wire four of the territory's public schools. The department plans to wire all
each of the territory's 33 pUblic schools within the next two years. This discount plan will
ensure that once our schools are wired, our students will have greater access to the Internet.

I urge the FCC to fully SUPPOTt the Federal-State Joint Hoard's discount plan for universal,
affordahle, Internet access for schools and libraries. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jfa<q1a~
Vargravc Richards
Chairman
Commiu.ee on Education
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