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-------1;-------.-~ 0000139 31 -nt's Form Identifier OCPS-PY3471..n1'

~ Russell woodward - -~-_= P e Number _"05.29H585~~~-=- _

-

Block 5: Discount Funding Request(s) Block 5, page_1
Instructions: Use one Block 5 page for EACH service (Funding Request Number) for which you are requesting discounts

Make as many copies of this page as necessary. and number the completed pages to assure that they are all processed correctly_

of 1

j

11 Category of Service (only ONE category should be checked)

• Telecommunications Service 0 Internet Access o Internal Connections

15 Contract Number Of availabe: use" d tried-. 'MfM' dmonth-to- NIA
month seI'Iices as described I/llns1nJctions)

16 Billing Account Number (eg, billed telephone number) OKC9900SY

12 Form 470 Application Number (15 dgits) 553080000038015 117 Allowable Contract Date (mmJ~. based on Form 470 filing) 03/20/1998

SPIN - Service Provider 18 Contract Award Date (mm/~) 04/09/1998
13. . 143005575

Identification Number (9 dgits) 19 Service Start Date (mmJ~) 07/01/2000

14 Service Provider Name Cox Oklahoma Telcom, Inc. 120 Contract Expiration Date (mmJ~) 06/30/2002

21 Description of
This Service:

22
Entity/Entities
Receiving This service:

23 CalCUlations

You MUST attach a description of the service, inclUding a breakdown of components and costs, plus any relevant brand names. Label this
description with an Attachment #, and note number in space provided below.

Attachment # _.......!!B=.---'1'-- _

a. If the service is site-specific (provided to one site and not shared by others), list the Entity Number of the entity from Block 4

receiving this service:

b. If the service is shared by all entities on a Block 4 worksheet, listthe worksheet number (e_g., A-1): A-1

Total Charaes
A I B

Monthly $ ctuvges How much of the $
(total amount per amount in (A) is

month for service) ineligible?

es
D

#of

months
service

provided in

IJ'09'iIT1
ys

E

Annual pre-dscount $
amount for eligible
reclning charges

(D x C)

One-Time Charaes
FIG I H I I

Am"" non- _much of .......--hI:ftalpro,Jam ~rectJring (one- the $ amount in liscount $ Mlount pre-discount $
time) $ charges (F) is ineligible? for one-time c amount

(F minus G) (E + H)

J

% ascount
(from

Block 4
Workshee~

K

Fundng Commitment $
Request
(J xI)

$ 81,900.00 $ 81,900.00 12 $ 982,800.00 $ 982,800.00 I 85% I $ 835,380.00

Page 4 of 6
Attachment 0

Page 1 of 1 FCC Form 471 - September 1999
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OneNet
Internet Access

Nextel West Corp.
Cellular

PageNet, Inc.
Paging Services

AT&T Corp.
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Entity Number Applicant's Form Identifier Contact Person Phone Number

0000139831 OCPS-py4-471-01 Steve Washam (405) 297-6798

Description of Service Attachment

If
rI
j

L
~,.
j,,,,,,,
•
".'~ ... ',
•••It
>••••••••••..
"•
"••IIi8
•,
",

Service Provider Name/SPIN

Cox Oklahoma Telcom, Inc.
143005575

Description of Service

Leased high-speed data network

Contract Number

N/A

Attachment E
Page 2 of 7

Attachment~
Number L-.:...-.J

Funding Req...ue_s_t__

$71,128.71
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Oklahoma Tower
210 Park Avenue, Suite 2640
Oklahoma City, OK 73102
{40S) 6(j()..G333
(405)60Q.6565 tax
WNW.COX.com

ca~~ Busi,:,ess
~.. Services..

Oklahoma City Public School District Wide Area Network Locations

School Name Service I Jevel Monthly Recurrin2

Adams Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Arcadia Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Arthur Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Belle Isle High School 10 Mbps $ 900

Bodine Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Britton Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
~

Buchanan Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 -uS»
11)("')
~:::r

Capital Hill Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 ~3
-(1)

Capital Hill High School 10 Mbps $ 900 ..... ::::J
•,...

Classen High School 10 Mbps $ 900 m •

Cleveland Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Independence .Enterprise 10 Mbps $ 900

Columbus Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Coolidge Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Creston Hills Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Dewey Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Douglas High School 10 Mbps $ 900

Dunbar Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900



• 01108/01 MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 6565 COX FIBERNET

•
----- _.-.. - .. _.-_.-_.---,.-

l4J003

•>
~

School Name
Senrice J~evel

• Edgcmere Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~

•
~':'~w3rds Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Eisenhower Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•• Emerson Alternative High School 10 Mbps $ 900

,
Eugene Field Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•• Filmore Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Van Buren Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•• Gal'den Oaks Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Gateway Academy MS 10 Mbps $ 900 ~

•.. Gatewood Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
-uS»tun

~

~:T

Grecn Pastures Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 ~3

•
:::;CD

• ::~r1ing MS
10 Mbps $ 900

:::s.... 1

• Hawthorne }i":lemcntary 10 Mbps $ 900
m

•• Hayes Eleolentar)' 10 Mbps $ 900

• Heronville Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•• Hillcrest Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• 10 Mbps $ 900, HooverMS

• Horace Mann Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•• Independence School 10 Mbps $ 900

• Jackson MS 10 Mbps $ 900

•• Jefferson MS 10 Mbps $ 900

~ John Marshall High School 10 Mbps $ 900

•t
--



• 01/08/01 MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 6565 COX FIBERNET
- ._~- ._- -- ._-"--- -- --.-- ~004

t
~

> School Name Service Level Monthly Recurrin.2

Johnson Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Kaiser Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

, Lafayette Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~

~
Lee Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

,
Linwood Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~

I Longfellow Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~ Madison Elemellt:UY 10 Mbps $ 900

~

~
Mark Twain Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

I Martin Luther King Jr. Elem. 10 Mbps $ 900, »

~
Monroe Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 :=

MoonMS 10 Mbps $ 900
"US»Q)n

I
~::r

t Nichols Hills Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 ~3:::;(1) ,

~ North Highland Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
:::J,...

~

~
Northeast High School 10 Mbps $ 900

• Northwest Classen HS 10 Mbps $ 900

•
•

Oakridge Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~ Parker Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

t
l Parmelee Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•
•

Pierce Elementary 10Mbps $ 900

~ Polk Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~

~
Prairie Queen Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

..- Putnam Heights Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~,
•
•



• 01/08/01 MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 6565·-'-,-" -, ---,---_.
COX FIBERNET l4J 005

•
~
~ School Name

Service Level

~

•
Quail Creek Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~ Rancho Village Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~

t
Ridgeview Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Rockwood Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•
•

Rodgers MS
10 Mbps $ 900

t Roosevelt MS
10 Mbps $ 900

•
•

Sequoyab Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Service Center Admin Bldg 10 Mbps $ 900

•
•

Shields Heights EleOlentary 10 Mbps $ 900

~ Shilder Elelnentary 10 Mbps

»
~

$ 900 :=
-om

•
Southeast High School 10 Mbps $ 900

s:uO
cg::T J

• Southern Hills Element;a'ty 10 Mbps $ 900
~3

•

-CD
....... ::::s

t Spencer Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
....

•

m

•
Stand Wade Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•
Star Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•, Stonegate J;:lementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Taft MS
10 Mbps $ 900

•
•

Telstar Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• The Research Center 10 Mbps $ 900

~

t
Thelma Parks Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• US Grant Higb School 10 Mbps.- $ 900

•
Webster MS 10 Mbps $ 900

•
I

I



* proposed locations to receive DS-I level ofservice.
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n:y Nu1J00:13:31 -- - - -- -- - -- - - - - A:ic:.~lm:en:ie~ ~ ~C:-P:-4:01" ~ ~ ~ ¥ .., 'W ., :v,v .. ~ •
ontact Person Steve Washam Phone Number --l(2:40~5"_l)~2~9!..:.7·~6~7~98~ _

Billing Account Number(e.g., billed telephone number) OKC9900SY16

15 Contract Number(if available; use "T" if tariffed services, NtA
"MTM" if month-to-month services as described in Instructions)

11 Category of Service(only ONE category should be checked)

<:> Telecommunications Service 0 Internet Access 0 Internal Connections

Block 5: Discount Funding Request(s) Block 5, page 2of __2
Instructions: Use one Block 5 page forEACH service (Funding Request Number) for which you are requesting discounts. t
Make as many copies of this page as necessary, and number the completed pages to assure that they are all processed correctl'v'.

Allowable Vendor Selection/Contract DatE(mm/dd/yyyy) 3/20/1998
(based on Fonn 470 filing) 0

553080000038015 .1712 Form 470 Application Number(15 digits)

13 SPIN - Service Provider
Identification Number(9 digits) 143005575

18 Contract Award Date(mmidd/yyyy)

19a Service Start Date(mmidd/yyyy)

04/09/1998

07/01/2001

b. If the service is shared by all entities on a Block 4 worksheet, list the worksheet number (e.g., A-1~:...L _

14 Service Provider Name Cox Oklahoma Telcom, Inc. 120 Contract Expiration Date(mmidd/yyyy) 06/30/2002

22 a. If the service is site-specific (provided to one site and not shared by others), list the Entity Number of the entity from Block 4 receivi
Entity/Entities this service :
Receiving This Service: --------------------------

21 Description of
This Service:

19b Service End Date(mmldd/yyyy) (use only for "T" or "MTM" services)

You MUST attach a description of the service, including a breakdown of components and costs, plus any relevant brand names. Label
this description with an Attachment #, and note number in space provided below.

Attachment # ~ _

»
~

"US»
OJ (")

~':S'

-"3a
g-" (1)

:::J,.....
-n

23 Calculations

A B
Recurrina Cha

c
es

D E
Non-Recurrina Charaes
FIG I H I I

Total Charaes
J K

Monthly $ charges
(total amount per
month for service)

How much of the $
amount in (A) is

ineligible?

Eligible monthly
pre-discount

amount
(A minus B)

#of
months
service

provided in
program

year

Annual pre-discount $
amount for eligible
recurring charges

(C x0)

Annual non- How much Of~ Annual eligible pr~e Total program
recurring (one- the $amount in discount $amount year pre-discou
time) $charges (F) is ineligible. for one-time charg $amount

(F minus G) (E + H)

%discount
(from

Block 4
Worksheet)

Funding Commitment $
Request
( I x J )

$7,056.42 $0.00 $7,056.42 12 $84,677.04 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $84,677.04 84% $71,128.71

Page 4 of6 FCC Form 471 .- October 2000
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SEN- BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNINGj 70335162iB; MAR-7-0i B:47P~j PAGE 1

March 7,2001

/:.'~:::'1. =:'FOR... ~. .

..... NG
BRING/NG TECHNOlOGY TO THE CLASS'OOM

Schools and Libr 'es Division/USAC
Problem Resoluti n
Att: Jon Cruv
3833 Greenway rive
Lawrence, KS 6 046

Re: Program ear 4 Data Entry Correction
Oklaho City Public Schools
Billed En ity No. 139831
Applicant Fonn Identitler: OCPS-PY4-471·01

Dear Jon:

Wt: just discover d an inadvertent clerical mor in the monthly/annual dollar amounts
entered in one of e Block 5 funding requests in an Oklahoma City Public Schools' Yellr
Four Form 471 ( CPS-PY4-471·01). Fortunately, the correct amount is indicated clearly
on separate dOCl entation that thc school district included as part ofthe same Form 471.
Therefore, conai nt with FCC precedent regllI'ding permissible Form 471 data entry
amendments and to help facilitate the proccss for all conccrned, we request that SLD
Problem Rcsolut on management authorize ih data entry staff to make the following
correction hefore issuing a Receipt Acknowledgement Letter:

As submitted, th amount set forth in Block 5 (page 2 of 7), line 23, column E ("Annulll
pre-discount $. ount tor eligible recurring charges") is $84,677.04. (See attachment).
Thllt wnount is c total monthly, not annual, amount fo( the telecommunications service,
and thus should . ve bt:l:n tlntel'ed in linc 23, column A.

Please review th Ilttllched Form 47lfAttachment Number 2. This is the relatt:d
Description of S rvice, together with supporting documentation. (In the original
application, the ll1chment is clearly marbd and located easily under the tab labeled
"Cox Oklahoma "deeom, loc.). As you can see, the detailed, five-page document list.~

every eligible sc 001 that will receive high speed data service along with the "monthly
recurring" char e for that service at each location. The "/ota{ monthly recurring"
charge, which a ears clearly on the last page oflhe service provider's quotation, is
$84,677.

Fonn 471, the $H4,6i7 monthly amuunt .~hQuldhuve been entered in the
monthly rf.1curri charges column, clJlumn A. Then, the $84,677 monthly amount should
have been multi lied by 12 (total months of service) to arrive at the correct, annual pre-

FundS For Led.rning, U,C • .WWw.fundsflJrl(.arllin~.t:.Qfl.l

1\ Rl)ulev;ard, ~itfl 700 • ArllnH!lJfl, VA 222fl1 .. Ph: 71J) H1.;(71). F.1lC: 7n'.~~"l.F.?'UI

"Icrth 9"'odway • Ed""",d. OK 7301-1 • Pb,4(15.141.414O • fiX: 40;.)41.7006

Attachment G
Page 1 of 19



SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 7033518218; MAR-7-01 8:47PM; PAGE 2

discount amount 0 $1,016,124. And finally, that amount, $1,016,124. shrJuld have been
entered in the ann a/total recurring charges culumn, column E. Instead, unfortunately,
$84,677 was divi d, rather than multiplied. by 12, and, as you can see, the result of that
c.uculalion ($7,05 .42) was entered by mistake in column A.

As the correct ma lhly amount fOT the service in issue WI:IS plainly evident from the
docl1lIlcntation su mitted with the Attachment 2/Description of Service, the SLD ch:mr1y
has authority to n e this data entry change. Request For Review by Methacton School
District Norrislo n, Pennsylvania, App. No, 120123, Order, (Conunon Carrier Bur. re1.
May 17, 2000)(a licant may correct a determinative Form 471 data entry error "if the
applicant has co tly listed 1he proper item on another part ofthe Form 471"). (Copy
attached)

Moreover, where iLl; here, an impoverished (84%) school district's need for one year's
(not om: month's worth of E-rate funding to enable it to provide high speed Internet
access to its stud nts is so high and the adrninistrlltivll cost of making a data entry
correction to ena Ie thi~ to happen so low (especially under these ettcumstMces and at
this very early e in the process), the balance weighs heavily in favor of making the
chMge. See Req est For Review by Naperville C(JmmUlliry Unit School District 203
Naperville. nUn s, File No. SLD-203343, Order, (FCC reI. February 27, 200t)(SLD
should balance ogram objectives against administrative cost when making decisions
affecting fundin and affirming the propriety oflooking elsewhere in an application to
fill in omitted in nnll.tion).

Accordingly, on halfof Oklahoma City Public Schools, we request the SLD tu cluulge
the following in onn 471 OCPS·PY4-471.QI (a revised Block 5 to reflect these changes
is attached):

CC)!umn (monthly charges):
Column
Column (eligible monthly charges):
Column
Column '(annual eligible charges):
Columns F - H:
Column (total amount)
Column (discount)
Column (fnnding request)

$84,677
no chanac
$84,677
no ehange
$1,016,124
no change
$1,Ot6,124
no chang!;!
$853,544

If you have any uestions or require any additional information, please contact me at
703·351·50700 by c-mail at ohcend@fimdsfQrleaming.com.

Si1ICIlrely,----"

~~.~~/
Orin R. Heend

2

Attachment G
Page 2 of 19
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Attachment G
Page 3 of 19

~3/0'>/2011

01/08/01 .ON 11:88 PAl tOI eoo e~

10Mbp' 5900

10Mbps 5900

10Mbpl 5900

l()Mbps sm

lltMbpl 5 900

18Mbps 5900

10Mbp. $ 900

10 Mbp. $ 900

10Mbp. '900

lOMbpl S 900

loMbps $900

lIIMbp. $900

10Mbp' $900

10Mbpll
$ ,00

loMbp' SliGO

to Mbps s 900

10Mbp. $ goO

t
lOMbps $'00

~ENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNINGj



SEN' BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 703351621Bj MAR-7-01
~~CbrV60! ~I ~~pUNoa ~O~ LEARNINQi N317; pAGE 2

COX FIBBRHIrl'

6:4BPMj PAGE 5

~OO:l

J!eeurrJpc

10 Mbps $ 900

lOMbpi $ 900

lOMbp. S 900

to Mbp' 5900

10Mbp. $900

lOMbpi S 900

lOMbp. 5 900

10Mbpa $ 900

10Mbps $ 900

lOMbps $900

10 Mbp. $900

~llrdlDlMS JOMbps 5900

HlwtIlo.... Jtlemcn 81')' 10Mbp. $900

Hayes Elelneatary to Mbps $ 90l)

Heroavllle EJeDltll 10Mb,. S 900

Hillcrest Elements. lOM!Jps 5900

HooverMS 10 Mbps $900

Kotace M.ln Ele 10Mbp' S 900

Incr.p.adc:ac:c Sell lOMbps $ 900

JlckJonMS 10 Mbp. S9()()

J IIrrl!rlon MS JOMbpS S '00

John Mar,hall HIQ Schaul 10 Mbps $ 900

Attachment
Page 4 of 19
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PAGE 03

liIIooc

6:4BPMjt.lAR-7·01
PAljb ~

FU~Il<LElIRNING

COX PI8IlllNJiT

J1I1I8'OO Elemcptary 10 ltfbp. S 900

Kaiser lJemeetary 10Mbps S~

10Mbp. $900

LH Elemelatllt')' 10Mb,. $ 900

10Mbp' S 900

10 !'dbp. $900

10 Mbp' S!lOG

10Mb,. S 900 . i

,0Mbp. s 900

lOMbp' $~

MOOAMS tOMbps 5900

10 I\fItpll "00

W)' lOMbp' $!JOO

'OMbp. 5 gOO

lOMbp' $ 900

10Mbpa 5900

10Mbp' 5900

10Mbpt S 900

lOl\fbpa S~

·IOMbp. S 900

Prairie QUMa 11: 10MbPJ $900

, ..CllalllReiptl limeDtar)' lOMbp' S900

Attachment
Page 5 of 19
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c

10 l'dbPl
$ 900

llancho VWaae E
lOMbpli

5900

Rbi..,"'" EleIMll
10Mb,.

S 900

IlOeItWOod Etemea
10Mb,.

$900

Rodgen MS
lOMbp.

$900 IROO~llltMS
10Mbp.

5900

10Mb,.
$ 900

Servl~ Cellter It. BId~
10Mbps

5900
I

Sldtldl BcSPtI .tal')' lOMbps
$900 'I

10~PS
5900

10 Mbps
S900

Southera HUb
10Mbpl

5900

lOMbpt
S 900

stalld WaUe Ele
10 lWlbp'

$,00

Star "kaIe_tary
10MbPl

5900

Stouez.te E\tme tiry
10 MlIP1

S 900

.., .

TaftMS
10Mb,.

S 900

Telltar Elcmeat rJ
lOMbPl

$900 . '

The Rcsearcls C liter
tOMbps

$900
I:

Thebna parP 1cmentary 10Mbpt
, 900

us G"lWt Hip Sdl001
10Mbptl

S 900
I~

WeblterMS
lOMbpl

5900

Attachment G
Page 6 of 19
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S~NT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 7033516216; MAR-7-01 6:49PM; PAGE 10/20

Fed~ral COmQlDDicllUOD5 Commission

Before the
Feder.l Communications Commission

Wasbinlton, D.C.l0554

DA 00-1046

In the Matter of
Methacton School Di
Norristown, Pennsylv

Federal-State Joint H

Changes to the Board
Of the National Exc
Association, Inc,

By the Common C

)
)
)
)

on Universal Service )
}
)
}
)

ORDER

Application No. l20123

CC Docket No, 96-45

CC Docket No. 97-2l

Relell3ed: MllY 17,1000

1. The mmon Carrier Burellu has under consideration a Letter of Appeal filed on
October 22, 1999 by Methacton School District, Norristown, PelUlSylvarua (Methacton), seeking
review of a decisio by the Schools and Libraries Division (SLD) of the Universal Service
Administrative Com any (USAC or Administratol}1 Methacton sew review of Sill's denial of
its application for $COunts for telecommunications services Wlder thc schools Wld libraries
universal service 8U ort mecbanism.2 For the reasuns set forth below, we remlll'ld Methadon's
appeal Ie SLD for er review.

2. Unde the schools and libraries universal service support mechanism, eligible
schools, libraries, d consortia that include eligible schools and libraries may apply for
discounts for eligib e telecommunications services, Internet al;ce8S, and internal connections.J

The Commission's les provide that, with one limited exception, an eligible school, library, 01'

consortium must se k competitive bids for all services eligible for .~upport.4 The Commission
reasoned that comp 'tive bidding would ensure fiscal responsibility lllld would be the best means
for ensuring that eli ible schools and libraries are able to receive: services at the musl competitive

1 T.etter from Robert F. lolly, MethllClon School D\stricl, 10 SeCrClaIY, FCC, dlIt.ro October 22, 1999 (Letter nf
Appeal).

2SectiOD S4.719(c) ot' e Commlslion's rules providt:s !hat IltIY perron aggrieved by an action taken by a division
of the Administrator m seek review from the Commission. 47 C.P.R. § 54.719(c).

3 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.502, 4.503.

; 47 C.F.R § 51.S04{a)

Attachment
Page 9 of 19
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3, The C mmission's competitive bidding rules require thatlUJ applicant submit to
the Adminlstra.tor a c mplcted FCC Form 470, in which the applicant lists the servkes for which
it seeks discounts. 6 he Admini:rtrator must post the FCC Fonn 470 on its website and the
applicant is required wait 28 days beforem~ a commitment to a sel~ted service provider.
The Commission's les provide a limited exemption from the 28-day competitive bidding
requirement for app ClIIlts that have pre-existing contracts as defined by the Commission's
rules.7 After the FC ~ Form 470 has been posted for 28 days, and the applicant has selected a
service provider, the pplicant must submit to the Adminlstrdtor an fCC Fonn 471, which lists
the service::~ that hay been ordered.8

4. Item 0 in Block 3 of the FCC Fonn 470 directs the applicant to check the box if
it has a pre-existing ontract. If an applicant checks Item 10, SLD will not post its FCC Form
470. If an applican does not check the bolt, SLD will post the applicant's Form 470. Here,
Methacton filer.! two separate fonns 470.9 In its first Form 470, Methacton checked Item 10 in
Block 3, indicating t it had a pre-existing, binding contract for telecommunications services,
and therefore SLD 'd not post Methaeton's first Form 470. I.n its second Form 470, in which
Methacton sought upport for telecommunications services, Internet access, and internal
connections, Me n did not check Item 10 in Block 3, thereby indicating to SLD that it did
not have an cxistini binding contract. Accordingly, StD posted Methacton's second Form 470.

5. Meth ton subsequently filed a single Form 471 in which it referenced only the
fm;l, non-posted Fa 470, and indicated, by listing a "e" in the appropriate box, that all of the
services listed in Fonn 471 would be received pursuant to a new contrnct. IO As noted above,
~mder the Corrunissi n's rules, an applicant must have had a Form 470 posted for 28 days prior to

I See F~rkra'.StQte .Ioi t Bflard ol'l Universal Service. CC Docket No.96-45, Report arJd Order, 12 FCC Rcd 8776,
9029, para. 480 (1997) Univ"sal Service Order), lIS corrected by Federal Stale Joint Board 011 Ulliversal Service,
CC Oockl:l96-45, BrrK ,fCC 97-157 (reI. June 4, 1997), affirmed in par~ reversed in part and r~mand~din purt,
l'eJtl%$ Office o/Public tiUry Council v. FCC. 183 F.3d 393 (5'" Cir. 1999) affirming Univl!r.ral Service Ord" in
part and rcvCT'lling and manding on un..elated ground!), petitions for celi. pending.

7 47 C.F.R. § 54.5 liCe Under SLD's procedures, e~n applicants th~1 bave pre-cxi5ting contraclS are required to
wsit18 days befbre m ~ their F0JlTI 471 .

a47 C.F.R. § 54.504(c .

9 lte.pccaively, USCN 42430000155751 Btld IlSCN 586470000159312.

10 The SLD &\1bsequen I)' discov,..red that Methscton would he rcceivinll ita telocommunicatioos services pursuant
tl> ~ tBriff, not a contra l,lilld thlORfore Mctbllcton should have in<licllted a "1'" instead ofa He" in its F()t'lll471.
"Ibe 28-day posting r~ niremeot applies 10 requem for 5e",ice pursuant to n contract or a tariff. snd there/Ore SLD
wOllid have denied M acton's ap'plicarion cWll ifMetl1aclon had correctly indicated that it wa.!lordering
telecommunications ices pursuant lQ a tlIriff. SO" 47 C.F.R. § 54.S04(bX3).

2
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entering into a new co tract with a service provider. Because Methacton referenced only the first,
non-posted Fonn 47 , SLD denietl Mcthacton's application for failure to comply witn the
Commission's 28-day posting requirement.

6. At the ureau's request, SLD has reviewed this case further, and has discovered
that SLD may be Ie tu grant Methocton relief. ll Along with its Form 471 application,
Methacton !lubmittcd tiona! Pre-Discount Cost Calculation grids for each of the services that it
requested in support f its discount cost calculations.12 The telecommunications services grids
correctly refermce th second, posted Form 470, indicating that Methacton intended to re[trrence
the second Form 470 not the first Fonn 470, in its Form 471. 13

7. Under Sill's procedures Sill may granl a~c:als when the applicant has correctly
listed the proper ito on another part ()f the Form 471. ~ SLD states that, if this case were
remanded, it "waul treat this as a data entry error made by the applicEUlt and, since there is
evidence in the o' 'na1 file to support the correct item., [it] would graIlt the appeal."IS
Accordingly, based n SLT)'s discovery of the reference to the Stlcond, posted Form 470 in
Methacton's Ponn 71, we conclude that it is appropriate to remand this matter to SLD for
further review. 16

B. ACe RDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED, pur~uant to authority delegated und~

sections 0.91, 0.29 , and S4.722(a) of the Commission's rules, 47 e.f.R. §§ 0.91, 0.291,
54.722(a), that the ppeul filed by Methncton School District, Norristown, Pennsylvania, on
October 22, 1999 IS REMANDED to SLD for furtber consideration in light of this decision.

FEDERAL COMMUNICAnONS COMMISSION

Carol E. Mattey
Deputy Chief, Common Carrier Bureau

1\ Letter from Entin W lthagen, SLD, to Mngalic Roman Sal"- FCC, filed MlItIlh 30.2000, at 1-2 (SLD Letter).

11
Sf/I! id.

13 See id.

14 SLD Letter :l.r2.

15 1d_

16 We note tb~t it i. Ull Mlal from the record why Metbacton filed twQ Form. 470, In any event, tlecaWlC SJ..D has
di.cuvcred, with rc to all fundJDa reqlJOlSU at issue here, reterenees In Mcthacton's Fonn 471 to the posted,
second FomI4'70. we clicve that ills appropriate to remand Ibis roatter to SLD for further review.

3
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Before the
FederAl CommuDicadoRs Commission

WQllbiDCtOD. D.C. 20554

In the Matter or )
)

Rcquesl for Review Ii Deci~ionof the )
Universal Service Ad 'nistrative Company )
by )

)
Naperville Communi )
School District 203 )
Naperville, Illinois )

)
Federal-State Joint B )
Service )

)
Changes to tht: Boar of Directors of the )
National Exchange arriers AssOCiation, Inc. )

ORDER

Adopted: Febru

By the Commission:

File No. SLD·203343

CC Docket Nu. 96·45

CC Docket No. 97·21

Released: February 27,2001

D

1. In thi Order, the Commission has under con~jderati\ln a Request for Review tiled
by Naperville Com unity Unit School Distnct 203 (Naperville).1 Naperville requests review of
a decision by the Se ools and Libraries Division (Sill) of the Universal Service Administrative
Company (lJSAC 0 Administrator) that returned, without consideration, Naperville's
application under th .qchools and libraries universal service support mechanism for failing to
complete it~ applico. ion consistent with SLD's minimum processing standards.2 For the reasuns
discussed below. w grant Naperville's Request lor Review.

1.

2. the schools IIIld libraries universal service support mechanism, eligible
schools, libraries. d consorlia that include eligible schools and libraries may apply for
diSl;ounts for eligibl telecommunications services, Internet access, and internal connections.)

t Letter from Eric Milit' Naperville Community Unit School District 203, to the Federal Cummunications
Commission, filed July 1,2000 (Req"'CJljor Revl'rrw).

l Letter from Schoub cI Librarios Division, tlniver!llli Service Admitllstrativc Company, to Marty B~micle,
Naperville CommUl1ity nit Schvvl Distrtct 203, elated June 14, 2000 (A dtrti"i,rr%r 's l)eci.Tion).

'47 C,f·.l~. ~§ 54.502, 4503

!
I
I
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To r~ceivc:: discount:; fo eligible ~crvic~s, an eligible school ur library "shnll .. , submit !l

completed FCC Fonn 1 to the Admini9triltor."~ lhe FCC Form 471 requires lhe applica.nt to
provide specific info tion about the service for which a discount is sought.s Applicatillns [Ued
during the filing windo are deemed simultaneo\JSly filt!d. 6 Tnc filing window fbr the 2000-01
funding year (Yei:lI' 3) pened on November J0, 1999, and closed on J!IllUllI)' 19,2000.7

Applicants requested d ounts in excess of the program fundiIli cap during the YCi1T 3 tiling
window." As a result. LD considered only' thuse applications filed durinK the window pursuant
to the Commission's f ding priority rul~.9

Form 471 is hroken up into "blocks" that group related or
for infonnatiou, called "items," togethcr. IO The application form is

designed to enable SL to determine efficiently wht;tlll:r thc a.pplicant meets ~tatutory

requirements and our mpJementing rules. For applications involving more complex rtlqutJst~, the
applicant may need to complelll a glven block several times with different responses, I I Whell an
applicant reproduces block multiple times in the same application. each reproduced block is
considered a st:pBrate 'worksheet." When completing multiple worksheets applicants arc
instructed to number Ie worksheets, e.g., A-I, A-2, A-3.

4 47 C.F.l{. § 54.504(c),

, S.e Schoob illld Librari . VIlivel'sal S«vice, Services Ordered and Certllicl<1ioll Form, OMB 3060-0806 (FCC
Form 4'1/) (attachcllas pendix A). On the FCC Fonn 471, the applicllIlt records dala used by SLD 10 evalUllle
the eligibility for dlSGoun of the servie•• received ~l1d the entitiC3 receiving them, as well.s 10 d~lel'mine the
applicant's priority 10 l' Ive" dj~ellllllt for a particular request lIDO the discount ll\failable to the appliCtllll iflhe
discount is gr""ted. Sp ific information requested on lhe FCC Porm 471 identifies, for cxlll1lple, the applicant;
the indlvilluRl entities (L ., particular schools llild libraries) that will be receivirl~ services; the vendors; key tenD.'
of conlr8Ct.~between vcn ors and the applicant, includlng pricing IlIld lenllth ofeonlmct; and whlch entities will be
receiving what services i clledell in the application.

6 The Commission's rul ...'labli~h a window to be dctennined by SLD. See 47 C.r-.R. § 54.507(c). Commission
rules ..Iso establish fundi!! priorilie. for lhose rcqullsts filed during the window. Sec 47 C.F.R. § S4.507(g).

7 See 8LD website, SJ. Announces Availahility ofNelli FOrIT1~. http://www.sluniversa1.>ervice.orglwhatsnew/
10199\1.a.~p.

8 Stu wcbsite, ~LD I'r iden! Announces First Funding Wave lor Year 3, http://www.s\.universals~rvicc.orgl
wha!STlcw/042000.asp.

947 C.F.K § 54.307(g) The Commission's funding priority rule. for applications submitled durin~ the filing
window provide that, ~ all discount categories, reqlll'!ll5 fur telecommunication. sllrviecs and for Internet acce~
shall receive first priori for the available funding while reljuests for installation of internal cOlUlcctions an<! other
nOlllC'curring costs rEM' ve lOmlr priority, To the e"tent that funds are lIot llVllilable to provicle discounts III all
Internal cormllClions, th Commht~ion'srules prioritize 5UpP\>rt fur schools and librari~, receiving the highest
discount and pr~edin downward; in olber words, the most disadvantaged entllies receive the highesl priority.

10 FCC Furm 47/

r
I
j

I

11 FCC Form 41/; 1m
Certi tlcation Fonn, 0

ctiullS for Completing the Schouls ""d Libraries Universal ServIce, Service. Ordered and
3060-0806 (Sep~lUber 1999) (FCC Furm 47/1IlSrnicriuns)

2

Attachment
Page 130f19



SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 7033516218;

i s'

MAR-7-01 6:51PM; PAGE 15/20

nt with the Commission'S role requiring applicants to submit a
471 to the Administrator," SLD utilizes what it calls "minimum

proccssin~ standards" 0 facilitate the efficient review of the thousands of applications requesting
fUnding.' These mi mum processing standards are designed to require an applicant to provi de
at least the minimum ata nllCe.,",sary for SLD to initiate review ofthtl application under statutory
requirements and Co li:o;sion rules. When an applicant 8ubmits an FCC form 471 thal omits an
item subject to the m· 'mum processing standards, SLD automatically retums the \fplication to
the applicant withol1t msiderinji the application for discounts under the program. l Both the
minimum processing 'tandards and the automatic return for failure to comply an: explained in a
document available 0 SLD's website, from SLD's lax-on-demand service, and from SLD
customer services r esentatives lit its toll-free number.'·

5. In Ye 3, SLD added to the minimum processing standurds the requirement llult
applicants identity ttl gpecific entity receiving a service or, if that service is s~ed by more than
one entj~, the appli' t list the Block 4 worksheet number that identities the entities sharin~ the
service. I The work eet number was collected in Block 5, Item 22, on the FCC Form 471 T6

SLD alerted patenti appliclU1(s of the minimum processing standards for Year 3 in a lctter sent
to schools and Iibr' . s befoTe the application process commenced. 11 That letter referred
applicants to a docu ent that mOTC fully sel forth the revised minimum proces~ing standards for
Year 3. u

12 47 C-F.R. § 54.504(c) see SLD wcbsit~, rorm 471 Minirnwn Proces,1ing Slalldlllds wld Filing Requirements for
rY 3, hnp:l/www.sl.uni alservice.org/relerence/471mps.asp (Minimum ProceolSJng Srundurd.l).

I; Mjl1lmuJR I'rOC'//.l.,tng

14 Minimum Pruc~.lStng

lj MiFlimum Proas.~in~ tandard.f; :file a/j'o FCC Fn,m 47J. The minimum proces8ing staoolllds changed
primlllily because the F C rnrm 471 was redesigneu for Year 3. In the re.designed FCC Form 471, the Bla<:k 4
worksheet generally req ires the appliclIllt te, list all the enl.ities receivinll a service for whIch disCQunlS am sought.
In t!l<>se siluatioT1.~ wher an applicllllt is seeking dj"uul1lS fot a service to be shared by a grollp of ""hoob within
the district. tbe worksho calculates the weighted avt.'l'l\ge discounl ofthose schools which is then applied to the
.hOU'cd serv1ec. Wht.'fe school dUltict is seeking multiple shared services for dilfetent group. of sCMols within it,
district, the app1iC;lIIt mist c<lmplete a different 'Bla<:k 4 work5l1e~t for each group, labeling the; wt>rksbeets"A·1 ",
"A.2", and so forth. In Is siluation, sepanlle Block 4 worksheets are required because the weil!hled "vcralle
dis~oum will vaT)' from group to group. The FCC Form 471 requests that the applicant ideOlifythe Block 4
worksheet fur a pan\l;:u r group at Item 22 of the Block 5 worksheet used to request the discounted services to be
received by that group.

I. FCC Form 471. Bro k 5, Item 22.

17 l.etter From Kille L. core, Schools t1J1d l.ibrarle, Division. to School and Library r~aders, daled Oclober 11,
1999 (Year 3 OpeninR ellar to the Field).

18 Year J Opening Lell rio the Field. Moreover, links to Lhe minimum prCle;c55ing stand",d. d"cumcnt appear
ftequently On SLD'~ w bsite, which is the method preferred by SLD and mO~1 IipplielUlts for obtaining infurmation
regording !.he appllcati n prlle~SS and for obUlining and submitting torms. See FCC Form 471 lMlrue/i,,,,.. ~t 6
("You are encourQll~d 0 complete and submit thil fOIrn eieclronic,lIly, online."); SLD web.ile, $4.72 Billion
(continued....)

3
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6. Nape ·Ue filed l\Il FCC Form47l requesting discounted services for Year 3.19 fn
Rlock 4 of its fCC f m 471, Naperville indicated thai it was applying rOI' discounts rOl'sh<U'ed
scrvices Lo be w.llted y all schools in the district?O In doing so, Naperville explicitly indicated
that it did not seek di. ounts fnr shared services for difTt..Tent groups of schools.21 Naperville
listed 21 schools on i sole Block. 4 worksheet, yielding II Weighted Average Discount of26
percent/or shared se ices?2 Naperville did not label its Block 4 worksheet with an "A- L", "A­
2", or similar label.2J

7. Bccau e Naperville was seeking discounts for six different services, it 5ubmilled
six copies of Block 5 one for each discount request included in the application. 24 Each Block 5
was identical with re pect to the items relCvllDl here. On each Block 5, Naperville indicated that
the perccntage disco t from Block 4 (i.e., the W~ighted Averllge Discount) was 26 percent.25

On each copy oiBlo k 5, however, Naperville failed to answer Item 22, which asks that the
applicant identify by worksheet number the Block 4 worksheet listing the entities to receive th~

se.rvicc if the service is shared.26

8. Nar: me filed its FCC Fonn 471 on January 19,2000, the final day of the Year
3 filing winliow. 2 ecause Naperville failed to complete item 22 of Block 5 with r\:spect to
each of its six reque l'> tor discounts, SLD sent a letter to Naperville indicating that its
application had faiLe to meet the minimum proce:;sing standards, and returned Naperville's
application.2~ Beea e Naperville submitted its incomplete FCC Form 471 011 the final day of
the Year 3 filing wi dow, SLD was unnblc to issue the minimum processing letter to Naperville

(Continued from previo s page) --_.-----
Requ~ted ror E-Rate ill Year 3, bttp'/lWWW <Umiv.«sal..·ryjcl' orgiwhal~neWI022llllll.a.>l1(noting thai nearly SO
percent of Year 3 appli dons wOre submitted electtoniclilly).

l~ fCC Form 47 L Nap Hie Community Unit School Dimict 206, tiled Janoory 19,2000 (Naperville f"urm 471).

10 Nopcnoillil Form 471 Block 4, Item IOn.

11 Naparvill< Form 471 810ck 4, Item lOa

22 Naplll'Vilie Farm 471 Block -I, Ttems lOb, HIe.

l) Napel'Vjl/e Form 471 Block 4_

24 Naperville form 47 , Block 5.

l~ Naperville Form 47 ,Item 23j.

l¢ Nap.rvi/l~Form 47 , Block 5. lteITl 22; Admini.rtrellOl' '3 Decision. For s~rvlces dl~t are to be provided to one
si12, "'ther than shared a second blank in Item 22 ask& the applicant to identify by entity n\lJt1bcr of the school or
other site to receive th ~rvlce. Bec~use Naperville was seeking gllnred I.rvlce!, thlrt portion was properly left
blank.

27 Naperville Form 47 .

7R Letter from School. and l.ibraries Division, Universal Service Administrative Company. 10 Marty Barnicle,
Naperville CUSD 203 dated May 15,2000

4
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before the clo~ of the car 3 filing window. Therefore, Napt:rvillr: refiled its application after
the close of the wi.lldo , On May 26,2000, Naperville rcfiled its application, including the
previously incomplete items, ami requested that SLD treat its application as having been filed
within the filing wind W?9 On June 14,2000, SLD issued its decision, stating that it could not
cUWlider Naperville's equest 10r waiver of the Yenr 3 filing window and advising Naperville to
file its request with th Commission:o NaperviiJe filed the instant Request faT Review with the
Commission on July 1, 2000.31

n. DlSCUSSIO

9. At the u!..Sct, we emphasize that OUT primary objective is to tmsure that schools
and libraries benefit om the schools and libraries universal service support mechanism as
contemplated by the lute. For purposes of considering this Request for Review, this means we
must balance the ne to minimize administrative costs, while expediting fair and effident
review of application, With that objective in mind, we comider the circumstances surrounding
Sl.D's rcturn ofNap rville's FCC form 471 for failure to meet SLO's minimum processing
standards,

10. After ansidering the totality of the circumstances, we grant Naperville's Request
far Review, As desc ibed below, we believe as a general matter that minimum processing
standards can serve e important purpose of minimizing the administrative costs of the program.
Natwithstmlding fact, however, we conclude that the omission of a response to Hem 22 dces
not merit return of _ p~rviJlc's entire application undcr the totality of the circumstances
presented here. Spe inc factors that weigh against sueh return in this instance include the
possible confusion suiting from the redesign of the FCC Fontl 471 and its impact on the
minimum processin standards; the speciiie request at issue was new to the application; the
information omitted in Item 22 is easily discerned from the remainder of Naperville's FCC Fonn
471; and the suhsta iaJ completeness of the remainder of Naperville's pee Fom1 471.

1L In Y ar 3 of the program, SID received more (han 36,DOO applications.12 As
administrator of the schools and libraries universal service mechanism, SLD incurs significant
additional admin' live costs by reviewing and processing applications that fail to include
information essenti, I to their evaluation under the mechanism's rules_ Under Commission rules,
SLD's awninistrati c funds are drawn from the same pool ITom which support is distributed to

29 FCC Form 471, Nap rvllle Comml1Dlty \Jnil SGhool District 203, file<.l May 26, 2000: Request/or R~j"w III 3.

JO Administrator'S Dec: ion. SLD tIe~tcd this r~fllcd application os " request for a waiver of (he Yellt J filing
window, which SLO re cd to consider, Administraror 's Doclstun. Althnugh SLD treated Napervine's refiled
application as a rcques for i1 waiver of the filing willdow t;lcadline, we lite not obli~llted to treat its Request 1"0(
Review as such. As di cussed below, by ;ranting Naperville's Request for Review, we conclude tha.l SLD erred in
returning Naperville'S i1iat appiicahon without considcratinn, given the circWIl~tance~ pr.:sentcd here.

" Request fiJI' Rtn'iew,

11 SLJ) website, Webs e Letter, http://www.sl. \InivcrSl\h~rvicc.orglwh"tsnewI012(}OU,l\Sp

5
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applicants,3J Any ad 'tional costs ;ncUJTed in the administration of the program, therefore,
directly reduce the fu ds available for eligible schools and libraries, As such, and consi~tentwith
the Commission's rut requiring applicants to submit a "completed" FCC Fonn 471, SLD's
minimum processing tandnrds provide an efficient means to minimj7.e unnecessary
administrative costs reducing the number of substantially incomplete applications that SLD
must review and pro 55. III that context, Item 22 ofRlock 5 is used because it COnfl.mlS the
discount assigned to e entity or entities receiving the requested service. In many instances,
without that il1fnnna on, an essential detormination~nfirmationof the discount assigned to
the requested service -Clll1flot be made and the application cannot be processed. Where
applicants are seekin discounts on mnlLiple services for different groups of schools in Lhe same
application, this info .on is critical to determine what discount applies to the various services.
Against this backdro • we conclude: that it is appropriate tor SLD to require the infonnati<)ll
requested by Item 22 and for SLD to relurn applications that fail to provide tllis information in
any form.

12. We n vertheless conclude that Naperville's application did not merit retum given
the totality ofthe cir umstanccs presented here. We base our decision on sevt;ral factors. The
FCC Fonn 471 was edcsigned extensively for Year J .34 A !though in the most general sense the
information cequcs ill Item 22 had been requested in previous years, the Year 3 fonn requested
the infonnation in a 'ubstantially different manner in order to permit SLD to more easily identitY
relevant facts. Give that Item 22 was a llew infonnation request on the Year 3 form, some
applicants might mi understand what the appropriate re.~ponse to Item 22 would be. Moreover. it
is not clear whether plicanls understood the impact this redesign had on the minimum
processing st311dar .

13. Furt errnore, we find from OliI review of the record that SLD reasonably could
have easily disceme the infonnation omittt::d in Item 22 in this application from the other
information in the a plication. After reviewing Naperville'S FCC l'orm 471, we find that Blocks
4 and 5 ofNapervil 's application provided the necessary information for SLD to conclude wilh
reasonable certain what the omitted response to Item 22 was without req\liring a detailed
review of the appli tion. First, on Block 4, Naperville indkated that all schools in the district
would be receiving e same shared services, and that there were no requests for difft:rent shared
services for diffeTe t groups of sehools.J ' Accordingly, if the funding request on Block 5 was for
shared services--w 'ch SLD could have determined frOID Naperville's respollSe to Item 23j on

n 47 C.F.R. ~ 54.7IS( ).

.\4 SLD redesigned the CC Form 47\ in Year 3 to better bolate i~furmation important to the processing offunding
requests. The form us in prior years invited responses thllt aden did not permit complete review of the
underlying funding req csts without substantial additlonalllJlalysis by SLD rcviewen or cantuct with tile ~pplicant

for further infonnation The new fom', when properly completed, gre;l.tly red<tees this work a5 compared to the
fann used in Year> I d 2 because more aspects of the review lTlay be ~tllomated amI fewer reque~t. for additional
lnfonnation from appli ants are nece-_ary.

l' Nuperville Form 47 . Block 4, Item lOa.

6
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F tlo

oprinte response to Item 22 would have been worksheet A-l. 36 Moreover,
recorded on each Block 5 matches CXl1ctly with the Weighted Avcragrc

Discount shown in N erviUe's only attached Block 4, SLD could have determined that the
funding requelit on lh Block 5 worksheets referred tll the group of school's identified on
Naperville's Block 4 orksheetn For these reason.'l, SLD could have e<t£i1y dctenTIined that the
only re~'P0mc on Nap rvillc's Item 22 would have been to refcr to the only attached Block 4
worksheet, In these c c\unstances, completing Item 22 required merely the ministenal act of
repeating a fact readil available and easily disccrnable elsewhere in the application.

14, We ar comforted by the fact that review of the record lead.~ us to conclude that
Naperville complete every oUler item on i1s application for which a response was appropriate.
There is no indicatio that Naperville intended tu deceivt: or mislead SLD by the omission, Nor
do We believe that N perville Ia.cked a sufficient response to Hem 22 because it failed to exercise
proper diligencl: in 0 ering services for which it could make effective use, Rather, Naperville
provided sufficiently omplete answers to the remainder of its FCC Furm 471 to permit the ready
discernment of the re ponse that Naperville should havc provided to Item 22. Except for the
inadvertent omission ofa response to Item 22, Naperville'S FCC Fonn 471 rcflec;ts the diligence
and good faith we ex t from applicants,

15. Base on these facts, we concludt: that, gi ven the totality of the circumstanc;es,
Naperville's FCC F 471 did not merit return. The administrative cost uf llccepting
Naperville's applica 'on under these facts arc minimal and are outweighed by the objective of
ensuring that school and libraries benefit froUl the schools and libraries universal service
support mechanism contemplated by the statute. Accordingly, we grant Naperville's request
for revi(:w and re d the matter to SLD, 50 that NaperVille's fCC Form 471 mlly be processed
as a timely applicati n.3& W.... note that our decision today doc.~ not guarantee that Naperville's

,. SLD could na_e kIlo n thaI weh Block 5 wDS for a sh~red service-father than a sitc••peeitic service---bccau:se,
on Bloek 5, Naperville' dicated a dlscoWl1 percentage of26 percent. Pursuant to the Commission's iInplementinQ
rules, only llI1 applicatio for sliMed services provides iJJe ncce..ory circumstances under which a school or school
distriel would be 01 iglbl lor Ii '26 percent dj,CllWit. This is !Jec8lll;e, under the schools and libraries universal
service mechllJlism. sch ols ami libraries detennine the discoWillilr which they are eli&ihlc by consulting the
"discount matrix" adop d by the COllllTlissioD. 47 C.F.R. § 54.505(<:), The tlisCQutrt matrix lISStgns rhe discount
to IlJl eligible entity bas nn the income level of srodents (\L~il1g eligibility for pllTt!cipatlOll in the NatjOl1al Sehoul
Lunch Program as a)1r ) and Whether the entity is in It nlt'lll or urban area, 54 C.F.R. § 54.505(c). School
districts, library system • and consortia with multiple eligible ell1ities determine the discount for which thl:)' liro
elillible by calculH.ling wci&htcd average of the discollnt. available to their member entities. 54 C.l'.R. §
54.505(b)(4). 'lhe disc unl matrill does no~, umler any circumstance, yield a 26 percent oi~count to an indiviclual
schoo~ though it may y ehl both higher lUlU lower discouJ\t pcrcentailes. Therefore. an applicant would bc eligible
for a 26 peTcent disCQU lonly if it IIpplied for sliMed services and the weighted average ofthe discounts available
to the schools sharing e Sl:rviccs yielded a 26 percenr discount.

11 NQp~rvil'e Form 47 , Block 5, Item 23j; Naperville Form 471, Blo.;k 4, It~ 10c.

II We note, however, t t a dIfferent balancing might result in circumstances other than those present here,
particularly where rhe mitred information cannot be oisecmed so e..sily frOIt1 other maleriallncluded in Ihe
appli"llllon. l'lIi. deci ion is nl\T1owly limited to the faelS presented here. and does nnL prevent SI.D from applying
irs minimum process in .tnndMd in the future.
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application will be gr ted upon processing by ~LD. Naperville's appeal ollly addresst:s whether
its applic;ation should c reviewed as filed within the filing window.

16. F'resen Iy, we have a number or requests lor review that l'ai~e issues similar to the
i~lant appeal. M()re vel', we are aware that similar issueR have been raised in matters that
remain pending befo SLD. We direct SLD and the Cornmon Carrier Bureau to resolve \hese
matters consistent wi the underlying rationale of tbi!l Order. Specifically, we conclude that it is
inappropriate tor SL to return an application without consideration under its minimum
processing standard here (l) the request tor information was a first-time information
requirement on a revi ed fonn, thereby possibly leading to confusion on the part ofthe
appliclUlt~; (2) the 0 Hied infunnation could be easily discerned by SLD thrOllgh examination (If

other inf(lrTOatilln inc uded in the application; and (3) the application is otherwise substantially
complete.

111.

ingly, IT IS ORDERDD, pursulUlt tu sections 1-4, and 254 ofthc
of 1934, as amended, 47lJ.S,C. §§ 151-154 and 254, and sections 54.719

and 54.722 ofthe C 'ssion's rules, 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.719 and 54.722, that the Request for
Review filed on July 11,2000, by Naperville Community Unit School District 203, Naperville,
Il1inois, IS GRAN D.

18. rr IS URTHER ORDERED that the Request for Revit:w filed on July 11,2000,
by Naperville Com unity Unit School District 20\ Naperville, lIIinais, is REMANDED to the
Schools and Lihrari Division of the Univel'jlal Service Administrative Company, and the
School~ and Libra!'i s Division is directed to take action to effectuate the steps outlined in this
Order

FEDERA,L COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Magalie Romun Salas
Secretary
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